Dianne M. Muller & George J. Scheppler
118 Bayview Circle
Osterville,Massachusetts
02655

004033

17 February, 2005

Ms. Karen Adams

Project Manager

Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742

Dear Ms. Adams:

We stand firmly opposed to the development of Nantucket Sound by Cape Wind
Associates, and ask that you take the prevailing public view into account as you submit your
finalreport.

Eliminating the emotional politics from consideration, we are concerned primarily
about the following issues:

LAND USE: The use of public lands for private profit should only be considered
when public welfare is directly threatened and such profiteering is the ONLY
protective option.

RESPECT FOR LOCAL ZONING LAWS: Wefinditironic that we cannot
remodel our own home or cut down a tree, put a mooring in town waters or build a
private dock because of local zoning restrictions. And yet 130 turbines and a 10-
story transformer station are permissible? For private profit? Massachusetts has
led the nation in ocean preservation and conservation, and we are shocked that the
federal government would be so disrespectful of our State and local governments’
ocean development policies.

COSTS AND BENEFITS TO LOCAL TAXPAYERS: Cape Wind’s
promotional material touts “production of up to 75% of the Cape’s energy needs”
but in the small print we see that energy will be diverted to the North East grid. So
why consider such a heavily used body of water, other than cost efficiencies to
Cape Wind?

PRECEDENT: We are homeowners and taxpayers in Massachusetts and
Northern California. Despite a MASSIVE wind farm project covering miles of
California farmland, California {land of rolling blackouts) has the highest energy pricesi
n the U.S. What is the history and benefit of that farm? We know that it has been
disastrous for the bird population.

PROTECTING NATURAL RESOURCES: One need only drive the highways
0{ Stfouthem California and Florida tersee the blight and eyesores of offshore drilling
platforms.
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Al Weisz [aweisz@payette.com] Y
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 4:51 PM 03 lf
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Cape Wind Mills

To Whom It May Concern:

The addition of the wind turbines to the grid would be a great addition to the long term
sustainable energy goals of the state. Let's help to set a trend within the nation and reduce our
need on foreign petroleum products.

Thank you,

al weisz aa
architect
617.895.1214

2/28/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Blue Gentian [bluegentian@adelphia.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 4:45 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Cape Wind Project Comments

Hello .... | would like to submit these comments in support of the Cape Wind
project. | feel that the time has come for us to promote the use of
renewable energy technologies for the generation of electricity. | think the
availability of the vast wind resources offshore from the Cape provide a
unique opportunity to demonstrate our commitment to reduce our reliance on
fossil fuels for electrical generation. We have fed the fiscal appetites of

the qil rich middle eastern countries for long enough. The fight against
terrorism requires the starving of the terrorists not just the bombing of

their homes. The objections | have heard of the Cape Wind project have
exclusively come from wealthy residents ‘close' to the project site who
object to the thought of viewing rotating blades. | can understand their
aesthetic objections but cannot hear any alternatives to burning fossil

fuels from this group. Please don't let their ‘money power' derail this

project.

Thank you
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Comcast Mail [rba22@comcast.net]

Sent:  Wednesday, February 16, 2005 5:07 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE C G 4 ” 3 -
Subject: | oppose the Cape Wind project cd

I'm 100% against any kind of wind turbine farm off the Northeast coast of the UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA. Sincerely, Robert B. Antonelli 355 Broadway Somerville, Massachusetts 02145

2/28/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From; Michael! Varallo [threekds@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 7:12 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: | oppose the Cape Wind project

New Jersey resident/Nantucket resident
Boating in Nantucket sound is a tricky proposition at best!!l!

We travel between Hyannis and Nantucket frequently. We travel through wind
fog and rough conditions. The good of this project cannot out weigh the
difficulty it poses for the the recreational boater/angler. The sound and

shoals are tough enough> Please cut the little some slack in calculating

your data!lll

Michael Varallo

D

L



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: needies@coastalnet.com

Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2005 7:36 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Wind Power

Dear Army Corps. of Engineers,

| am a resident of coastal North Carolina and have
been watching with much interest the way in which the
Nantucket Sound Wind Farm has been hampered by
political forces rather than factual scientific,

econhomic, or environmental concerns,

Being a resident of coastal North Carolina, and
realizing that the presence of wind farms a few miles
off our own shoreline would improve our economy while
providing pollution-free electricity, | am eager for

you to approve the Nantucket Sound project.

Also, please move forward to create a permanent means
by which the Army Corps. of Engineers ¢an quickly
approve wind farms for coastal North Carolina as well

as other states along the seaboard.

It is well known that coal-fired power plants produce
mercury and cther toxins that have adverse influences
on aquatic and marine life. This is of great concern

for North Carolineans as much of our economy is driven
by the fishing industry. Since wind energy provides
pollution free electricity, power produced by wind

farms will improve the health of all of our coast's

marine life.

Additionally, the large towers that support the
turbines provide a natural reef for fish to grow.
Having hundreds of new reefs, a few miles off our
coastline will create an economic boon for our
fishermen.

The opponents of the Nantucket Sound farm have
repeatedly claimed that Nantucket Sound is the most
beautiful place on earth. | take great offense to this
statement. Coastal North Carclina has beautifully
clear warm waters and miles of pristine beaches. In my
opinion, there is no place on the planet that is more
beautiful. Having said that, | would be delighted to

add hundreds windmills elegantly spinning on the
distant horizon to my view as | walk the beaches
watching sailing boats, shrimp trawlers, and Navy
ships conducting Marine exercises, while knowing that
these towers are improving the overall quality of life

of my current and future generations of friends and
family.

Please do not allow the political posturing and
obstructionists methods of powerful Senators such as
Ted Kennedy to block the economic progress and
environmental welfare of coastal North Carolina.



Sincerely,

William Robinson

310 Noerth Front St, #233
Wilmington, NC

28401



Adams, Karen K NAE

Page 1 of 1

From: Uzpurvis@aol.com
Sent:  Wednesday, February 16, 2005 8:24 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE; anne.canaday@state.ma.us

Subject: Comments for review

Please use my attaced comments in the wind farm review process. Thankyou.

Nijole Uzpurvis
42 clifton Lane
Centerville, Ma. 02632
508-771-6660

uzpurvis@aol.com

2/28/2005



Facts to consider about wind mill factory

The proposed plant may save oil, but it’s insignificant.
Electricity consumes about 2% of our total oil. Cars, SUV’s and
other transportation consume over 50% of the total oil. Let’s be
leaders and minimize use of gas-guzzlers to put a dent into the 50%
oil segment. Ask our legislators for help to include the SUV’s into
the car category rather than truck category and thereby be required
to meet car MPG goals.

Magnetic field or wave influence on radar is at best an open
question. The British Government is convinced that there can be
negative effects on radar and therefore prevent building of wind
turbines in certain areas. The USA East Coast is monitored by
PAVEPAWS radar at Otis Air Base. Do we dare to even think
about interfering with our security? Remember the jets at 9/11 were
scrambled from Ottis Air Base.

The FAA says the wind plant will not interfere with air traffic.
It is stated that commercial aircraft traffic path is at 7001t altitude in
the area of the wind plant, at best that is 283ft above the tip of the
wind turbine blades. Air lanes are separated by 2000 feet for safety.
Why should the air traffic over the wind plant not have the same
safety margin? What about the safety of private planes and
helicopters which may not be guided by radar and rely on visual
guidance? What about fog interference or failed safety lights at
night?

Qil barges have spilled oil generally because of human error or
equipment failure. Each wind turbine will have nearly 200 gallons
of some type of lubricating oil. The transformer platform will have
40.000 gallons of cooling oil and 1000 gallons of diesel fuel. The
oil reservoirs will be filled and maintained from a barge with a
70.000 gallon capacity and will need high pressure to deliver the oil
to the points of use. Each time these oil reservoirs are filled,
changed or maintained there are 132 chances of failure due to
human error or equipment failure.

Wind is an intermittent source. The turbines only work when
the wind blows at the right speed. If it blows too fast, the turbines
are shut down for equipment safety. If it blows too slowly the
turbines do not work. We will need to learn to live without electric
power or we will have to buy power from other sources. To provide
electricity power plants must stay operating and ready to serve our



needs. Shutting down other power plants seams to be out of the
question.

Cape Wind claims creation of 200-400 jobs. These are most
likely not for Cape Coders, because heavy industry skills are
required, which the Cape lacks. This was evident at the Yarmouth
Corps of Engineers hearing where designers and electricians, who
spoke for the wind plant, were not from the Cape. Vacationers try
to get away from industrial environments for rest and relaxation,
and the Cape and Islands provide this. Because the wind factory
will create an industrial environment there is an opportunity to lose
recreational industry jobs. Studies have shown up to 2500 jobs. In
addition we will lose some tourist business in the $200 million
range. Why take that risk for minimal gain?

The properties overlooking the Sound will certainly be
affected by the view of the wind factory. Property values will
decrease as indicated by studies. There is no wall protecting the
inland properties from the same fate: decrease in value. The water
front property values will decrease more than the inland properties
shifting the tax burden to less affluent individuals. This is not just
an issue for the wealthy. The Cape and Islands tax base will
decrease resulting in lower tax collections in the towns. This will
cause a reduction in services or a tax increase. We can not afford
either.

There are many other concerns and facts, such as effects on
birds, fish, whales, light and noise pollution and more.

Windmill factories are not acceptable and should not be built
in areas affecting existing non-compatible industries, such as
recreation. Windmill factories should be built in existing industrial
or remote open areas.

The prime motivation for this project is greed—huge profit to
an individual at the expense of the public. The saving of oil,
protecting the environment, reducing pollution, innovations, using
free energy and other reasons are just an excuse to justify individual
profits. Please remember the profits will be paid by our taxes, and
that would be legalized pocket picking.

Nijole Uzpurvis
Centerville, Ma.
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: ronnie mulligan [ronniemulfigan@yahoc.com)
Sent:  Wednesday, February 16, 2005 9:21 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: | oppose the Cape Wind project e

TO whom it may concern,

The Nantucket sound is very fragile and so are the fish and wildlife that live in it and
count on it..

the sound should be protected and we need to preserve it for the people who come after
us..once is is lost it is lost..
Please keep this a sacred place and a sanctuary..

Georgette Mulligan

email 1s Mulligan@yahoo.com

Do you Yahoo!?

2/28/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: John.Petersen@oberlin.edu on behalf of John Petersen [John.Petersen@oberlin.edu]
Sent; Wednesday, February 16, 2005 9:35 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Cape Wind

Dear Madam/Sir: O e
“4,q-
Although the address at the end of this letter is in Ohio, | own a house in +
East Falmouth Mass (108 Seapit Rd) and an additional parcel of land on the
Cape. As an environmental scientist and lover of the Cape, nothing would
make me happier than to see this major wind project in Nantucket sound move
forward. The Cape is extremely vulnerable to sea level rise induced by
fossil-fuel driven climate change. | also believe that the structures will
attract tourism.

Warm regards,

John Petersen

Associate Professor of Environmental Studies and Biology
Oberlin College, Lewis Center 122 Eim St.

QOberlin, OH 44074

Phone {440) 775-6692

FAX {440) 775-8946
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: mike cusack [mike.cusack@comcast.net]

Sent:  Wednesday, February 16, 2005 9:41 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE On
Cc: comments@saveoursound.org; DSVKOPE@aol.com ’ o
Subject: Opposition to the Cape Wind Project

I would like to go on record as being opposed to the proposed Cape Wind Project. The majority
of my reasons have been outlined & presented many times by Save Our Sound alliance to
protect nantucket sound.

In addition, | oppose the project for the following reasons:

1. 1do not believe the Army Corps of Engineers has legislatively been authorized/chartered
to review/approve projects of this nature.

2. Cape Wind would potentially be utilizing vast tracts of state/federal waters with little or no

public compensation.

The vaunted Denmark wind project testimonial has encountered multiple preblems.

| believe Cape Wind's benefit analysis/RCI for public benefit is deliberately vague.

Subsidies, tax breaks & other taxpayer costs which will benefit Cape Wind have not been

clearly identified & quantified.

6. The majority of Cape & Island residents, as well as the senior government leaders of the
Commonwealth are opposed to the project - what more do you want?

Wbk

I'm not opposed to wind power, but am opposed to the Cape Wind project.
Thank you.

Michael Cusack
P.O. Box 641
Mashpee, MA 02649
508.477.0718

2/28/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: icnisbet@cape.com

Sent; Wednesday, February 16, 2005 10:04 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Cc: michae!_amaral@fws.gov; jeff_spendelow@usgs.gov; carclyn.mostello@state.ma.us;

jeremy.hatch@umb.edu; jerawford@clf.org; sperkins@massaudubon.org; ichisbet@cape.com
Subject: Revised comments on Cape Wind DEIS
Revisions to L

‘omments on Cape . - qogf 3

Dear Ms Adams: ¥

My attention has been drawn to two errors in the comments on the Cape Wind
Energy DEIS that | sent to you on 29 January 2005. Accerdingly, | have
revised two sections of those comments, those numbered 8(¢) and 8(e). |
attach a Word file containing the revised versions of these sections.

Please replace the original sections 8(c) and 8(e) with the revised versions.

Sincerely,

lan C.T. Nisbet, Ph.D.



Revisions to Comments on Cape Wind Energy DEIS-DEIR
By Ian C.T. Nisbet, Ph.D.
Revisions submitted on 17 February 2005.

8. Radar Studies.

ARRNT XA AR kb rdhddh ik

(c) Estimates of Target Density. Table 3 in Appendix 5.7-E presents seasonal
averages of “Tracks per hour”. This metric is stated to be “roughly equal to birds
tracked within the 8 nautical mile (14.8 km) area within which the TracScan radar
registered birds (out to about a 4 nautical miles [7.4 km] from the radar” (emphasis
added). It appears to have been assumed (a} that targets can be equated with birds;
and (b) that all birds within the 7.4 km circle were detected. The first assumption is
known to be wrong: many of the birds detected and reported in the aerial and boat
surveys were in flocks, each of which would have been detected as a single target.
The second assumption is very unlikely to be true, for three reasons:

(i) the power density in the beam declines with the angle off-axis, so that
targets at angles between 3° and 15.5° above the horizontal are progressively less
likely to be detected; this would limit the detection of small targets at close range (3°
and 15.5° above the horizontal correspond to altitudes of 52 and 222 m at a range of |
km); this would also be true for birds below the beam axis (e.g., all birds flying at
rotor height at ranges greater than about 2.8 km);

(ii) targets above the upper margin of the radar beam (15.3° above horizontal)
would not be detected at all;

(iii) even close to the axis of the beam, distant targets would not be detected
because they return echoes too weak to be registered.

To relate the numbers of targets detected to the numbers of targets in the air as
functions of radar cross-section, altitude and range, would require calibrated
information on the performance of the radar equipment, including polar diagrams of
the dependence of the minimum detectable radar cross-section on the off-axis angle.
Appendices 5.7-E and -] present no useful performance information except the
statement that “TracScan’s operational detection range for large birds (i.¢. geese) is
over 10 nmi (18.5 km)”. Assuming that detection range scales approximately as
mass’?, the “operational detection range” for a 10-g bird would be about 4.1 km, and
that for a 100-g bird would be about 7.4 km. Detection ranges would be smaller for
targets oft-axis. This rough calculation suggests that many small and some medium-
sized birds would have been missed in the outer parts of the scanned circle.

For all these reasons, the numbers listed as “Tracks per hour” in Table 3 are
likely to be substantial underestimates. These numbers cannot be used as estimates of
the numbers of birds passing per hour without correction for the geometrical biases
pointed out above, and factoring in data on average flock size.
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(e) Heights of flight. Summary statistics on the altitudes at which targets were
detected by the VerCat radar are presented in Attachments 3 and 4 of Appendix 5.7-E.
Because the data presented are simple counts of targets falling into various categories,
these data evidently have not been converted to target densities or otherwise corrected
for differential detectability. However, because the radar beam spreads linearly, birds
flying low are less likely to be detected than birds flying at moderate altitudes. Birds
flying very high are also less likely to be detected because the “typical operation
range” is only 1,375 m downrange and 2,750 m vertically. As for the TracScan radar,
the data cannot be interpreted or used for risk assessment without calibrated
information on the performance of the radar equipment, including polar diagrams of
the dependence of the minimum detectable radar cross-section on the off-axis angle.
An additional feature of the VerCat radar is that the way in which its beam was
rotated in a vertical plane is expected leads to differential detectability of birds flying
in different directions. Specifically, birds flying north-south {perpendicular to the
plane swept out by the beam), are less likely to be detected than birds flying east-
west, because they will pass through the volume swept out by the beam too rapidly to
be registered the minimum of three times to be recorded as a “target”. Again, precise
calculations of this directional effect would require technical information on the
ability of the radar to detect targets of various magnitudes at various off-axis angles,
However, a rough calculation based on the nominal 20° beam width suggests that
many or most birds flying north-south at rotor height within 500 m horizontal distance
from the radar site would be missed for this reason. All these effects need to be
corrected for before the data from the VerCat radar can be used to assess numbers or
proportions of targets flying at rotor height.

The limited technical information given in Appendix 5.7-J defies rational
interpretation. Page 6 states that a minimum of 3 registrations were required to record
a “track”. A bird flying at 40 km/hr (ground speed) will travel 56 m in 2 revolutions
of the VerCat beam (5 sec). At a nominal 1° beam width, the beam does not reach 56
m width until 3,180 m from the source, far beyond the typical operating range. Thus,
according to information given, the VerCat radar could not detect any tracks of birds
passing overhead except for birds flying in the plane swept out by the radar beam
(stated to be east-west). At oblique angles, detectability will be higher. However,
even at a 15° angle, the beam does not reach 56 m width until 3,070 m horizontally



from the source (820 m altitude); again, no birds would be detected except those
flying in or near the east-west plane. At all angles, the VerCat radar will detect few
birds flying north-south and far more birds flying east-west than NW-SE or NE-SW;
at all angles, it will detect far more birds flying high than flying low, up to the heights
where high-flying birds are lost because they are out of range. Because of these
geometric properties of the VerCat radar, the data presented in Attachments 3 and 4
cannot be used to make inferences about the proportions or numbers of birds flying
in the rotor-swept-zone, unless and until they have been corrected for the large
variations in detectability according to target size, height, and ground speed.



21 Moon Street, #3
Boston, MA 02113
February 23, 2005

Karen Kirk Adams f’{j 4
Cape Wind Energy Project EIS Manager 4
Regulatory Division

New England District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Re: NAE-2004-338-1: Cape Wind Energy Project DEIS
Dear Ms. Adams:

I am writing to express my strong support for both the proposed Cape Wind Energy
Project and for the thoughtful and exhaustive regulatory review process developed by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to evaluate the project’s Section10/404 license
application,

[ first became aware of the proposed Cape Wind project in my former capacity of Project
Review Coordinator for the Massachusetts Office of Coastal Zone Management (CZM).
Because the project had the potential to present new federal consistency issues and
because of my experience in evaluating other large energy projects in Massachusetts, 1
became CZM’s project manager for the federal consistency review of Cape Wind. I have
since retired from that position but have continued to follow the development of the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as I trained my successor and, as a private
citizen, through the media, and by reading the DEIS.

As we all know, the Cape Wind proposal is a first for Massachusetts and for the United
States. All of the regulators worked diligently to understand the technology of offshore
wind generation, the siting 1ssues associated with the development of such a project, and
the direct and comparative environmental impacts of a wind generation project. It is to
the Corps’ very great credit that it provided many opportunities for state and federal
agencies to learn about these issues by communicating with developers and regulators of
similar projects in Europe and offering technical seminars by unbiased experts to all
involved in the review of this project.

During the preparation of the DEIS, 17 state and federal agencies participated in
negotiations to develop a statement of project purpose and need, a scope for the DEIS,
criteria for an alternatives analysis, and identified numerous potential environmental
impacts for further review. Because of the individual perspective of each of these 17
agencies, not all have totally agreed with the outcome of these discussions, but none can
say that their viewpoints were ignored. The project purpose and need, and related scope



and analysis presented in the DEIS are appropriate within the context of the Corps and
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA regulatory requirements.

I have also been impressed by the extensive environmental research undertaken by Cape
Wind in support of this application. The work has already contributed a great deal to our
knowledge of the Nantucket Sound environment.

Given both the state’s and the nation’s increasing appetite for electrical energy, I believe
that it is critical that alternative energy projects such as Cape Wind be developed. The
most significant source of adverse environmental effects from conventional electrical
generating facilities is air emissions and wind power projects have no air emissions.
When compared to injuries to human, plant and animal health caused by the combustion
of fossil fuels, the environmental damage of a large wind energy project is minimal.

It has been argued that the visual effect of 130 turbines in Nantucket Sound will turn a
pristine ocean viewshed into an industrialized zone. [ am a past member of the Martha’s
Vineyard Commission and, as such, traveled by boat across the Sound several times a
month — unfortunately, the quality of the Nantucket Sound viewshed is already badly
affected by particulates in the air, and continued reliance on fossil fuels for electric power
generation will further degrade the vistas of Nantucket Sound.

Given the current level of wind generation technology, Nantucket Sound is an
appropriate location for the type of project proposed by reason of wind strength, sea
depth, and proximity to transmission systems and markets.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Cape Wind project.

Very truly yours,

Jane W, Mead



Nancy J. Wheatley
WATER RESOURCES STRATEGIES

PO Box 873, Siasconset MA 02564
njwheatley@aol.com / 508 257-6643 / 617 417-9377

February 16, 2005

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

New England District -~
696 Virginia Road Ludg L
Concord, MA 01742 to

Aftn; Karen Kirk Adams

Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
Environmental Policy Act Office

Attn: Anne Canaday

100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900
Boston, MA 02114

RE: Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

! am writing in support of the Cape Wind Energy project proposed for Nantucket
Sound on the day that the Kyoto Protocols become effective and another major
typhoon is threatening islands in the Pacific. Both of these events highlight the
importance of beginning to reduce our use of fossil fuels to generate energy.
While this project is not a silver bullet which will reverse the degradation of air
quality or stop global warming in its tracks, it is a major step. It demonstrates
that it is possible to plan for responsible use of alternative energy sources.

Many will argue in commenting on the draft EIS that, by itself, this project will
have only limited environmental and public health benefits. While this is true, it is
true of virtually any single project. Unacceptable levels of pollution generally
occur when individual small discharges to the environment overwhelm the ability
of nature to absorb these pollutants. In other words, we create pollution through
many small acts, and we can only begin to reduce pollution by taking similar
small steps. To reiterate, first steps are needed, and the Cape Wind project
provides a first step.

Our laws and public policy allow for review of major projects that will impact our
environment, both for benefits and harm. The current law establishes an
environmental review process based on a draft EIS, public review and response
to those public comments. In my view, the draft EIS identifies meaningful
environmental and health benefits that will be provided by the project, while
demonstrating that adverse impacts are generally limited. While | am not an
expert on the many technical areas which were studied, my review of the EIS
suggests that it was done competently.



That is not to say that there are no questions to be raised about the report’s
conclusions. However, comments either supporting or questioning the validity of
the EIS should be based on facts. There has been some criticism of the fact that
Cape Wind provided funding for the studies. This is part of the process which is
in place. The public should not be asked to fund evaluation of a private
developer’s project. Reports which are funded by interested parties, whether the
project proponent of project opponents, are not automatically flawed. In sum,
comments on the merits or flaws of any study should be based on sound
technical analysis.

Opponents of the project have raised questions about Cape Wind as a private
developer. In our free enterprise society, energy development projects are
planned, promoted and implemented by private developers. Vilifying private
enterprise may arouse passions, but it adds nothing to the understanding of the
project. These comments should not be considered as part of the environmental
review. Any project must be reviewed based on existing law, not on the law that
either opponents or proponent wished existed.

Summarizing my observations on the draft EIS:

* The environmental review process is moving forward well, with interested
parties able to review studies and raise questions and concerns about the
potential impacts from the project.

* On the side of negative environmental impacts, the draft EIS identifies mostly,
limited short term impacts from construction of the project.

* On the positive side, the draft EIS does not find that permanent disruption of
the environment or the wildlife which depends on that environment.

» The most controversial aspect of the project is the visual impact. Changes in
the “view” are almost exclusively subjective, with the benefits or problems in
the eye of the beholder, and the impacts on tourism and property values
highly speculative, with absolutely no objective evidence of harm and some
limited evidence of benefit, from Europe and California.

Fundamentally, the way to improve the environment and public health is to begin
to reduce the use of fossil fuels. This project, supported by the analysis of the
drat EIS, is a powerful statement that achieving that goal — by making a change
to renewable energy sources — is within our grasp.

Respectfully submitted,

Nancy J. Wheatley



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Tony Uzabe! [TUzabel@northernpower.com)
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 9:00 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Cc: Peter Edlund

Subject: Cape Wind preject

To whom it may concern:

We just wanted to add our voices in support of the Cape Wind project.
If this is not an example of the type of forward thinking needed to provide
tomorrow's energy, then we don't know what would be. What could be better
than a virtually zero impact generating system? The only arguments against
it are of the NIMBY (Not In My Back Yard) variety.
While there are many types of technology for renewable and clean energy
generation, wind is the only one that is 'ready for prime time'. The simple
fact that the Cape Wind project could compete with traditional generating
plants, on a purely economic basis, speaks volumes.

We believe it is past time that the United States take
alternate/renewable energy seriously. Approving the Cape Wind project would
communicate to the world that we are now doing so. More importantly,
providing ciean, reliable, and inexpensive power during a time of certain
price increases in traditional fossil fuel power generation would benefit
everyone involved.

Thank you for taking the time to listen to our comments.
Sincerely,

Tony Uzabel
Peter Edlund

Northern Power Systems
182 Mad River Park
Waitsfield, VT 05673-0999
802.496.2955

www. northernpower.com

CONFIDENTIAL: This email message and any aftachments are confidential
and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, any use,
copying, disclosure, disseminaticn or distribution is strictly

prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the

sender immediately by return email and delete this communication and
destroy all copies.



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Brett Maxwell [BMaxwell@northernpower.com]

Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 9:55 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Support for Cape Cod wind project C -

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers New England District
Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

Attn: Karen Kirk Adams

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Hi there,

| just want register my support for this project. It is the most forward

looking, thoughtfut, and responsible use of the public trust that | have

seen proposed in many years. I'm an ex-Cape Codder who lived in Falmouth for
more than 20 years, so I'm well aware of the air pollution problems that

exist due to the tail-pipe effect exhausting our nation's coal-fired dirty

air out to sea, and I'm well aware of the ocean polluticn from various oils

spills in Buzzard's Bay over the decades, including the most recent spill of

oil on the way to the inefficient oil burning generator at the north end of

the canal.

This project improves locat health, energy and national security, improves
local fisheries (especially so if we can stop spilling oil in our shellfish
grounds), and just wait and see--it will be a net plus for tourist dollars

to the Cape once it is up and running. People will be amazed and proud of
our ingenuity at capturing useful clean energy at existing market prices
perpetually.

With a degree in Economics, as well as graduate study in Energy Management
under my belt, and with real world experience in my job at Northern Power
Systems in providing electricity generation systems that often include
renewables such as wind and solar informing my reasoning, | feel strongly

that this is a good proposal, and it should go forward.

Please make this project happen. It will be a springboard for other similar
proposals around this big electricity hungry country, and that is good for
all of us for many, many reasons.

Thank you for your consideration.

Brett Maxwell
PO Box 795
Richmond, VT 05477

ph. 802-434-4128
brettmaxwell@adelphia.net

CONFIDENTIAL: This emait message and any attachments are confidential
and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, any use,
copying, disclosure, dissemination or distribution is strictly

prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the

sender immediately by return email and delete this communication and
destroy all copies.
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Karen K NAE
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Daniel Ruben [dan_ruben@usa.net]
Thursday, February 17, 2005 10:34 AM
Energy, Wind NAE

Please Support the Cape Wind Project!

Dear Ms. Adams,

| urge you to approve the Cape Wind project in Nantucket Sound, as soon as possible, for the
following reasons:

e The U.S. and the worid must take bold steps to address the build up of greenhouse
gases that cause global warming.
+ The project will be a great demonstration that we can make a difference in fighting global

warming. It will inspire others around the country to take action.

e The Cape Wind turbines will preclude the need for another polluting power plant.
e The project will make New England less dependent on natural gas and cil, diversifying

our energy mix and providing economic stability.

e The project will reduce the risk of ail spills.

+ Wind power creates more jobs than fossil fuel plants.

Thank you for giving me this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Dan Ruben

Daniel Ruben

175 Auburn Street
Newton, MA 02466
dan_ruben@usa.net
617-527-7950

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Rital068@acl.com

Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 11:11 AM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: | oppose the Cape Wind project

Please take note of my very strong opposition to the Cape Wind project.

Rita Cuker
20 Young Road -
Weston, MA 02493 Lo

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Rita0069@aol.com

Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 11:11 AM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: | oppose the Cape Wind project

| strongly oppose the Cape Wind project.
George Cuker

20 Young Read
Weston, MA 02493 C"'»
Y
1o

"/'J 0

2/28/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

Page 1 of 2

From: Cathy Boles [heathershlooming@charter.net]
Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 11:39 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Nantucket Sound project

Dear Army Corps. of Engineers:

I am a resident of coastal North Carolina and have
been watching with much interest the way in which the
Nantucket Sound Wind Farm has been hampered by
political forces rather than factual scientific,

economic, or environmental concerns.

Being a resident of coastal North Carolina, and
realizing that the presence of wind farms a few miles

off our own shoreline would improve our economy while
providing pollution-free electricity, I am eager for

you to approve the Nantucket Sound project.

Also, please move forward to create a permanent means
by which the Army Corps. of Engineers can quickly
approve wind farms for coastal North Carolina as well
as other states along the seaboard.

It is well known that coal-fired power plants preduce
mercury and other toxins that have adverse influences
on aquatic and marine life. This is of great concern

for North Carolinians as much of our economy is driven
by the fishing industry. Since wind energy provides
pollution free electricity, power produced by wind
farms will improve the health of all of our coast's
marine life,

Additionally, the large towers that support the
turbines provide a natural reef for fish to grow.
Having hundreds of new reefs, a few miles off our
coastline will create an economic boon for our
fishermen.

The opponents of the Nantucket Sound farm have
repeatedly claimed that Nantucket Sound is the most
beautiful place on earth. I take great offense to this
statement. Coastal North Carolina has beautifully
clear warm waters and miles of pristine beaches. In my
opinion, there is no place on the planet that is more

2/28/2005



beautiful. Having said that, I would be delighted to
add hundreds windmills elegantly spinning on the
distant horizon to my view as 1 walk the beaches
watching sailing boats, shrimp trawlers, and Navy
ships conducting Marine exercises, while knowing that
these towers are improving the overall quality of life
of my current and future generations of friends and
family,

Please do not allow the political posturing and
obstructionists methods of powerful Senators such as
Ted Kennedy to block the economic progress and
environmental welfare of coastal North Carolina.

Sincerely,

Cathy Boles
Hampstead, NC 28443

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Richard Andrews [techcomm@vermontel.net]
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 11:59 AM
To: Energy, Wind NAE
Subject: Cape Wind Project
| wish to register my support for the Cape Wind Project. ~,
|
The 420 megawatts this project could produce at full capacity would be a ! 105 )

valuable addition to the New England power grid. It would be a major
step in the right direction in reducing emissions of greenhouse gases
that lead to undesirable climate change, and the project would reduce
reliance on imported fuels.

Richard Andrews
12 Center Street
Springfield Vermont 05156

No virus found in this cutgoing message.
Checked by AVG Anti-Virus.
Version; 7.0.300 / Virus Database: 265.8.8 - Release Date: 2/14/05



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Brett Pingree [BPingree@northernpower.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 12:23 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Please implement the Cape Wind Farm

| strongly believe this wind farm is the correct use of the natural ~ oA
resources in the public, common, good. These turbines produce clean VoL 4 U 5
electricity with very little known detriment to the environment which will 3
offset polluting and carcinogenic fossil fuel use.

Please consider my vote as a Massachusetts resident as a vote of approval
and confidence in the Cape Wind Farms.

Thank you,

Brett

CONFIDENTIAL: This email message and any attachments are confidential
and may be privileged. If you are not the intended recipient, any use,
copying, disclosure, dissemination or distribution is strictly

prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the

sender immediately by return email and delete this communication and
destroy all copies.



Adams, Karen K NAE
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From: Linda Jackson [ljackson@ec.rr.com]
Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 12:25 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind energy

Dear Army Corps. of Engineers:

[ am a resident of coastal North Carolina and have
been watching with much interest the way in which the
Nantucket Sound Wind Farm has been hampered by
political forces rather than factual scientific,

economic, or environmental concerns.

Being a resident of ¢oastal North Carolina, and

realizing that the presence of wind farms a few miles

off our own shoreline would improve our economy while
providing pollution-free electricity, I am eager for

you to approve the Nantucket Sound project.

Also, please move forward to create a permanent means
by which the Army Corps. of Engineers can quickly
approve wind farms for coastal North Carolina as well
as other states along the seaboard.

It is well known that coal-fired power plants produce
mercury and other toxins that have adverse influences
on aquatic and marine life. This is of great concern

for North Carolinians as much of our economy is driven
by the fishing industry. Since wind energy provides
pollution free electricity, power produced by wind
farms will improve the health of all of our coast's
marine life.

Additionally, the large towers that support the
turbines provide a natural reef for fish to grow.
Having hundreds of new reefs, a few miles off our
coastline will create an economic boon for our
fishermen.

The opponents of the Nantucket Sound farm have
repeatedly claimed that Nantucket Sound is the most
beautiful place on earth. I take great offense to this
statement. Coastal North Carolina has beautifully

clear warm waters and miles of pristine beaches. In my
opinion, there is no place on the planet that is more
beautiful. Having said that, | would be delighted to
add hundreds of windmills eleganily spinning on the
distant horizon to my view as [ walk the beaches
watching sailing boats, shrimp trawlers, and Navy
ships conducting Marine exercises, while knowing that
these towers are improving the overall quality of life

2/28/2005
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of my current and future generations of friends and
family.

Please do not allow the political posturing and
obstructionists methods of powerful Senators such as
Ted Kennedy to block the economic progress and
environmental welfare of coastal North Carolina.

Sincerely,

Linda & Reggie Jackson
2005 E. Oak Island Drive
Oak Island, NC 28465

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: URSULA LEAHY [ruleahy@msn.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 12:29 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

N Co
Subject: Cape Wind project Y, N
“ed

To: Karen K. Adams
Cape Wind Energy Project EIS Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, NE District

Re: Cape Wind project

Dear Ms. Adams,

As a former Conservation Commission member (9 years, Wilmington, MA), I
feel strongly that the Cape Wind project is inappropriate for Nantucket Sound and
for any offshore Cape Cod waters. I understand there are several more projects,
just waiting to see if Cape Wind is approved, which will leave Cape Cod
surrounded by more than 500+ windmills. An approval for Cape Wind will open a
Pandora's Box, difficult to close.

I have seen a much smaller working windmill project in Holland from aboard
a ship. As the day was cloudy and the windmills were almost silent, they loomed
up in the distance and were not able to be seen until we were quite close to
them. We had to navigate very slowly and carefully through the area. As you
know, Cape Cod Bay and Nantucket Sound are major shipping, ferry and pleasure
craft areas. We also have a large share of cloudy, stormy weather and it
concerns me as to the safety of those using the waters.

From an environmental view, the windmills still use oil for transformers which
will be located in the Sound, and must be connected to the mainland at some
point and then to a power producing facility. Although wind energy can be
considered a cleaner source of energy, it still needs the aid of fossil fuels.
Buzzard's Bay has just suffered a major oil spill and is still recovering. This
project would have a spill potential at the base of each and every windmill.

Economically the project is unsound, as it will not produce enough electricity to
make a significant difference. Historically, windmill projects have not been
financially profitable and are generaliy subsidized by the taxpayers. Many fairly
new windmill projects are already being dismantled.

I see Cape Wind as an industrial power plant using Nantucket Sound as it's de
facto "private" property. The economy of the Cape area is based on
tourism providing open access to the ocean and beautiful vistas. As I see it,
windmills will interfere with the ability to use our waters fully, as well as
aesthetically ruining the horizon view.

I am not anti-wind power as another power producing source. I just don't
believe it should be located in the waters of Nantucket Sound or Cape Cod Bay.
It would be more appropriately located on land, where the windmills could be
monitored closely.

Sincerely,

Ursula M. Leahy

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: GAMessier@aol.com

Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 2:22 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE 3
Subject: Cape Wind v (fo’ S

Ladies & Gentlemen -

The advantages outweigh the disadvantages.
- Increased availability of low-cost energy from domestic, environmentally clean and
friendly sources.
This has to outweigh domestic politics, geopolitics, NIMBY, and nay sayers.
Let's build it.
Respectfully,

George A. Messier
Wallingford, CT 06492

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Marlene Bartos [marlene@yessian.com]

Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 2;16 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE; anne.canaday@state.ma.us
Subject: Cape Wind

C ~
e

7 ¢ 5
I am writing in regard to the Cape Wind Draft Environmental Impact Statement, I have a 7
home on Cape Cod and 1 am concerned that the statement is inadequate in a number of
areas which include boat navigation and safety (I am an avid paddler and sailor), pollution
threats from the substation (which oil, noise, and visual pollution) and the associated impact

on tourism and the economic health of the area.

The statement also does not cover real analysis of alternative sites. I am a firm believer in
finding alternatives to the use of fossile fuels, however, I don’t believe this study has fully
explored all the negative impact or any good alternatives.

Thank you.
Marlene Bartos
31 Crowell Rd.

West Yarmouth, MA
02673

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Joan Peterson [cjpete@cape.com]
Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 3:05 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE b"v -
Subject: | oppose the Cape Wind project Y, ~
My objections to the proposed wind farm are:
1. It would amount to the destruction of an irreplaceable natural treasure. The visual effect on
a limitless horizon, the noise of the construction and the light pollution alone will render
Nantucket Sound an eyesore. This will drastically affect tourism, on which Cape Cod heavily
depends. Those who came to live on the Cape in order to be close to the ocean and it's beauty
and serenity will no lenger have that benefit.

2. The minimal saving of fossil energy is more than offset by the environmental damage that
would be caused and the damage that arguably could be caused by accident or storm damage.

3. The amount of power generated is not enough to justify the negative impact it would cause.

The rest of Massachusetts has weighed in in favor of this project because of their perceived
benefit. They will not be adversely affected - we will bear the brunt of all the negative effects.

Sincerely, Joan Peterson, South Dennis, MA

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: SMacD@aol.com

Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 4:24 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE a
Subject: | oppose the Cape Wind project ${

Please do not allow this private enterprise to destroy a unique and precious body of water.

Sandy MacDonald

2/28/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Eric Benedict [madrivereric@yahoo.com]
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 4:47 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: A letter of support for the Cape Wind project

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,New England District
Cape Wind Energy EIS Project -
Attn: Karen Kirk Adams “i
696 Virginia Road Concord, MA 01742 ¥y

1650

[
-~

Dear Ms. Adams,

| am writing this letter to indicate my support for

the Cape Wind off shore wind project. § write this
letter because | strongly believe that this (and other
off-shore wind turbine projects) are a very important
part of our energy future supplies and should proceed
to completion as soon as possible. We are rapidly
running out of time (if we haven't already) to build
enough renewable energy resources and this project
will help provide some additional resources. 1 also
would like to mention that | am an avid sailor and
feel that this project will not adversely affect

sailors and other recreational boating activities.

Sincerly yours,
Eric L. Benedict, PhD.

11 Upper Sunnybrook Rd
Middlesex, VT 05602

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Mail - Easier than ever with enhanced search. Leam more.
http://info.mail.yahoo.com/mail_250
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: EKaz88@aol.com
Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 5:25 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Cc: ohmanjon@comcast.net ~

Subject; Cape Cod Wind Farm - US(' .
U

Dear Army Core of Engineers:

| am writing to express my concerns regarding the possible approval of a Wind Farm in
Nantucket Sound.My concerns are on many levels and are important to me because my
family spends a lot of time boating and fishing where the Wind Farm is proposed. My
concerns include:

1. The destruction, in my opinion, of the natural beauty of Nantucket Sound by the placement
of windmills and supporting structures and facilities in the middle of this beautiful, natural
marine landscape.

2. The possible adverse effect on the marine and other wildlife that inhabit or pass
through the area. | have read nothing that would lead me to believe that these structures
would improve the environment for marine life etc. The most likely scenario is that some
marine and bird life would be at risk.

3. The adverse impact on the economy of Cape Cod by placing an industrial complex in the
middle of beautiful public territory. Perhaps there would be some curiosity visitors for awhile
but | find it hard to imagine that they would make up for the loss of economic activity that the
Cape might suffer by decreasing numbers of visitors who have for generations been
attracted to the Cape to enjoy its natural beauty.

4. The possibility that the Wind Farm might not work wel! enough to reduce dependence on
other sources of energy to any significant degree compared to the possible problems that
could be created. Also, there is concern that the Cape might not benefit from any possible
energy savings that might be created by the Wind Farm.

5. The risk imposed by the Wind Farm structures to the people who enjoy the Sound for
recreational activities. This is my largest concern as | have spent considerable time on those
waters with my family. | certainly would be concerned that the placement of numerous
additional hazards to boating, and perhaps aviation, would certainly increase the possibility of
more accidents to the smaller boaters in the fog. This is a real issue that will almost certainly
occur and this maze of structures will make it much more difficult to render assistance when
needed in urgent situations. | doubt that in any areas where reasonable zoning regulations
already exist there would be allowed the placement of potentially very dangerous cbjects in
an area that might be considered the equivalent of a public park.

6. The last concern is that a small group of private investors will potentially benefit by using
public land in a way that would most likely adversely affect many people in many ways for
many years. | would hope that the concerns of the peocple opposed to this project will be
given sericus consideration. There seems to be a lot of potential problems for many relative
to the possibility of a small benefit for a few people if this project is built. Because of that , |
would like to state that | am very much opposed to the Cape Wind Project.

Sincerely,

Edward L. Kazarian
15 Newton Street
Northborough, MA

2/28/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Ken & Carol Hayes [kcishayes@yahoo.com)]
Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2005 5:35 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Support for Wind Energy Project

Hi,

| am definitely in support of this project. | am very
concerned about the burning of fossil fuels, coal,
etc. and their effect on the environment. | believe
this project is in our best interest.

Thank you for taking the time to consider my email.

Carol Hayes

Do you Yahoo!?
All your favorites on one personal page ~ Try My Yahoo!
http://my.yahoo.com
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Nick and Sandy [sandynick@comcast.net]

Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 5:30 PM -
To: Energy, Wind NAE L ‘57
Subject: ! oppose the Cape Wind project % 6’0')

Dear Karen, Two years ago we traveled to Copenhagen, Denmark via cruise ship and going
into the harbor we were shocked to see an abandoned windfarm. It was a terrible introduction
to this beautiful country and shocked us. Please do not let this happen to Nantucket Sound and
vote no for us. | am for alternate energy and Otis Airforce Base is just fine.

Thank you, Sandy Nickerson

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Wylie Collins [wcoll1@optonline.net]
Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 8:20 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Please Stop Cape Wind Now!

| am a private citizen who has watched with amazement that you, a representative of the US
Government, are watching a private developer strive to permanently alter a public precious
natural resource for his own personal gain. Jim Gordon and his colleagues are in this for their
own profit, period. The benefits to the environment, to the community and to the public that
have been put forth are not at all motivating forces of Cape Wind and they pale in comparison
to the destruction of Nantucket Sound.

The Army Corps of Engineers has apparently weighed in on the side of big business rather than
protect our nation's public's interest.
Sincerely,

Wylie Collins
Nantucket, Mass.

2/28/2005
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From: Delora Dixon [onebogeywoman@charter.net]
Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 8:49 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Wind Energy!

Dear Army Corps. of Engineers:

[ am a resident of coastal North Carolina and have
been watching with much interest the way in which the
Nantucket Sound Wind Farm has been hampered by
political forces rather than factual scientific,

economic, or environmental concerns.

Being a resident of coastal North Carolina, and

realizing that the presence of wind farms a few miles

off our own shoreline would improve our economy while
providing pollution-free electricity, I am eager for

you to approve the Nantucket Sound project.

Also, please move forward to create a permanent means
by which the Army Corps. of Engineers can quickly
approve wind farms for coastal North Carolina as well
as other states along the seaboard.

It is well known that coal-fired power plants produce
mercury and other toxins that have adverse influences
on aquatic and marine life. This is of great concern

for North Carolinians as much of our economy is driven
by the fishing industry. Since wind energy provides
pollution free electricity, power produced by wind
farms will improve the health of all of our coast's
marine life.

Additionally, the large towers that support the
turbines provide a natural reef for fish to grow.
Having hundreds of new reefs, a few miles off our
coastline will create an economic boon for our
fishermen.

The opponents of the Nantucket Sound farm have
repeatedly claimed that Nantucket Sound is the most
beautiful place on earth. [ take great offense to this
statement. Coastal North Carolina has beautifully

clear warm waters and miles of pristine beaches. In my
opinion, there is no place on the planet that is more
beautiful. Having said that, I would be delighted to
add hundreds windmills elegantly spinning on the
distant horizon to my view as I walk the beaches
watching sailing boats, shrimp trawlers, and Navy
ships conducting Marine exercises, while knowing that

2/28/2005



these towers are improving the overall quality of life
of my current and future generations of friends and
family.

Please do not allow the political posturing and
obstructionists methods of powerful Senators such as
Ted Kennedy to block the economic progress and
environmental welfare of coastal North Carolina.

Sincerely,
Delora Dixon

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Jenny Heberlein [jlheberi@hacc.edu]
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 9:32 AM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Bring Cape Wind online!

February 18, 2005

Karen Kirk-Adams “ U
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District L 8
Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

696 Virginia Road, Concord, MA 01742

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

| was very excited to hear about the Cape Cod Wind Energy project. The pubic
benefits are indeed compelling. | want to see Massachusetts become a successful
example of moving towards a clean energy future.

The project will have minimal impact on fishing, beating and tourism. The wind
park will bring high-paying jobs to the area, and | urge the Army Corps of Engineers
helps to bring Cape Wind into operation quickly and safely.

The visual impacts will be minimal, and with some wind projects, tourists actually
travel to see the wind farms.

As an environmentalist, | support the project whole-heartediy. The turbines

will have little impact on birds -- according to the American Wind Energy Association,
windows pose a greater threat to avian life than wind turbines. Wind power can
replace fossil-fired generation, improving the air quality in the Northeast.

Sincerely,

Jenny Heberlein

1315 Maple Ave
Lancaster, PA 17603-4613
USA

iIheberi@hacc.edu



Adams, Karen K NAE

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert P Gorman [bobfromcapecod@juno.com]
Friday, February 18, 2005 12:34 PM

Energy, Wind NAE

! oppose the Cape Wind project
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Jim Eastman {jeastman@rcn.com}
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 12:06 AM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Cc: comments@saveoursound.org
Subject: Re: Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

To:  Karen Kirk-Adams
Cape Wind Energy EIS Project
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District

The USACE is to be commended for its efforts to collect relevant data regarding
many environmental factors involved in evaluating the Cape Wind Energy EIS Project.
But, unfortunately, some of the conclusions reached in the DEIS apear to be biased, and
unsupported by the facts. The analysis ignores significant environmental controls that
exist in the areas surrounding the project, but reaches far beyond its boundaries to
include benefits that are largely unsubstantiated.

The most significant bias is in the discussion of the benefits of the project. While the
DEIS carefully defines the project area in Nantucket Sound, and limits its assessment of
environmental impacts to that area, when it addresses benefits (“socioeconomics™} it
reaches far beyond the direct impacts of this project. It describes benefits which are
unquantified, or speculative at best, for reducing the cost of electricity in New England,
reducing the use of foreign oil, improving air quality, and reducing global warming. But
the DEIS also recognizes that the project clearly would be a part of the NE power grid.
For a realistic perspective on the potential benefits of the project questions such as the
following should be answered, relative to the power grid of which it will be a part:

How will the project affect the portion of total demand on the grid that is
met by renewable energy sources?

What effect will it have on the demand for foreign oil for the grid?

What effect will it have on air polution in NE? on the sources of global
warming?

If the project is just the first of many that will be necessary to make a
significant impact on those environmental factors, how does it lead to
further development of renewable energy sources in the grid? What is the
long term plan?

Significant, quantifiable benefits would be necessary to justify the environmental
impacts the project would have on Nantucket Sound; even just those identified in the
DEIS.

But in addition to the environmental impacts described in the DEIS, it ignores a
major environmental factor relevant to any large scale industrial development in
Nantucket Sound. Although the DEIS may be technically correct by covering only an
area defined by an imaginary line in the water, drawn years ago to describe the “three
mile state territorial limit”, the practical reality is that the areas surrounding that line are
subject to regulation by state and local agencies which have never approved any
development even approaching the scale of the Cape Wind proposal. The fact that the
shores of Nantucket Sound are not lined with high rise resort hotels and condominiums,

2/28/2005
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ala Atlantic City and Myrtle Beach, is not due to a lack of development pressure; it is
because the citizens of the Cape and the Islands have supported governments and
agencies which would prevent over-development.

Over many years those citizens have taken a stand, with their votes and their tax
dollars, for preserving the basic character of the Cape and the Islands. They supported
the National Seashore; they approved a Commission with regulatory powers over the
entire Cape; they assessed themselves for a land bank; and they support many local
government and private efforts to preserve land areas, bays, and shorelines. A huge
industrial development, in the centerpiece of the area, would be a “sharp stick in the
eye” of everyone who has supported those preservation efforts over the years. That
imaginary line in the water cannot be a fence around a development that is totally out of
scale, and out of character, from the surrounding area.

To remove the apparent bias and present credible conclusions the DEIS should be
revised to put the expected benefits of the project in a realistic perspective, and to
recognize the environmental standards that have been applied to the surrounding areas.
The project area is not an isolated “off-shore” section of the ocean; it is an integral part
of a unique combination of land and water that has attracted many people for many
years; to visit, to return year after year, and to settle in. An industrial development in
Nantucket Sound of the scale proposed by Cape Wind would be a monument to
“bureaucratic myopia”.

Sincerely,

James Eastman
923 Old Post Rd.
Cotuit MA 02635

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Mike Taylor [mike@mtay.com]
Sent:  Friday, February 18, 2005 2:02 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: | support Cape Wind windmill farm

I am in support of the Cape Wind proposal to build a windmill farm in
Nantucket Sound. I feel strongly that we need to take every possible step
toward the use of renewable energy. We must be free of fossil fuels and save the
envitonment as well as be politically free of the need for foreign fuels.

Thank you.

Mike Taylor

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: john witheford [j. witheford@comcast.net]
Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 2:22 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

New England District o 1)\,
Cape Wind Energy EIS Project j{/ "y
Attn: Karen Kirk Adams Ve L)

696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742

Dear Ms. Adams,

About 15 years ago | retired to the Cape after residing in England, Bermuda, Japan, and
the metropolitan NYC region. What struck me most about the Cape was how much more the
wind blew. So [ think that an effort to utilize this wind would be regionally advantageous.

Further, since retiring | have taken up fly-casting, and, as any fly fisherman knows, wind is
the bete-noir of precise and enjoyable casting. Locating an array of windmills in Nantucket
Sound must result in diminishment of the prevailing Southwesterlies reaching the Cape. This is
to the advantage of all resident fly fishermen.

| am therefore in favor of the construction of the windmills for this reason as well as for all
the more important ones that others in faver must have mentioned.

Yours truly,

John M. Witheford

2/28/2005
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From: |zajac@comcast.net

Sent:  Friday, February 18, 2005 3:35 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE e
Subject: Comments DEIS 4 bz

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
696 Virginia Rd.,

Concord, MA Q1742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

The Army Corps of Engineers should deny Cape Wind's application to construct 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound. There is no federal authorization to use our public trust resources for this
purpose. Nor does the developer have any property rights to exploit these public

lands. Fundamentally, public lands should not be used for private gain.

Without federal autherization, any means for protecting coastal resources, or any process for
compensating the public, this project cannot be in the public interest. That question must be
answered by our representatives after national debate, not by one office of a federal agency
improperly arrogating the authority of Congress.

In addition, the draft environmental impact statement that has been prepared is inadequate.
More studies are needed before the Army Corps can assess the potential impacts of the Cape
Wind project. Indeed, those studies are the very studies that Congress would reqguire to shape a
national policy on offshore wind energy. Without this critical information, there is simply no way
to determine whether the Cape Wind project is in the best interests of both the public and
wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft environmental impact statement is
seriously flawed, because it ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

Based on the above, please deny Cape Wind's application or at the very least, please take the
requisite time to do an impact study that properly shows impact on visual poliution, air and boat
navigation safety and impacts to wildlife.

Sincerely,

Lauren E. Zajac, Esq.
Resident at LongBeach Road, Centerville, MA

2/28/2005
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From: wmdstevensZ2@verizon.net

Sent;: Friday, February 18, 2005 4.32 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE Do
Subject: Windmills in Nantucket Sound v

<,

Army Corps of Engineers:

| wish to comment on the impact statement re: the Cape Wind installation of windmills in Nantucket Sound. My
applicable background is as follows:

As a Naval Reserve officer on active duty, | spent two years on a destroyer escort. | was a certified "at sea" officer of
the deck. In addition | owned a boat for many years and used it frequently on Cape Cod waters. Therefore, | am familiar
with navigation and it's hazards, both at sea on a ship and on Cape waters in a boat.

In my opinicon, the reports contention that the Cape Wind project is not a navigational hazard is ridiculous.

First, it will constitute a substantial hazard to recreational fishermen. Second it will make a high yield commercial
fishing area unavailable.

In addition to the navigational aspects, it will downgrade the appearance of Nantucket Sound to an extent that it will
reduce, significantly, the Cape's tourist revenues.
Yours very truly,
William D. Stevens
64 Hiram Pond Road
Dennis, MA 02638
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From: Kirk Lewis [khrusallis@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 5:09 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Cape Wind Energy Project -

Hello u gy
1/

| am a resident of Massachusetts and would like to express my unconditional
support for the Cape Wind Energy Project. Quite simply, we desperately need
the energy from this installation and the experience gained as a result

will make future installations even more successful. | am part owner of a
small fiber optics company in Acton, MA so while not directly involved with
this project, do support it as a citizen of this state and country, whose

quality of life depends on clean and abundant energy.

Best Regards

David Kirk Lewis
Acton, MA
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From: Hartman, Berl [beri@berlhartman.com)
Sent:  Friday, February 18, 2005 5:38 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Cc: mepa@state.ma.us; jgordon@capewind.org
Subject: Comments on Cape Wind Project

I submitted these comments earlier, but just want to be sure that they were received.

Thanks,
Berl Hartman

Beri Hartman

Phong: 617 497-0393
Cell: 617 308-8012
email: beri@berthartman.com

2/28/2005



Hartman Consulting
28 Banks Street
Cambridge, MA 02138

February 7, 2005

Karen Adams

Cape Wind Energy Project EIS Manager
U.S. Corp of Engineers

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 02742

e-mail: wind.energy@usace.army.mil

Dear Ms. Adams,

My name is Berl Hartman. | am submitting this letter in support of the Cape Wind project on behalf
of myself and my family. | am a Co-Founder of the New England chapter of Environmenta!
Entrepreneurs (www.e2.org ), a nationwide volunteer group of business and professional people
who believe in protecting the environment while building economic prosperity. In addition to my
work with E2, I've had a 30 year career as a businessperson and entreprengur. Most recently, | was
Senior Vice President at Blanc and Otus, a subsidiary of Hill & Knowlton, where | founded and led
the company’'s Cleantech marketing and public relations practice.

| also have four grandchildren and it is mainly because of them that | am writing this letter. Unless
our generation acts decisively, global warming will radically change their lives, leaving them with the
legacy of rising sea levels, acid rain, unstable weather patterns, stratospheric ozone depletion and
an unsustainable existence. It has been estimated that some 9,000 square miles of the United
States could be lost in the next 100 years unless current rates of globa! warming pollution are
dramatically reduced.

However, climate change and the need for renewable energy also present an opportunity. Clean
energy and Cleantech have the potentiai to be the 21 century’s engine of economic growth, job
creation and innovation. Countries like Japan and Germany have made an investment in this new
frontier and are beginning to reap the rewards. Whereas German had over 14,600 Megawatts of
operational wind capacity at the start of 2004, the U.S. had less than 7,000. In Europe, the EU has
set a target for 12% of energy to be supplied from renewable sources by 2010; this will include an
extra 40,000 MW from large wind farms. The United States will be at a severe competitive
disadvantage unless we act soon and decisively.

Cape Wind will provide a huge source of clean, renewable energy at a competitive price, while
reducing greenhouse gas pollution and keeping our country competitive. Moreover, it enhances our
security by reducing our dependence on imported oil and serves as an example to the rest of
America that what's good for the environment is also good for business.

To those that complain abeut the visual impact of Cape Wind, | am told that the very same
argument was raised about construction of the Golden Gate Bridge.

| believe that future generations will look upon Cape Wind as a crowning achievement and the
beginning of the 21% century’s evolution to a sustainable future.

Sincerely,

Ber| Hartman

Principal, Hartman Consuiting
28 Banks Street

Cambridge, MA 02138
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Deborah K. Moss [dkm@avalence.com) L
Sent:  Friday, February 18, 2005 5:39 PM v N
To: Energy, Wind NAE I

Subject: Applauding your work on Cape Wind 4/0 75

Dear Karen Kirk-Adams

I would like to express my sincere appreciation for the thorough work you have done to

substantiate the many benefits to be derived by the Cape Wind project. Please continue

your vital work to see this opportunity through to fruition, so that we may all derive the

benefits { environmental, public health, and economic) offered by this pivotal renewable
energy project.

Thank you for your great work!
Sincerely,

Deborah K. Moss
Avalence, LL.C
1240 Oronoque Rd.
Milford, CT 06460
{203) 701-0052
dkm{@avalence.com

2/28/2005
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From: gene [gene.fry@rcn.com]

Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 6:37 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Comments on Cape Wind Project

| believe the Cape Wind Project will bring significant overall
improvement to the environment.

The Cape Wind Project will reduce emissions of carbon dioxide and sulfur
oxides in New England, especially in southeast New England. The effects of
these reductions are many. The reduction in sulfur oxides will translate
into fewer hospitalizations and human deaths from air pollutions.

New England accounts for about 3% of US electricity generation, and
generates about half as much of its electricity from coal or cil as does the
U.S. at large (roughly 26% vs 54%). New England also burns lower-sulfur
coal and oil than the US at large, probably half the percentage or less.
Thus, | estimate that New England accounts for almost 3/4 of 1% of the
sulfur emissions from making electricity in the US.

Sulfur, especially as a precursor of fine particulates, is prebably the
leading cause of deaths from air pollution in the US, by a fairly wide
margin over soot, NOx, ozone, and other pollutants. Estimates of US deaths
from air pollution have fallen from around 200,000 per year in the 1960s,
when suifur emissions were triple those today, to somewhere in the
neighborhood of 20,000 to 50,000, Using the lower end of that range, one
can estimate that 3/4 x 1/100 x 20,000 people die from air poliution from
New England power plants. This is perhaps 150 people per year, or perhaps
100 people per year from New England sulfur emissions alone.

The Cape Wind Project could offset something like 1% of New England's
emissions from electricity generation (300 average MW, compared to about
26,000 MW total - capacity factors of the wind project and of the rest of
the system make this all approximate). Thus, the Cape Wind Project, could
save about one human life per year, mostly on the Cape as it offsets
emissions from Brayton Point, Somerset, and Canal. This has substantial
value; I don't know how well the draft EIS has factored this in.

The emissions affect not only humans, but all kinds of wildlife. Any
mortality from bird collisions with vanes from the turbines are likely to be
more than offset by the benefits of less damage from air pollution. (Since
birds fly, a large effort that requires large energy expenditures and a lot
of air intake, | suspect they are much more susceptible to air poliution.

Further, the Cape Wind Project will lead to a slightly lower danger of
damage from oil spills in Buzzard's Bay and nearby areas, because a bit less
oil will be needed when the wind blows, so that the number of oil shipments
may drop by several percent. (Independent of emissions, the foundations for
the wind turbines, above the seafloor but below sea level, are likely to
provide good habitat for a wide variety of fish and other ocean wildlife.)

Reduced emissions of carbon dioxide, as a result of Cape Wind's
generation replacing carbon-emitting electric generation in southern New
England, will be several drops in the bucket to slow global warming, Among
the maost certain effects of global warming is that sea levels will rise
because sea water expands as it warms. Also very likely, sea levels will
rise as glaciers melt, as mountain glaciers are already doing at a great
rate. With the Cape Wind project, the sea won't rise quite as much. This
will result in a little less storm damage to beaches, homes, and seafront
businesses on the Cape, a positive economic benefit. Reducing carbon
dioxide emissions will also lessen, if slightly, the expected increase in

1



the number and severity of storms, somewhat magnifying this economic
benefit.

Finally, the Cape Wind Project may well be a net tourist draw. | would
certainly go see the wind turbines, both during the construction phase and
again, more than once, during the operation phase. | have been to the Cape
several times in the last 15 years, but not to the Cape Shore in more than 7
years. Thus, due to the Cape Wind Project, | would visit the Cape much more
often. Since | would barely be able to see the turbines from shore, | would
probably rent a ride in a boat to tour the wind farm. 1 believe there are
many people like me. | also believe that although some people would be
disturbed by seeing wind turbines on the horizon on clear days, as many
people woulid enjoy them, just as many people enjoyed seeing sailing ships on
the horizon.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Dr. Gene R. H. Fry, Energy Consultant
6 Aerial Street

Lexington, MA 02421

781-862-6244
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From: Andrea Cuccaro [andreacuccaro@yahoo.com]
Sent:  Friday, February 18, 2005 7:05 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: clean power on Massachusetts campuses

To the Army Corps of Engineers,

I am writing because it has been brought to my attention by friends of mine that there
are many students calling for clean energy on campuses in Massachusetts. I think this is
a really great idea! In fact, I think it's absolutely imperative. I read that you are
accepting coments right now from the public, and, well, that's me! I would like to see
clean energy on every single campus in the country. Colege cmapuses are like small
towns in of themselves, and it would be great to cut the amount of air pollution in our
atmosphere by curbing that of colleges. I urge you to hop on board with this project.
Please write back and tell me you are dedicated to cleaning up our air, by implementing
renewable energy!

Sincerely,
Andrea Cuccaro
recent college grad

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Search presents - Jib Jab's 'Second Term'

2/28/2005
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From: Carter Wilding-White [cwwhite@solar-works.com] Fal

Sent:  Friday, February 18, 2005 8:06 PM Ve .
To: Energy, Wind NAE ré\
Cc: mepa@state.ma.us

Subject: Cape Wind testimony

To Whom it may concern,

| have been following the cape wind issue for several years now. | have always felt that
someone else would speak up to make sure the right thing happened. At this point the issue of
Cape Wind may become a reality, and that means | need to make my voice heard.

| appreciate that the Army Corp of Engineers has thoroughly reviewed every aspect of this
project and have not only approve it, but support it as well. When | feel that the opposition may
have found a way to stop this great project, | was very happy to read the decision from the Army
Corp of Engineers. This project will have many effects, and | am giad to see that they are all
looked at with an unbiased eye, from many points of view. Thank you for your work.

People know there is a problem, and someone has a solution. It is not the future our
grandchildren that ride on this decision, but the future of our own lives.

Carter Wilding-White
Solar Works, Inc.
cwwhite@solar-works.com
cell: 413-441-0682

fax: 509-463-3711

2/28/2005
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From: Raymond Russ [rayrail@cape.com]

Sent:  Friday, February 18, 2005 8:18 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE o

Subject: Cape Wind proposal N7 S
i p p 1, % 9

Gentlemen:

| wish to state that | am in favor of Cape Winds proposal to instail 130 wind turbines in
Nantucket Sound for the following reasons:

1. displacement of fossil fuels will have health benefits

2.energy prices will be more stabilized and they will cut down on the import of foreign fossil
fuels

3.air and sea navigation will not be adversely affected

4. there will be no audible noise from the turbines that will affect waterfront homes

5.there will be no adverse affects on wildlife, as has been proven in Denmark

Sincerely,
Raymond Russ

P.O. Box 764
So.Chatham, Ma.026538-0764

2/28/2005
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From: Dorothy R. Brantley [rhodes268@earthiink.net}
Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 12:12 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Wind Energy

Dear Army Corps. of Engineers,

I am a resident of coastal North Carclina and have
been watching with much interest the way in which the
Nantucket Scund Wind Farm has been hampered by
political forces rather than factual scientific,
economic, or environmental concerns.

Being a resident of coastal North Carolina, and
realizing that the presence of wind farms a few miles
off our own shoreline would improve our econcmy while
providing pollution-free electricity, I am eager for
you to approve the Nantucket Sound project.

Also, please move forward to create a permanent means
by which the Army Corps. of Engineers can gquickly
approve wind farms for coastal North Carolina as well
as other states along the seaboard.

It is well known that coal-fired power plants produce
mercury and other toxins that have adverse influences
on aquatic and marine life. This is of great concern
for North Carolinians as much of our economy is driven
by the fishing industry. Since wind energy provides
pollution free electricity, power produced by wind
farms will imprcove the health of all of our coast's
marine life,

Additicnally, the large towers that suppcrt the
turbines provide a natural reef for fish to grow.
Having hundreds of new reefs, a few miles off our
coastline will create an economic boon for our
fishermen.

The opponents of the Nantucket Sound farm have
repeatedly claimed that Nantucket Sound is the most
beautiful place on earth. T take great offense to this
statement. Coastal North Carolina has beautifully
clear warm waters and miles of pristine beaches. In nmy
cpinion, there is no place on the planet that i1s more
beautiful. Having said that, I would be delighted to
add hundreds windmills elegantly spinning on the
distant horizon to my view as I walk the beaches
watching sailing boats, shrimp trawlers, and Navy
ships conducting Marine exercises, while knowing that

2/28/2005
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these towers are improving the overall quality of life
of my current and future generations of friends and
family.

Please do not allow the political posturing and
obstructionists methods of powerful Senators such as
Ted Kennedy to block the economic progress and
environmental welfare of coastal North Carolina.

Sincerely,
Dorothy Brantley

2/28/2005
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From: Trevor Faulk [tfaulk26@yahoo.com] h a’/é‘) ,
Sent:  Thursday, February 17, 2005 8:26 AM x
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Nantucket Sound Wind Farm
Dear Sir/Madam:

[ am writing to urge your support for Nantucket Sound Wind Farm. In today's world it
is vital to explore renewable energy projects, because they prove to be a solid
economical and environmental alternative to the conventional energy sources. Here are
some facts taken from the studies overseen by your Agency, as well as some of the
State or Federal agencies contributing to the environmental review.

Health Benefits: Displacement of fossil fuel emissions will reduce respiratory diseases,
cut premature deaths and save over $50M in health costs annually. The Cape needs
these benefits, since its air is, on average, 50% dirtier than downtown Boston's.

Economic Benefits: On average, $25M in electricity charges will be saved annually,
energy prices will tend to stabilize, and the Cape's projected increased need for power
can be met without new fossil fuel plants. No harm to property values, tourism or
fishing is expected, but jobs will be created.

Effects on Wildlife: Few adverse impacts to marine mammals, fish, birds or bats are
expected during operation, and very little seabed disturbance 1s envisioned during

construction.

Effects on Energy Supplies: Reliance on imported fossil fuels, as well as the need
for additional fossil fuel plants, will be reduced.

Effects on Climate Change: The wind farm can serve as a prototype for a nationwide
net of renewable energy facilities large enough to buffer us against our own misuse of

the planet's resources.

Effects on Navigation: Air and surface navigation would not be adversely affected, and
the turbine towers would serve as aids to navigation.

Noise Effects: There would be no noise impacts on recreational boaters, and no long-
distance surface or underwater sound effects.

I trust your judgment will be positive towards wind energy exploration in the USA.
Sincerely,

Trevor Faulk

Do you Yahoo!?

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Chris Allen [antiquelight@comcast.net]

Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2005 6:55 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams: -

I am writing to support the proposed wind farm in Nantucket Shoals. v '3’0 (5) S
This idea has numerous economic benefits and very minimal -

environmentat costs, according to the DEIS by the Army Corps of
Engineers. It will provide the Cape with a clean and renewable energy
source for many years to come. it will advance our knowledge of a key
technology that will help reduce our national dependence on oil. And

it will benefit other entrepreneurial efforts in the alternative

energy field. This is a new idea that deserves our support.

Sincerely,

Chris Allen
45 Elm Street
North Andover, MA 01845

e
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Brenna Melvin [bmelvin@beechercarlson.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2005 6.55 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: wind park project on Horseshoe Shoal

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

1 am writing in support of the Cape Wind project to be built in
Nantucket Sound. | have spent every summer of my life on the Cape. |
own a home in Chatham and sail between Chatham and Nantucket
regularly. | also fish off of Monomoy and dig for clams on Morris
tsland. | love the feeling of taking a walk along Coastguard Beach in
Chatham while breathing in the fresh, clean salt air. Wind farms
generate clean renewal energy that will benefit the Cape and the
Islands. We need {0 continue to develop renewable energy sources, in
order to allow our children to enjoy the same clean air that we

enjoyed. | hope that you feel as | do and fight to allow the Cape

Wind project to come to fruition.

Thank you,
Brenna C. Melvin

Sincerely,

Brenna Melvin
5 Musket Lane
Sharon, MA 02067

cc:
Capewind



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Bob Cote [coteadami@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, February 18, 2005 10:32 PM IR

To: Energy, Wind NAE L‘ Vel
Subject: Cape Wind Energy Project Y3G

Dear Representative,

| agree that approving the Cape Wind project represents a position that has long-term positive
overall environmental impacts. |1 am a long terrm supporter of energy efficiency measures, and
have recently completed construction of a highly energy efficient hecme - using almost 100 %
renewable energy resources. Unfortunately, there are always those who will object to anything and
everything. We are far behind other countries in utilizing wind enegy, and are way ahead in using
fossil fuels. | believe the Cape Wind project is an important step in the right direction. If

you need me to further document my position, please let me know and | would be glad to do so.

Regards,

Bob Cote

P.O. Box 507

32 Mountain Road
Deerfield, NH 03037
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From: Rustin McIntosh [rustinmcintosh@earthlink.net]

Sent:  Saturday, February 19, 2005 12:16 AM i:"— .

To:  Energy, Wind NAE g
Subject: please support Cape Wind

Dear Sir or Madam:

[ want to send this letter in support of the proposed Cape Wind project. | understand this project
is controversial, and yet having spoke to those who are against it, and having researched the
arguments against it, have come to the conclusion that the benefits from this kind of renewable
energy production far outweigh any negative effects that it may have.

Specifically, its hard for me to believe that it would discourage people from visiting the Cape,
since the wind turbines that get installed would be far enough off shore so that they would only
be visible on a clear day, seen way off on the horizon. People on Nantucket have opposed the
Cape Wind initiative, in spite of the fact that they would never even be able to see the machines
from Nantucket — they are too far away. Suburban-style growth in some areas of Cape Cod has
been rampant in the past 15 years; its seems strange that so much opposition has been
generated in this area by a set of wind machines that would be barely visible from only one part
of the Cape's coastline.

| have heard many arguments against the Cape Wind project, but a closer look made them
appear to be based on unrealistic fears and misinformation. Many of the arguments against the
project have been refuted by the environmental impact study. | will not go into all of them in this
letter, but | remain convinced that if the project goes through, everything will be fine, and it will
be a great step forward in large-scale renewable energy production.

Many European nations have huge installations of wind turbines both on and off shore, without
negative impacts to the environment or tourism, and without the public opposition that seems to
accompany many proposed wind turbine projects here in the USA. Hopefully we can follow in
their example, something the USA badly needs to do, to reduce its dangerous and expensive
dependence on imported oil and fossil fuels in general.

Thank you,
Rustin Mcintosh
15 Stimson Street, Apt. 16

West Roxbury, MA 02132
617-469-0712

2/28/2005
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From: Phil Knowles [phildk@prodigy.net]
Sent:  Friday, February 18, 2005 11:25 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE
Ce: mepa@state.ma.us
Subject: Cape Wind - Thoughts ~
vl
N
Karen Kirk-Adams OCS:\
Cape Wind Energy Project EIS Project Manager O

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District
696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742-2751

I'll try to make this brief but helpful.

Intro: Resident of Western Massachusetts, retired, married, parent, grandparent. Lived in Brooklyn, the
Navy, New Jersey, California, Connecticut and - for 14+ years. Interested in almost everything, but
especially in energy policy and renewable energy programs. Love the outdoors, hiking, skiing, sailing.

We all know the energy supply is finite, increasingly expensive, and often dirty. Except wind, solar,
hydro, and some more esoteric things like tidal and geothermal. These are relative non-polluting and
relatively 'free' but all come with 'down sides’. Hydro messes up fish life cycles. Solar

panels only function in daylight and still cost too much. Windmills are big.

So - - choices. Dig more coal, the most plentiful source of energy, and burn it with as little pollution as
you can. Build another nuclear plant and hope 'they' solve the waste problem before long. Run more
massive, very high voltage lines to get from where the power is made to where it is used. Buy even more
oil from the Middle East. Or get serious about Renewable Sources.

It has been proposed to erect a large wind farm offshore of Cape Cod. Walter Cronkite, Ted Kennedy and
the Governor are opposed. I think Mr. Cronkite has changed his mind. I think it is time, and time past,
for each of us to reconsider our priorities, our energy choices. Maybe someday we'll have limitless fusion
power. Maybe someone will figure a way to make Hydrogen cheaply and use it efficiently to make
electricity. But now is now, and the best thing out there is - wind.

GE didn't enter the wind business out of environmental concern - they see potential profits. Danes like
their scenery as much as anyone, [ assume, but they are well on their way toward getting 25% of

their electricity from wind power. Germany just turned on the single largest wind turbine ever built.
Every country in Europe is turning to wind for help. Wind power can deliver a small but respectable
share of American total power needs if we get out of the way, if we become boosters instead of nay-
Sayers..

Personally, I'd prefer not to stick a bunch of windmills in the ocean off Cape Cod - or in the Berkshires
where we live - or in the Adirondacks where we hike. But I believe it is "time, gentlemen” to fish or cut
bait. Shut down our big houses and electronic toys, shut off the street lights - or tell me where you want
us to get electricity to supply our growing need. Yes, we absolutely can make serious savings through
conservation, (much has been accomplished already), but demand continues to rise. We need other ideas,
100.

Cape Wind is an ambitious, wondertul idea. You of the Army Corps have done a wonderful job
compiling information in your three year study. Now it is time to get to work and make this project
happen. We will be proud when we do, ashamed if we do not.

Philip D, Knowles
11 Pine Knoll Road
Lenox, MA 01240
413-637-3515

2/28/2005
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From: Robert A. Fiore [thepooch@optonline.net]
Sent: Saturday, February 19, 2005 5:17 AM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Re: My support of "Cape Wind".
Importance: High

Robert A. Fiore
20 Salem Walk
Milford, CT 06460-7132
<O000%MmO0FE8731-874 (203)<]

thepooch@optonline.net

February 19, 2005

Karen Kirk-Adams

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project
U. S, Army Corps of Engineers
New England District

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Ms. Adams,
Please read the attached letter:

Respectfully,

Robert A. Fiore

Robert A. Fiore

20 Salem Walk
Milford, CT 06460-7132

(203) 874-8731
thepooch@optonline.net

February 19, 2005

Cape Wind

75 Arlington Street, Suite 704
Boston, MA 02116-3986
ATTN: Jim Gordon, President

Jim,

I am forwarding a copy of this letter to you that will be sent by me via e-mail to every city,
state and federal government official possible, showing my support of “Cape Wind"”. Through
this letter, I am giving you my permission in writing allowing you to forward copies of it to The
Army Corp of Engineers or anyone else you wish, because this project must come to fruition. It
is obvious that the present system, which Is controlled by the major electricity producing
monopolies does not work and they do not want to make necessary improvements to bring
their companies and equipment into the twenty-first century. Frankly, the improvements
should have been made decades ago. All they know how to do is “tell” the public to conserve.
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They have no remorse for their shortcomings. They don't even want to bring some normalcy to
their customer’s lives, the same customers that make their paychecks a reality. Obviously, you
via Cape Wind want to do so. I would say if electricity and the lack there of was new issue,
wait a month and then look into it. This is not a new issue; it has been a problem for decades,
a paragraph from my own research will prove it.

“The World's Fair's of 1939 and beyond played a crucial role in cushioning the shock of
technical change. They showed the corporations and the public the need far electricity and the
dependency this country would have on it the future. Unfortunately, the power companies did
not grow with the changing times.” Well that was over 65 years ago and nothing was done.
Since the building of forty-seven more power plants exactly like Hover Dam, one for each of
the contiguous states is impossible. The best, the most “economically sound” way to correct
this predicament right now is obvious. Wind power is the best way to produce clean, safe
renewable energy. We desperately need projects like Cape Wind.

Projects like Cape Wind will set a precedent for the rest of the America to follow. Plus, it will
drastically reduce our dependency on foreign oil, even natural gas and coal. When we reduce
our dependency on foreign oil for producing electricity it will lower the price of gas at the
pumps as well as the price of home heating oil. Also, it will considerably reduce air poliution
too. Soitis truly a win, win situation.

Making projects like Cape Wind a scetically pleasing are important but truly miniscule by
comparison to improving upon Americas need for clean, safe renewable energy; ascetics can be
easily worked out.

Respectfully,

Robert A. Fiore
{Bob)
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Robert A. Fiore

20 Salem Walk
Milford, CT 06460-7132

(203) 874-8731

thepooch@optonline.net
February 19, 2005

Cape Wind
75 Arlington Street, Suite 704
Boston, MA 02116-3986

ATTN: Jim Gordon, President
Jim,

I am forwarding a copy of this letter to you that will be sent by me via e-mail to every city, state
and federal government official possible, showing my support of "Cape Wind”. Through this
letter, I am giving you my permission in writing allowing you to forward copies of it to The Army
Corp of Engineers or anyone else you wish, because this project must come to fruition. It is
obvious that the present system, which is controlled by the major electricity producing
monopolies does not work and they do not want to make necessary improvements to bring their
companies and equipment into the twenty-first century. Frankly, the improvements should have
been made decades ago. All they know how to do Is “tell” the public to conserve, They have no
remorse for their shortcomings. They dont even want to bring some normalcy to their
customer’s lives, the same customers that make their paychecks a reality. Obviously, you via
Cape Wind want to do so. I would say if electricity and the lack there of was new issue, wait a
month and then look into it. This is not a new issue; it has been a problem for decades, a
paragraph from my own research will prove it.

“The World's Fair's of 1939 and beyond played a crucial role in cushioning the shock of technical
change. They showed the corporations and the public the need for electricity and the
dependency this country would have on it the future. Unfortunately, the power companies did
not grow with the changing times.” Well that was over 65 years ago and nothing was done.
Since the building of forty-seven more power plants exactly like Hover Dam, one for each of the
contiguous states is impossible. The best, the most “econemically sound” way to correct this
predicament right now is obvious. Wind power is the best way to produce clean, safe renewable
energy. We desperately need projects like Cape Wind.

Projects like Cape Wind will set a precedent for the rest of the America to follow. Plus, it will
drastically reduce our dependency on foreign oil, even natural gas and coal. When we reduce
our dependency on foreign oil for producing electricity it will lower the price of gas at the pumps
as well as the price of home heating oll. Also, it will considerably reduce air poliution too. So it
is truly a win, win situation.

Making projects like Cape Wind ascetically pleasing are important but truly miniscule by
comparison to improving upon Americas need for clean, safe renewable energy; ascetics can be
easily worked out.

Respectfully,

Robert A. Fiore
(Bob)



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: lisahol@silicondairy.net

Sent: Saturday, February 19, 2005 6:15 AM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Dear Sirs,

My name is Lisa Holderness. | spend part of every summer in Cotuit and
taught marine biology on the Cape for five years in the late eighties and
early nineties.

| am appalled although not surprised by the NIMBY attitude expressed by
many. There is nothing that would inspire me more than locking out from
the town beach at the proposed wind turbines. | am confident that bird

life will be successfully deterred from the turbines, and | implore you to
set the highest requirements/standards for the transmission line zone. No
loss of cape pinefoak woodlands or destruction of valuable scrub. it must
go through previously developed land entirely.

If the above conditions are met, | register my support for the project and

hope it will prevail. The Cape uses a huge amount of energy and must start

to be more sustainable/self-generating.
Thank you,

Lisa M. Holderness
4057 Hinesburg Road
Guilford, VT 05301
(802) 254-3540
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Brennen Pingree [b_pingree@yahoo.com)

Sent:  Saturday, February 19, 2005 8:43 AM -
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: cape cod

To whom this may concern, | am writing this to voice my opinion on the cape cod wind
project. I am in great support of this and look at it as an opportunity to set the standard
for different ways to look at our growing energy crisis.

thanks

Brennen Pingree

Do You Yahoo!?
Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around

hitp://mail.yahoo.com
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Bill & Sally Elliott [elliotts@appleisp.net]
Sent: Saturday, February 19, 2005 10:14 AM
To: Energy, Wind NAE
Subject: Wind Farm

Sirs;

| wish to be on record as favoring the Nantucket Sound
wind farm. Some of the reasons that the project makes sense
include reduction of fossil fuel use with non-poluting wind,
reduction of particulate and noxious emissions, and the
resulting health and economic benefits. From all i've learned
it appears that there would be minimal negative effects on
birds, fish, navigation and, if anything, enhancement of
tourism and property values. Opponents seem to be struggling
to find negatives. To me, the overwhelming evidence is positive.
I'm in favor.

M. W. Elliott
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Hogdg@aol.com

Sent: Saturday, February 19, 2005 10:00 AM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Nantucket Sound Windfarm

Dear Sir(s), Ms{s):

Please allow myself as a citizen to express my wishes for the Windfarm Project to go
through. Only recently have we heard in the news about the alarming global temperature
increases and the impact this will have in on our community in a few short years! We now
have an incredible opportunity to be a power of example to our country and to the

world. Please don't let this beautiful opportunity pass us by. Let us start the weaning off fossil
fuels!!!

PLEASE!!l FOR QOUR CHILDREN'S SAKE!Il PLEASE!

Sincerely,

Germar Kelly

2/28/2005



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: grandeagle@pocketmail.com
Sent: Saturday, February 19, 2005 1:53 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE D
Subject: CZPE WIND ]

Dear Corps, | think the wind generator project on Nantucket Shoals is a great idea! They will not be a hazard to navigation
& will provide a terrific haven for fish. Add that to the obvious benefits in energy cost reduction, this to me is a win-win
scenario. It's confusing to me that the gov of Mass (or anyeone in the most liberal state of cur Union) won't support such a
well thought out proposal with such a positive environmental impact. Perhaps it is a case of NIMBY (not in my backyard)?
Thanks for your efforts to protect our environment & find new sources for clean, efficient energy. R. Spillane

Local access to PocketMail mobile
email now available in Europe, North
America & Australia hitp:/iwww.pocketmail.com
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: ynotbgreen@comcast.net
Sent;  Saturday, February 19, 2005 2:03 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

. A
Ce: Jack Wiggin CENE .
Subject: DE!S for Cape Wind Project, commentary -

Please forward these comments to the appropriate offices and individuals.
Re: Army Corp of Engineers DEIS, Cape Wind Project

In this letter of comment I refer to the Boston Globe article of August 20, 2004 (Cape
Wind Project Would Hurt View from Historical Sites) which seemed based on
preliminary findings regarding visual implicationsof the Cape Wind Project.

ANOTHER WAY OF VIEWING WIND MACHINES ON HORSESHOE
SHOALS

To the far-seeing eves of many individuals and organizatiions the alteration of views by
the Cape Wind energy project, as seen from historic sites of the Cape and the Islands,
will be welcomed as positive. This point of view is reflective of a much needed
paradigm shift from Oout of site out of mind[1, or [Jwhat you donCt see won[]t hurt
youll

to one of societal responsibility on a course towards the imperative of [Isustainable
design.[] It is for us all, engineers, media, residents, vacationers, businesses, religious
groups, voters, politicians and citizens of every description to discover, to (seel] the
wisdom of charting this new, difficult, but necessary course as we come to realize and
confront our near inexhaustible demands on the earthUs limited supply of energy and
natural resources. The examples and lessons of this new way of thinking, and of seeing
things, be they very visible wind turbines, funny looking hybrid motor vehicles,
recycling containers, or the teaching of environmental-consciousness in our schools are
part and parcel of our nascent, but evolving respect for the fragile life-support systems
of the earth.

These are worthy of boistrous, highly visible celebration, commendation, and
demonstration and not of fear and dismissal as suggested in the Boston Globe article
[Cape Wind Project Would Hurt View from Historical Sites.0) It is far from
foresighted to make reverence for the past and its historic features, particularly miles
distant, preempt, hold hostage, or trump rational and necessary reverence for the needs
of our common, healthy futures and those of the generations to come. The siting of
wind machines in view of the Cape and Islands is exactly the iconic image needed to
open our eyes and remind us of our history of profligate energy use and threatened
natural resources.

Our challenge is to face up to the progressively more obvious predicament in which we
find ourselves with respect to our energy use and its impact on the enviroment. We
must embrace the fixes necessary and envision and demand a future for Massachusetts
and the Cape and Islands in which renewables, such as the wind and solar energy
resource, are the very visible leading edge of a trend toward heightened public
responsibility and a course toward environmental sustainability.

2/28/2005
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Bill Green
Cambridge, MA
February 18, 2005

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Marian Wineman [mwineman@comcast.net]

Sent:  Saturday, February 19, 2005 3:49 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject; USDOE Cape WIind Energy DEIS Comments 001/,

X
The \'?
Rundall Family 10 Windy
Hill Lane
East Orleans, MA.
02643-0306

February 18, 2005

Karen Kirk Adams

Cape Wind Energy Project,EIS Project Manager
Army Corps of Engineers, New England District
696 Virginia Rd., Concord, MA 01742-2751

Re: USDOE Cape Wind Energy DEIS
Dear Ms. Adams:

As summer residents of Cape Cod for nearly 50 years and a family that has spent
considerable time boating, bird watching, fishing, and doing beach activities in various
parts of Nantucket Sound, we support the Cape Wind Energy Project. We have
reviewed the DEIS for this project and have over 50 years of combined professional
experience in water and air quality assessments, human health and ecological risk
assessments, regulatory requirements, hazardous waste site investigation and
remediation, and civil engineering. Based on our technical review, we support
finalization of the DEIS with no further changes, and as rapid an implementation of the
preferred alternative as possible.

In evaluating the proposed project including noise, visual, and wildlife impacts, we find
that the noise, air and water pollution impacts from increased ferry, large diesel vessel,
and air traffic cause much greater environmental and recreational impacts than the
proposed wind turbines. In addition, from the Sound, it is communication towers,
electrical transmission towers, water towers, emissions stacks and similar structures on
shore that create more visual impairment than the proposed wind farm will, especially
considering the typical visibility in the Sound.

We find the combined benefits of this project to health, energy, global warming/air
quality and the economy/jobs to far outweigh the limited temporary construction
associated impacts that may occur.

In addition, the limited risks posed by this project pale in comparison to the
environmental, health, and terrorist risks posed by all other forms of energy currently
used including nuclear, coal, oil, natural gas, and waste incineration. These risks do not
even count the heavy cost associated with global instability caused by our current
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reliance on fossil fuels.

We have direct experience with state regulations for utility companies for mineral oil.
We find that recent concerns raised regarding the storage of mineral oil on the
electrical service platform to be unfounded. This is based on our investigation of the
toxicological properties and findings of limited human/ecological risks of mineral oil
relative to other types of oil. In fact, in some states such as Washington, mineral oil is
treated separately in the regulations due to its limited toxicity.

Finally, the proposal is consistent with many successful projects that have been
implemented and are operational in many European countries. We also support this
project in the interest of remaining technological and environmental leaders in the
world.

In conclusion, we support finalization of the DEIS with no further changes, and as rapid
an implementation of the preferred alternative as possible.

Sincerely,

John Rundall, B.S. Civil Engineering, 1978, University of Washington

Marian Wineman, M.S.E. Environmental Engineering (minor in environmental law),
1985, University of Washington

M.S. Environmental Toxicology, 1982, University of Wisconsin. Completed more
than required course work and research (thesis not completed})

B.S. Botany and Zoology {double major), 1979, University of Wisconsin

Alexi Rundall

2/28/2005
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Lois Brown [loiscbrown@earthlink.net]
Sent:  Friday, February 18, 2005 9:05 PM
To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Letter of Support for Wind Farms

Dear Army Corps. of Engineers.

| am a resident of coastal North Carolina and have 00

been watching with much interest the way in which the 5'0 9
Nantucket Sound Wind Farm has been hampered by V4
political forces rather than factual scientific,

economic, or environmental concerns.

Being a resident of coastal North Carolina, and
realizing that the presence of wind farms a few miles
off our own shoreline would improve our economy while
providing pollution-free electricity, | am eager for

you to approve the Nantucket Sound project.

Also, please move forward to create a permanent means
by which the Army Corps. of Engineers can quickly
approve wind farms for coastal North Carolina as well

as other states along the seaboard.

It is well known that coal-fired power plants produce
mercury and other toxins that have adverse influences
on aquatic and marine life. This is of great concern

for North Carolineans as much of our economy is driven
by the fishing industry. Since wind energy provides
pollution free electricity, power produced by wind

farms will improve the health of all of our coast's

marine life.

Additionally, the large towers that support the
turbines provide a natural reef for fish to grow.
Having hundreds of new reefs, a few miles off our
coastline will create an economic boon for our
fishermen.

The opponents of the Nantucket Sound farm have
repeatedly claimed that Nantucket Sound is the most
beautiful place on earth. | take great offense to this
statement. Coastal North Carolina has beautifully
clear warm waters and miles of pristine beaches. In my
opinion, there is no place on the planet that is more
beautiful. Having said that, | would be delighted to

add hundreds of windmills elegantly spinning on the
distant horizon to my view as | walk the beaches
watching sailing boats, shrimp trawlers, and Navy
ships conducting Marine exercises, while knowing that
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these towers are improving the overall quality of life
of my current and future generations of friends and
family.
Please do not allow the political posturing and
obstructionists methods of powerful Senators such as
Ted Kennedy to block the economic progress and
environmental welfare of coastal North Carolina.
Sincerely,
Lots Brown

Jacksonville, NC

2/28/2005



FAULKNER
HOSPITAL

1153 Centre Street David J. Trull
Boston, Massachusetts 02130 President and CEO

Tel: 617 983-7400, Fax: 617 524-8663
E-mail: dirullé@faulknerhospital.ong

February 18, 2005

Colonel Thomas Koning

US Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Colonel Koning:

[ am writing to express my concern regarding the adequacy of the Cape Wind Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. It fails to adequately address areas such as air and boat
navigation safety, impacts to birds and other wildlife, pollution threats from oil on the
transformer substation, visual pollution and associated economic and tourism impacts, and the
analysis of alternative sites.

Please take these and all other objectives into account as this project receives further review.
Thank you,

WA
"oy 7/0\4/\
rull !

David J. T (

BRIGHAM AND WOMEN'S/FAULKNER HOSPITALS, INC.

Founding member of the PARTNERS HealthCare System



TOWN OF EDGARTOWN TELEPHDNE

OFFICE OF SELECTMEN {508) 627-6180
70 MAIN STREET. P. 0. BOX 5158 FAX
EDGARTOWN, MASSACHUSETTS 02539-5158 (508) 627-6123

February 14, 2005

Colonel Thomas Koning
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

New England District

696 Virginia Road 00 4

Concord, MA 01742 ﬁ/ ‘76
[ dd‘)

Dear Colonel Koning:

On behalf of the Town of Edgartown, we are writing to express our formal
opposition to the Cape Wind project and to the Draft Environmental Statement (DEIS)
released by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Cape Wind’s proposed project is not in the
public interest, and the Corps’ permit process is an insufficient mechanism under which to
review such a proposal. Furthermore, the Corps has failed to give adequate voice to local
government concerns. For those reasons, the Town of Edgartown objects to further review
of this permit application. If the Corps continues to review the application, it should deny
the permit.

The Army Corps has a duty to protect the public trust, in this case the open waters
of Nantucket Sound. Approval of the Cape Wind power plant is a fundamental abdication
of the Corps’ trustee role, as the negative impacts of this proposed power project far
outweigh its benefits. The public’s interest is not served by allowing a private developer to
take control of this public resource for private gain, while collecting millions in subsidies
from taxpayers.

The Cape Wind project would have a negative impact on Edgartown and on the
region as a whole. Local economies would suffer from a loss of tourism — the financial
lifeblood for most of Southeastern Massachusetts — and from the job loss as a result of this
decline in tourism. Moreover, another economic mainstay of the area, commercial fishing,
would be seriously harmed by the project.

Property values in the region would decline because of visual impacts caused by
the Cape Wind power plant. Historic properties would also be negatively atfected.
Another category of detrimental impacts of the development comes at the expense of the
region’s wildlife and environment. The Cape Wind development would have adverse
effects on birds, some of which are federally protected, marine mammals, fish, and have an
overall harmful effect on the Sound’s ecosystem. Additionally, the power project is likely
to sacrifice any chance of achieving the longstanding goal of designating the Sound as a
national marine sanctuary.



Colonel Thomas Koning -2- February 14, 2005

The Town of Edgartown is also opposed to the process used by the Army Corps, as
it does not give adequate voice to local concerns and is an improper avenue to approve
such a project. An offshore wind energy development shouid be undertaken only with the
cooperation of the communities it affects, adequately addressing the concerns of the
affected local governments. Indeed, the Corps should heed the recent Executive Order of
the President and facilitate cooperative conservation. See Exec. Order No. 13,352,69 Fed.
Reg. 52,989 (August 26, 2004). The Army Corps should comply with President Bush’s
Order, and consider this as a collaborative activity between federal, state and local entities.
The Corps has failed in this respect, and our Town’s concerns have been given scant
attention throughout this review process.

In conclusion, the Cape Wind project and the DEIS have many flaws. The adverse
effects discussed above are not adequately or objectively considered in the DEIS. The
project is not in the public interest and would have a damaging impact not only on
Edgartown, but on the entire region. As such, we object to the issuance of a permit for this
proposal and request that the Corps reject the application.

Sincerely

-“/J&wa iy }/ /‘&é&ﬁ

Marga‘r\#t - Serpa.;Chfﬁrman

P

Arthur Smadbeck

Michael J. Donaroma
BOARD OF SELECTMEN

BOS:kma

cC: Congressman William Delahunt
Governor Mitt Romney
Massachusetts Attorney General Thomas Reilly
Senator Rob O’Leary
Representative Demetrius Atsalis
Anne Canaday, Mass. Environmental Policy Act
Phil Dascombe, Cape Cod Commission



Eugene M. McQuade
61 Dale Avenue
Hyannisport, MA 02647

00{09?

February 17, 2005

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Colonel Koning:

I am writing with concerns regarding the Cape Wind Drafi
Environmental Impact Statement. As a long time Cape resident, | feel
many areas in the study are inadequate and need further investigation
to fully appreciate the impact. Those areas include: air and boat
navigation safety, impact to birds and other wildlife, pollution threats
from oil on the transformer substation, visual pollution and associated
economic and tourism impacts and the analysis of alternative sites.

[ appreciate your time and consideration into this matter.

Sincerely,

WCW

EMM:pac
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MERS. RALPH P. RUDNICK
20 PARK STREET
BROOKLINE, MASSACHUSETTS 02446
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Lisa R. Mahoney Putnam Defined Contribution Plans
Assistant Vice President Client Service
Senior Account Otficer Investors Way

Norwood, Massachusetts 02062
".‘. H- = - =
004106 617-760-6651 fax 617-760-6876

lisa_mahoneyaputnaminuv.com
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Read K. McCaffrey
February 23, 2005 (20 4573043 !

rmccaffrey@pattonboggs.com

Karen Kirk-Adams

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

U.S. Ammy Corps of Engineers, New England District
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Secretary Ellen Roy Herzfelder

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs

Atin: MEPA Office, Anne Canaday, EOEA No. 12643100
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 900

Boston, MA 02114

Re: DEIS for Proposed Cape Wind Project — Nantucket Sound

Dear Ms. Kirk-Adams and Secretary Herzfelder:

I write to you as a resident of Nantucket, Massachusetts and as someone who cares
deeply about the preservation of Nantucket Sound. I am opposed to the development and
construction of the Cape Wind project over 24 sq. miles of the Sound.

The State of Massachusetts has redefined the area, as you know, and the current
application by Cape Wind is erroneous and otherwise moot.

‘The developers of the Cape Wind project do not own and have no ownership interest, at
present or in the future, in the proposed site. The application, which states to the contrary, is a
talsehood, in my opinion.

The ability of the Cotps to grant a navigational permit for this kind of proposed major

commercial construction is well beyond the contemplated scope of your responsibility. You have
admitted you have no cxpetience or expertise int this area.

Washington DG | Nootaers Yirginie | Dallas T Uenver Arclorage | Doha, Qata



'm PATION BOGES..

RTTORKEYS AT LAW

February 23, 2005
Page 2

You are ignoring the strong opposition of the Govetnor of Massachusetts, the Nantucket
Steamship Authority, the Nantucket Airport Authority, the majority of the Massachsetts
Congtessional delegation.

You scem to be going out of your way to wreak criticism and ridicule for consideration of
a proposal over which you have no jurisdiction (no minerals or gas or oil are being extracted
here), with which you have no experience and against which every thinking authotity has set their
stance.
Very truly yours,

IS

Read K. McCaftfey



Priscilla D. Bellingrath
215 Seaview Avenue
Osterville, MA 02655-2220

001110

February 23, 2005

Karen Adams

Cape Wind Energy E&S Project
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

RE: Comments Regarding Proposed Wind Farm in Nantucket Sound
Dear Ms. Adams:

This letter is to inform you and the Corps of Engineers and the developer who is proposing
this outrageous project in Nantucket Sound that I am totally and unequivocally opposed to
the construction of the proposed wind plant in any part of the sound.

Nantucket Sound is a national treasure, attracting many visitors and tourists to the Cape and
Islands each year, and the thought of constructing a huge industrial complex in what is the
major drawing card for the Cape is without merit, and should be stopped immediately.

There are many other reasons [ oppose the wind plant, but suffice it to say that this letter will
record my official opposition. Should you wish additional reasons, I can be reached at the
above address.
Sincerely,

. =,
NS el B \9@@&,.?%@:44_—

Priscilla D. Bellingrath



/ Susan O’Brien McLean

Fine Artist

004111

Portraits 36 Donna Avenue
andgcapes Osterville, MA 02655
Still Life 508-428-1532

36 Donna Avenue
Osterville, Ma. 02655

0.2/923 oS

Ms. Karen Adams

Cape Wind E & S Project
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, Ma. 01742

Dear Ms. Adams:

I am writing to you to protest the Cape Wind Project for Nantucket Sound.

I am an artist and paint on location during the warmer months of the year. A lot of my
paintings are of Dowses Beach in Osterville and Craigville Beach in Centerville. The
Wind Towers would be very visible from these beaches, which are public beaches for
Barnstable residents. 1 am not a wealthy person, but a concerned ordinary citizen who is
very opposed to these monstrous towers standing in the pristine waters of Nantucket
Sound. I am only interested in preserving the Cape and its natural beauty.

This project is huge, unproven, environmentally a threat to sea animals and the fishing
industry. It is a danger to airplanes, shipping and boating.

It seems so odd to see the Army Corps of Engineers, which is a honorable organization,
in the pocket of a greedy private developer like Jim Gordon.

Thank you for your attention. I sincerely hope and pray that this Wind Project will not go
any further..

Sincerely yours,
/ ) )“’r /
ﬂ’%—l ———
Susan O’Brien Mc¢Le¢an

SO ~42F. /532



ABOUT THE ARTIST

When she lived in England, Susan O'Brien McLean,
painted cricket matches, English country gardens and
picnics by quiet streams. Now that she lives in
Osterville on Cape Cod, her subjects are children
playing by the sea, Cape Cod gardens and landscapes
depicting the beauty of Cape Cod. She also likes to
paint still-life subjects and portraits.

"But no matter what side of the Atlantic she's worked
on, her vision is touched by nostalgia for a gracious
lifestyle that is rare in the late 20th century." Mrs.
McLean has exhibited in London regularly at the
Royal Institute of Painters in Watercolours, the Pastel
Society, the Royal Portrait Society and at several
galleries in the London area.

In 1994 she was elected a Copley Artist after being
accepted in five juried shows at the Copley Society in
Boston. Her work has also been included in
exhibitions at the Duxbury Art Association, the Cape
Museum of Fine Arts, Cape Cod Art Association and
the Cahoon Museum where she has received many
awards including the Grumbacher Gold Medal in
1997 for excellence in painting. Mrs. McLean was
included in the Who's Who in American Women in
the year 2000, She is represented by several galleries
in New England and Washington, D.C..



CHARLES T. BELLINGRATH -« AIA

A R C H [ T E C T ARCHITECTURE « PLANNING « CONSULTING

February 23, 2005

Karen Adams

Cape Wind Energy E&S Project
U.S. Armmy Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA (01742

Ms. Adams:

I support the concept of alternative/renewable energy sources in general and wind power
specifically.

As an architect I have included solar voltaic panels on projects in addition to other energy saving
features in my projects including recycled materials and waste management. I have followed the
guidelines of the Massachusetts Energy Code to insure compliance and to provide better
buildings for my clients.

In spite of my enthusiasm for alternative energy, I oppose the Cape Wind proposal to
locate its electric generating complex in any part of Nantucket sound, especially in
Horseshoe Shoals for the following reasons:

e Itis a good idea on the wrong site.

¢ Although Horseshoe Shoals is shallow and therefore attractive to a developer planning an
offshore wind farm, the cost of producing electricity from this site, in spite of its
advantages, is still twice as much as conventional generation facilities according to the
Royal Academy of Engineers in the U.K whose study included actual operating costs and
electricity production. Why should the public be forced to pay for this extravagance?

¢ The visual impact of this enormous plant has not been properly depicted to the public in
terms of its scale. From Osterville, the proposed installation would cover almost 180
degrees of the view from east through south to west.

o The attempts to depict a night view of this gigantic monstrosity leave a lot to be desired...
This should be a major consideration given the 520 flashing red, orange, and white strobe
lights proposed. We will have a mammoth, unsightly Christmas tree in the front yard all
year long, the kind with twinkling colored lights, and a noisy hum to go with the flashing
lights. The pristine quality of Nantucket Sound should not be used as a light show.

Letter to Corps of Engineers.doc . 1
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¢ As an architect, I understand the scale of structures, and I am certain all of the computer
generated simulations of the appearance of this blemish on our seascape have been
erroneous. Numerous first hand reports of European wind farm sites confirm this fact.

e European wind farms are intelligently located in areas mapped by the government, and
almost always are in areas adjacent to industrial land sites, not residential or recreational
areas as the case is with the Nantucket Sound proposal.

¢ Another way to understand the scale of the wind farm is to realize that from the beach in
Osterville the Great Point Lighthouse on Nantucket which rises only 71° above sea level
at a distance of 20 miles is easily visible to the naked eye. Imagine the view of 130
towers with a turbine the size of two Greyhound buses mounted 263’ above sea level and
a rotating propeller reaching up more than 400’ above the sea and only 5 miles away. Do
we have honesty here with the public about the visual poltution? The Corps of Engineers
has the responsibility to properly document and present the correct information.

¢ Another example of how to understand the scale of these monstrosities is to realize that
the turbines are roughly the size of the small ferries that serve the sound between the
Cape and Islands, a staggering realization to understand the size of these turbines.
Fortunately the ferries and all other uses of the Sound are temporal while the turbines
would be permanent fixtures on the seascape.

o The andio pollution, which will occur 24/7/365 at a sound level approximately equal to
that of an approaching Cape Air twin engine airplane has been documented by Dr. Erich
Bender and is a matter of record. Night and day, every day, a pervading hum in your car,
in the atmosphere—there’s no escape. Assuming the sound of the service helicopter can
be heard over the hum of the turbines—a questionable assumption—the helicopter noise
just adds to the problem.

e And the platform to support helicopter service? It’s the largest off shore structure on the
Massachusetts coast.

e With regard to cost: This project is about money, money in Mr. Gordon’s pocket,
pure and simple, there is no other motivation. He has admitted that he could not
undertake the project without the subsidies and grants available to him, and so he
proposes to accept those considerable gratuities at taxpayers’ expense without a dime of
restitution for the use of our property . . . what you might call a “land” grab, or in this
case, a “‘sea” grab.

Letter to Corps of Engineers.doc 2



e This project simply will not work without the state and federal subsidies. Check your
electric bill: see where it says “Renewable Energy?” That’s the fund we contribute to on
a monthly basis so Mr. Gordon can reap the rewards of our Massachusetts Renewable
Energy Fund for alternative energy projects. He will receive from this fund up to
$40,000,000 annually over the next 10 years. While the renewable energy fund is a good
idea, it seems justified only if the developer is paying for the land upon which the
development is constructed.

e On the federal side of the coin, he stands to receive “Tax Credits” amounting to
$28,000.000 annually for 10 years. Think about it, where does this money come from? It
comes from taxpayers, you and me, for the use of public property without due
recompense.

e Add the two subsidies together over 10 years—a total of $680, 000,000—and you can
easily see that he is proposing to build this industrial plant at taxpayer and rate payer
expense. It’s easy to make money when most of your expenses are covered by others.

¢ And then there’s the question of what happens if the project is abandoned in the future—
mechanical failure, inability to survive the harsh ocean environment, suspension of
subsidies, whatever—who deals with the eyesore at that point? Will there be insurance or
a bond to insure that every last remnant of this disaster will be removed including the
portions below sea level? Who will estimate the cost of removal up front? Certainly not
Mr. Gordon. Hopefully someone or some organization whose interests rest with the
environmental welfare of the Cape in general and Nantucket Sound in particular will be
commissioned to prepare this estimate. The Corps of Engineers should recuse itself from
this important analysis. And then there’s the question of who will bond it? Are there
firms waiting in the wings? If so, their names should be made public.

¢ Has the developer included in his project pro forma cost analysis the cost of removal of
the wind farm at the end of its useful life? If so, it should be presented to the public. If
not, it should be included in the pro forma to determine the real cost of the project and
then reported to the public.

e Mr. Gordon talks environment, clean energy, increased employment, improved tourism,
reduction on the dependence of foreign oil, reduction of global warming, etc. These are
simply smoke screens, because his real motivation is to make money, a lot of it, and at
our expense. For references on this point, consider his documented previous investments
in other electrical generating facilities. Clean energy and environmental concerns were
not his reasons for these investments. To the contrary, it was all about making money and
“flipping” the investment at the earliest possible time. Might we assume a similar plan
with the wind farm?

Letter to Corps of Engineers.doc 3



e Mr. Gordon claims construction of the turbines and blades will provide significant
employment. The manufacture of these components, which will likely occur in Rhode
Island and employ only a few people, will hardly be significant in New England, and the
Cape will see none or very little of this miniscule employment. Similarly, the operation
of the wind plant, if constructed, would employ minimal staff. The point here is that his
claim of contributing to the cconomic welfare of the region is simply incorrect and
misleading. His towers will, in fact, negatively affect the economic welfare of the Cape
and Islands by potentially reducing tourism and diminishing real estate values. If tourism
is reduced, and if real estate values are diminished, there would be a serious detrimental
effect on all Cape and Islands towns which rely on real estate taxes for their primary
source of income.

o Tourism is the basic industry of Cape Cod. The notion that people will come to see the
turbines is demented. Perhaps they’ll come once to see the destruction or {o confirm that
they thought it was a bad idea in the first place. Tourists come to Cape Cod for our
beautiful beaches, our uncluttered expanse of Nantucket Sound, and for the ambience
which 1s Cape Cod. Someone’s stroking themselves if they believe this industrial plant is
a tourist attraction. For curiosity seekers, an automobile accident or a house ablaze will
also work . . . they’ll look at anything—but curiosity seckers are not tourists.

¢ Ifthe wind farm were to be constructed, “it cannot produce 1.5 million MWhs per year as
claimed by the developer. The Energy Venture Analysis (EVA) concludes that Cape
Wind would produce perhaps 1.0 to 1.2 million MWhs per year. The EVA Report draws
this conclusion based on a survey of other wind farms including offshore projects in
Europe, and also uses the best available wind speed data for the Nantucket region. If this
is the case, it would seem that Cape Wind’s assumed electricity production figures in the
DEIS are inaccurate, and thus all the so-called economic and environmental benefits are
grossly overstated.” (Information from G. Wattley, February 2005)

* Based on this energy production Cape Wind would save 1.76 million barrels of oil per
year. While this is a good thing, it doesn’t get to the heart of the issue. The US imports
roughly 4.4 billion barrels of oil per year, so this would represent a 0.0004% saving.
We’re better off insisting that Congress develop the fortitude to penalize gas guzzling
SUVs, trucks, and cars which consume approximately 3.0 billion barrels of oil per year,
or 68% of the total of imported oil. By comparison, oil fired generation of ¢lectricity in
the US uses only 2% of imported oil. Clearly Mr. Gordon’s claims of reducing the
dependence on foreign oil imports, while accurate in a microscopic way, are so
ridiculously infinitesimal as to be irrelevant. “And more important, the developer’s claim
of being able to provide 75% of the Cape’s energy needs are grossly overstated.” (G.
Wattley, February 2005)

Letter to Corps of Engineers.doc 4



e “ . .itis possible that the ‘backup power’ for the Cape Wind plant would come from the
Canal Plant unit #1, which is oil fired. If this happens, it means that for every MWh of
wind-power produced, one MWh of oil-fired electricity would be produced to
compensate for the risk of interruption of wind power generation. When that happens,
there is no ‘savings of 0il’ and no pollution savings.” (G. Wattley, January 2005) Cape
Wind’s claims of oil savings are categorically wrong.

e The actual generating capacity of installed wind power facilities is 25% based on
operating experience. Cape Wind has based their calculations on a 40% generating
capacity which is totally unrealistic. Even if actual capacity turns out to be 30%, the cost
per MWh will increase to over $100. Meanwhile the market for electricity is $39 per
MWh. (G. Wattley referencing the Washington State Wind Energy Report, February
2003)

e What is the reliability of construction costs provided by Cape Wind? Their original
estimate of $750 million was based on construction beginning in what year? Whatever
assumptions were made, and whatever time table was proposed are likely irrelevant
today. As an architect with construction projects under way on the Cape, I can assure you
that materials costs have increased by at least two orders of magnitude. Steel prices have
virtually doubled, and essentially Cape Wind’s entire construction is steel based. In my
opinion, their previously stated costs require complete re-evaluation and this information
should be made public.

¢ What is the reliability of information provided by the developer’s consultants? Why
hasn’t the Corps sought their own, independent sources for all the information provided
by the developer? It is a travesty of independent assessment to have the developer
provide the crucial information on which a judgment is to be made in the public interest?
This is especially true when many “findings” made in the DEIS are determined to be
inaccurate or incorrect. Examples of inaccuracies in the DEIS include: the audio/noise
issue documented by Dr. Bender; the avian studies presented by Ian Nisbet; electrical
production estimates as reported in the Energy Venture Analysis Report, and others
clearly make this point.

¢ European (Danish) models of wind plants are frequently cited by the developers and other
advocates of the proposed Nantucket Sound wind plant, but there are several critical
differences:
-They’ve mapped their outer continental shelf to determine best locations. The
US has not done this, but should before any commercial/industrial development is
allowed to proceed.
-Their turbines are smaller and their towers are shorter making comparisons
difficult. Recent reports from Horns Rev confirm that all of the turbines have
been decommissioned and returned to shore for major maintenance and repair.
Who’s providing the backup power in this case? Certainly not another wind farm.

Letter to Corps of Engineers.doc 5



-European installations are located primarily off shore of industrial or commercial uses,
almost never off shore of residential development.
-Many organizations, including governments and congressional members, have
called for mapping to determine highest/best use of our OCS waters. Now is
the time to undertake this important step.

¢ By what authority is the Corps of Engineers, whose purview is the permitting of activities
relating to harbors and rivers, qualified or empowered to determine highest and best use
of the Quter Continental Shelf? Nantucket Sound is hardly a harbor or a river, and the
Corps of Engineers is the wrong federal agency to undertake such a complex and
potentially devastating development where the very heart and soul of the Cape and
Islands resides and is at stake.

e The reputation of the Corps of Engineers precedes the organization. The record is not
good when reviewing applications of developers who propose altering the natural
landscape. This proposed wind plant project is a very sensitive case from environmental,
cost, emotional, technical, and public interest perspectives. In my opinion, the ACOE
should demonstrate better command of the importance of these issues than has been
presented to date.

Sincerely,

Conndos ™ MW

Charles T. Bellingrath

C: Secretary Ellen Herzferder,

Executive Office of Environmental Affairs

Letter to Corps of Engineers.doc 6



Charles S. McLaughlin, Jr., Esq. -
P.O. Box 189 "'(}g
Yarmouth Port, MA 02675 7 Vi 3
508-362-8100
csm@cape.com

February 22, 2005

Army Corps of Engineers
Ms. Karen K. Adams
696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742

Re: Cape Wind DEIS
Dear Ms. Adams,

I enclose herewith my comments on the Cape Wind DEIS with specific attention to the
subject of the navigational risk assessment.

I would be very pleased to make myself available to you and your staff if I can be of
assistance in evaluating the issues that I raise here.

I thank you in advance for your consideration.

(Biocks it fo g

Charles S. McLaughlin, Jr.
CC:

Hon. Edward M. Kennedy

Hon. John Kerry

Hon, William Delahunt

Hon. Mitt Romney

Hon Thomas F. Reilly

Hon. Robert O’Leary

Captain Edward LeBlanc, USCG

Mr. Kevin Blount, First Coast Guard District
Secretary Ellen Roy Hertzfelder, MEPA
Ms. Jane Mead, Massachusetts CZM

Mr. Phil Dascombe, Cape Cod Commission



A Review of the DEIS Navigational Risk Assessment

Charles S. McLaughlin, Jr.
Yarmouth Port, Massachusetts
508-362-8100

Summary:

I am an attorney and a former U.S. Naval Officer. My Navy career in the late 60’s and
early 70’s included duty as Operations Officer at the Boston Naval Shipyard where 1
directed all tug boat and barge operations, refueling of ships, and all Navy ship movements
into and out of Boston Harbor. I also served as Damage Control Officer aboard USS John
F. Kennedy where [ became intimately familiar with ship construction and damage control
and remediation. As well, I have had the privilege of spending more than fifty years on the
waters of Nantucket Sound with literally hundreds of transits in, over, and around the
Horseshoe Shoals area on power and sailboats.

With this background, T am pleased to offer the following comments on the DEIS
Navigational Safety Assessment for your consideration.

The greatest exposure of and risk to the environment and to personal safety stems from
the extensive commercial and recreational use of Nantucket Sound by vessels that are fully
at risk of collision with the WTG’s proposed. The DEIS terribly underestimates and/or
utterly ignores these risks in violation of its clear statutory mandate. As well, the DEIS
expressly abandons any responsibility to anticipate unintended accidents. Consequently, in
violation of basic elements of sound engineering practice, the DEIS fails to require design
elements that would mitigate or eliminate clearly foreseeable results of vessel-tower
collisions.

The analysis offered by the DEIS is fatally deficient because:

1. It incorrectly assumes that most vessels have a draft that will cause them to
run aground before they strike a WTG.

2. It expressly places the sole burden on vessel captains to avoid tower
collisions.

3. Tt ignores that accidents happen, especially in the harsh conditions of the
Nantucket Sound environment.

4. The DEIS makes no attempt whatsoever to assess the effect of collisions
on vessels, the potential for pollution, and for resulting personal injury.



5. Finally, the DEIS and the ACOE fail to investigate and to mandate
construction methodologies in use on the rivers of the United States that
would protect vessels and towers should foreseeable accidents occur.

L. The Statutory Duty of the ACOLE:

The Army Corps of Engineers has a long history of engineering excellence based on its
careful execution of its statutory charges. Here, 33 CFR Part 320.4 imposes upon the
Corps the duty to investigate, assess, and weigh the benefits from the proposed
construction in Nantucket Sound and to balance those benefits against the “reasonably
foreseeable detriments” of the proposed project.

In the range of options available to the Corps, the District Engineer may either approve
the project, approve it with modifications and conditions, or deny it if the public interest
so indicates.

Because the Corps has placed such heavy reliance on a demonstrably flawed Navigational
Risk Assessment (NRA) document submitted by the proponent, and adopted wholesale
broad and unsupportable conclusions offered by the NRA, the DEIS is now infected with
the same unsupportable conclusions.

As such, the DEIS is in clear violation of its statutory mandate. The result is a project that
will have enormous deficiencies of investigation, testing, and mitigation in violation of
fundamental engineering principals.

Ultimately, the public interest is ill served because the DEIS fails to protect it from bad,
truly shoddy engineering.

I1. A Brief Summary of Factual Truths, Fallacies, and Lapses:
A. Vessel Drafts and Charted Water Depths on Horseshoe Shoals:

Over the projected 20-year life of this project, some 225,000 ferry trips (about 11,250
trips per year) carrying literally millions of passengers to and from the islands of
Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard will pass within one mile or less of the nearest
generating towers,

The only estimate of vessel traffic offered by Cape Wind in its NRA (and adopted
verbatim in the DEIS) is a count of 1305 vessel trips per year measured at Cross Rip,
some considerable distance from Horseshoe Shoals. According to the NRA, these ferries
have drafts ranging from 7 to 12 feet.

Between six and twelve million gallons of petrolenm products are transported to
Nantucket annually down the “Main Channel” in barges of 300,000, 500,000 and
1,200,000-gallon capacity, according to representatives of Nantucket’s Harbor Fuel



Company. These barges draw a maximum of eleven (11) feet of water, according to Cape
Wind’s NRA.

The several hundred fishing vessels that transit primarily the main channel when passing
through Nantucket Sound have drafts of between 4 and 11 feet.

According to Cape Wind, only 21.9% of the Horseshoe Shoals water sheet has depths less
than 15 feet (Cape Wind NRA, Table 3.1}. Only 6.4% has water depth of less than 10 feet.
And keep in mind that these charted water depths are measured at mean low water, to
which approximately 2.5 to 3 feet of water should be added at high tide.

An examination of the Nantucket Sound chart shows that at least 85-90% of the
Horseshoe Shoals water sheet will float ail ferries, all fuel barges, and all fishing vessels
cited by Cape Winds in its NRA tables.

Furthermore, Cape Wind’s NRA shows that only 4 towers (3%) of the 130 towers
proposed will be located in water less than 10 feet in depth at mean low water. Another 16
or 12% will be sited in water between 10 and 15 feet in depth (Cape Wind NRA, Table
4.1).

This means than between 110 and 126 of the 130 proposed towers will be in water deep
enough, even at low tide, to be struck by virtually all commercial traffic that frequents
Nantucket Sound.

B. Exposure to Collision Risk
In discussing the risk of collision, the DEIS concludes:

“The location of the Wind Park relative to established vessel routes, physical
water depth restrictions on Horseshoe Shoal (emphasis supplied), and the
large WTG grid spacing combine to limit the potential for a vessel to collide
with a WTG.”

In light of the facts set out above, the DEIS conclusion is utterly unsupportable. The
conclusion, stated more succinctly, is that the water is shallow. Shallow compared to
what?

By definition, it is wrong to conclude that Horseshoe Shoals is “shallow” when 85 — 90%
of its surface area has sufficient depth to allow virtually all commercial traffic, including all
ferry traffic, all fuel barge traffic, and all fishing vessels to strike between 88% and 97% of
the WTG’s at mean low water.

To base a finding of acceptable risk on such statistics defies all logic.



C. Proximity of WTG’s to Heavily Traveled Waterways
The DEILS states in part:

“The risk of a vessel colliding with a WTG is low, given the Wind Park’s
location away from typical vessel routes, the small diameter of the towers ...
and the large spacing between WTG’s.” (DEIS, page 5-229.)

The sheer magnitude of this factual inaccuracy is hard to comprehend. How far is
“away” before it no longer presents an imminent danger or risk?

The imaginary northern edge of Nantucket Sound’s Main Channel is at most a
mere three-tenths of a mile from the nearest of the WTG’s. An oil barge with 1,200,000
gallons of petroleum traveling at only six knots, with two knots of current astern, would
cover three-tenths of a mile in less than three minutes.

The preferred route for high-speed ferries returning from Nantucket to Hyannis is
not more than one mile from the easterly-most WTG’s. Traveling at a speed in excess of
25 knots, a high-speed ferry will cover that distance in less than two and one-half minutes.
Traditional ferries traveling at only 14 knots will cover that distance in less than four and
one-half minutes.

In the real world of maritime emergencies at sea, these margins of error are tiny.
Given the forces involved, these margins are inadequate.

D. Aids to Navigation and Communication Interference:

As discussed more fully below, the DEIS places a great deal responsibility for safe vessel
operation on each vessel’s captain. A critical aid to navigation utilized by virtually all
commercial vessels transiting the vicinity is radar.

In the United Kingdom, serious radar operation deficiencies have been identified by the
UK’s Maritime and Coastguard Agency in and around the Hoyle Wind Farm installation.
In a report dated November 11, 2004, it was observed that

“... The WTG’s produced blink and shadow areas in which other turbines
and vessels could not be detected unless the other vessel was moving,
Detection of targets within the wind farm was also reduced by the cross- and
down-range responses from the WTG’s which limited range and bearing
discrimination. ... Sea and rain clutter will present further difficulties to
target detection within and close to wind farms...”

The report went on to state,



“There are however concerns about the use of both ship-borne and shore-
based radar as an effective aid to navigation to both vessel and mark
detection and, consequently, for ship-to-ship collision avoidance in the
proximity of wind farms...

“These effects can be mitigated by vessels keeping well clear of wind farms in
open water or, where navigation is restricted, keeping wind farm boundaries
at suitable distances from established traffic routes ...

“A Department of Trade and Industry-funded navigational risk assessment
project is about to be undertaken. This will produce a methodology for
assessing navigational risk — and maritime risk in general — in and around
offshore wind farms... Included in this will be recommendations on suitable
distances of wind farm boundaries from traffic routes.”

Curiously, while the DEIS places great responsibility for vessel safety on the vessel’s
captain, the DEIS is silent on the issue of the effectiveness of radar in and around the
proposed facility. At variance to the findings in the UK, Cape Wind’s NAR suggests that
problems “are not anticipated” (NAR, page 28).

Perhaps both the Army Corps and Cape Wind might want to speak with our friends across
the pond.

E. Accidents Happen

Afttached to this memorandum are a series of vessel casualty reports taken from
recent issues of “Professional Mariner” Magazine. These recount a multitude of recent
accidents that have occurred primarily on US waterways. A number of reports deal with
accidents in Massachusetts waters, including reports dealing with the Steamship
Authority. Consider only some of the headlines:

¢ “Tugboat hits bottom after pilot heads below for relief.”

¢ “Fisherman dies after being struck by tug and barge”, where the
master may have suffered a heart attack.

* “Poor communication causes close call on the Delaware”, criticizing a
US Navy vessel for contributing to a near accident.

¢ “Cruise Vessel runs into trouble...” after a steering failure.
+ “High speed ferry runs aground following engine failure” dealing with

the Steamship Authority’s May 9, 2002 incident in Nantucket Harbor
in a 30-knot northeast gale.



e A series of articles dealing with the deadly consequences of the 2003
Staten Island Ferry docking collision that killed eleven and injured
many more.

And one need only think back to the Buzzard’s Bay Bouchard barge incident, cited
so often by the project’s proponents as a reason to support this application, to recognize
how easily accidents at sea happen and how catastrophic such accidents can be. As well,
remembering the Staten Island Ferry disaster of last year where 11 passengers were killed
in a collision with a dock at apparently something less than 15 knots is a lesson that should
not be lost in this analysis.

All of these reports highlight in dramatic fashion that steering mechanisms fail, engines
fail, electronics fail, tow lines snap, skippers get sick, and indeed that skippers are
occasionally inattentive, sleepy, lost, or negligent.

None of this, of course, is discussed in Cape Wind’s NRA. Nor is it even remotely
explored in the DEIS. Even though it is highly likely that marine accidents will occur
within the confines of the proposed project, and that this eventuality is highly foreseeable,
the DEIS remains silent on the subject. But more on this subject below.

IL. The DEIS/ACQOE Position on Foreseeable Accidents

The accident summanes referred to above and New Englander’s own bitter experiences
locally highlight the random, unpredictable, and relatively frequent occurrence of
“incidents” in local waters. Like accidents on the Southeast expressway, we may not know
where, when, or how a given accident will occur but we awake every moming relatively
assured that an accident will likely mar our trip to or from Boston.

That marine accidents are foreseeable is beyond debate. But if this project goes forward,
there is every reasonable probability that, over its twenty-year life, accidents involving
commercial or pleasure vessels will take place.

The ACOE response?

“The ability to safely navigate in and around the WTG’s during any set of
weather and/or vessel conditions must be determined by and is the
responsibility of each vessel’s captain.” (Page 5-231 of the DEIS.)

In an exceptional pronouncement, the ACOE states,
“Risks and impacts associated with the failure to comply with COLREGS

(navigational rules of the road) or unsafe vessel operation cannot be
evaluated and are beyond the scope of this report”,



The two statements represent a bold, clear, unequivocal, and wholesale abandonment of
the Army Corps’ statutory legal responsibility. According to the ACQOE, it’s the skipper’s
responsibility to prevent accidents. Period.

This approach would not be, and in fact is not, tolerated by the government or the courts
in automotive and aeronautical engineering arenas; neither should it be tolerated in the
marine environment. The potential for catastrophe is too high.

We design major highways with no telephone poles along the sidelines. We design
highway signage with breakaway bases. We design modern guardrails that angle down to
ground level at either end of their runs to prevent impalements. Engineers design cars with
crumple zones that anticipate collisions; they design gas tanks located forward of the real
axels to prevent explosions in the event of rear-end impacts.

Every one of these design features recognizes that accidents happen. Every one of these
design elements, and thousands more like them, implicitly acknowledge that accidents are
reasonably foreseeable. Drivers get ill, fall asleep, talk on the cell phone, don’t pay
attention, have blowouts, and even drive under the influence. Accidents happen and each
of these design innovations recognizes this fact of life and is intended to mitigate the
consequences of human error.

The entire body of product liability law since the famous exploding Corvair cases and
Ralph Nader’s famous book, Unsafe at Any Speed, stand for the proposition that even a
small risk of significant harm requires a extraordinary efforts to prevent it.

Nowhere in the navigational risk assessment of the DEIS are these sound engineering and
legal principals applied, found, or even acknowledged. In fact, the opposite is true. The
ACOE’s abandonment of responsibility to anticipate and plan for accidents is worth
repeating;

“Risks and impacts associated with failure to comply with COLREGS
(navigational rules of the road) or unsafe vessel operation cannot be
evaluated and are beyond the scope of this report.”

“The ability to safely navigate in and around the WTG’s during any set of
weather and/or vessel conditions must be determined by and is the
responsibility of each vessel’s captain.”

Talk about washing one’s hand of responsibility! What the Corps is saying is that if a
vessel fails for ANY reason to comply with the rules of the road, it’s the captain’s fault
and there is NO obligation on the part of the Army Corps to require a design that
anticipates such a failure in a way that minimizes the prospect of personal injury or
property damage.



The DEIS is also saying in black and white that the Corps cannot envision what the range
of potential damages are that might occur in a foreseeable accident and that it has no
obligation to explore this subject further.

Nevertheless, it appears all but certain that the ACOE is ready to approve this project.
This failure is nothing short of shocking!
I11. Vessel Damage on Impact

A. The DEIS utterly ignores exploration of the effects of a WTG collision on a vessel, and
tracks Cape Wind’s conscious ducking of this issue.

“A drifting vessel, if it were to collide with a WTG, would likely receive some
level of structural damage, but would remain afloat. A vessel colliding while
under power would sustain substantially greater damage.” (DEIS, page 5-
229.)

First, there is no apparent source for these DEIS conclusions. Cape Wind’s own NRA
does not state whether a vessel would remain afloat after WTG impact at drifting speed of
3 knots. The DEIS therefore has no basis whatsoever to arrive at any such conclusions.

And as to the second half of the statement, “A vessel colliding while under power would
sustain substantially greater damage”, table 4.5 of Cape Wind’s NRA again avoids any
conclusions as to the potential extent of hull damage and consequences to the vessels that
would follow.

B. Cape Wind’s vessel impact assessment methodology itself is fatally flawed, for at least
the following reasons;

o No real time tank testing of vessel types, sizes, tonnage, or method of
construction (steel frame, fiberglass mold, plank on frame, etc.) nor
construction materials (steel, aluminum, fiberglass, wood) were taken into
consideration. Computerized parameters were essentially two only in
number: speed of impact and dead weight tonnage.

e Hull speed parameters of the study (Table 4.2, NTA) are dangerously and
unrealistically low. For example,

o Maximum barge speed in the study is only three knots.
o Maximum ferry speed is twelve knots.
o Maximum yacht speed is twelve knots.

Barges are towed at significantly higher speeds, fast ferries travel in excess
of 30 knots, and yachts proceed at higher speeds still. And all travel in



wind and current conditions that can add several knots to the speed of
impact.

o No estimates of the extent of damage to vessels were attempted, given the
extent of hull penetration that was calculated for each vessel chosen. For
example,

o Referring to table 4.4 of the NRA, what would happen to a ferry’s
superstructure, passenger compartments, and hull plating below the
waterline in the event of a “1.5 foot penetration™?

o What would happen to a barge carrying 1.2 million gallons of
petroleum, be it single or double hulled?

o Does anyone seriously think that a yacht could survive a hull
penetration of 2.1 feet (Table 4.5, NRA)?

The most likely source of massive pollution and personal injury is vessel collisions with
WTG’s. A barge carrying perhaps 4,000,000 pounds of fuel in bulk to Nantucket will split
apart like an egg dropped on concrete if it collides with a WTG at a speed of even five (5)
knots. WTG’s will cut through a ferry colliding at ten (10) knots like a hot knife through
butter. Witness the devastation and resulting loss of life in the recent Staten Island Ferry
disaster.

Shockingly, the DEIS relies on demonstrably flawed assumptions, inadequate testing,
unsupported conclusions that even Cape Wind does not proffer, and ultimately concludes
that there 1s indeed no significant threat to safe navigation.

IV. Additional Testing:

Despite the proximity of one of the finest marine test tank facilities and staff in the world
at MIT’s Ocean Engineering Department in Cambridge, no tank testing was apparently
undertaken to study the effect of collisions on commercial and recreational vessels, and on
their cargoes, be it petroleum or vacationers. Reliance appears solely based on computer
calculations of impact forces conducted in a vacuum devoid of real life input.

Having failed to adequately examine these parameters, it is legally and factually
impossible for the Corps to reach a defensible conclusion that the benefits of this project
to outweigh its risks. In actuality, the Corps has absolutely no idea what the extent of the
risk is.

Therefore, the ACOE should suspend the process to undertake independent
studies to be conducted at MIT’s marine test facilities to determine potential damage to
barges, ferries, fishing and pleasure boats colliding with the WTG’s at various simulated
speeds. Potential for personal injury and oil spills should also be estimated as part of this
study. Costs can be collected from the applicant.



Only in this way can the ACOE and the public have some minimal confidence that
the risks to vessels, passengers, cargo, and ultimately the environment resulting from
WTG collisions have be competently evaluated.

V. Damage Assessment and Mitigation: Islands, Fenders, and Tower Locations

For so many legal, practical, and policy reasons, the Cape Wind project should not be
approved by the ACOE. Nevertheless, if this obscenity is allowed to proceed, the Corps
should at the very least order a number of mitigation efforts that should be built into the
WTG construction.

For example, as the accompanying Professional Mariner magazine article points out, the
ACOE and various states are cooperating in the design of new bridges and the retrofitting
of older bridges over rivers with tug and ship traffic to require fenders to protect both the
bridges and the vessels in the event of collision.

As well, some structures are being surrounded with artificial islands to ground shipping
before impacts could occur. Such measures should be considered here, at least for the
outer perimeter of WI'G’s and the service platform.

Greater separation of traveled waterways from towers should be mandated. Per the UK
Coastguard study discussed above, however, it is not possible to say what an appropriate
degree of separation is, at least until the UK’s tests provide some guidelines on the
subject. Until those tests are complete and guidelines formulated, the current review
process should be suspended.

Thereafter, once the appropriate degree of separation has been researched and defined, the
only alternative is to eliminate the towers or reduce them in number so as to give required
separation because Nantucket Sound’s heavily traveled waterways are defined and cannot
be moved.

Conclusion:

Accidents happen. They are foreseeable.

Laying the entire issue of environmental protection and public safety solely at the feet of
vessel operators is naive in the extreme. Suggesting that the ACOE’s obligation is met by
reminding skippers of their obligation to observe the nautical rules of the road is wrong.
And having potentially allowed 130 massive obstructions to be placed on this heavily

traveled stretch of water, it is legally inadequate for the ACOE to forgo estimating the
extent of vessel damage in the event of a WTG collision.
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The Corps has an absolute legal and moral obligation to see what damage these structures
are capable of causing to vessels, people, and the environment, and to either deny
approval of the project or, at the very least, to cause modifications that reflect the
identified risks.

This is the very least that the public should expect from the Army Corps.
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“If the Coast Guard hadn’t gotten the pumps, if the small
boats hadn't got there, it probably would have been in big
wouble,” Bellaty was quoted as saying. “1 think the boat
very well may not have made it.”

The Coast Guard initially removed five people from
Ernestina, leaving only enough crew to handie the lines and
sails. They were returned as soon as it became clear that the
ship was out of danger.

There werte no injuries during the incident.

Lt. Kiersten Codel, a casualty investigator attached to the
Marine Safery Field Office in Coram, N.Y,, confirmed that
the caulking was missing from critical seams. She said, “The
divers found that the garboard seams on both sides were
open and the caulking gone.” She said they covered the
open seams with rubber sheeting from the stem to two-
thirds of the way back. “That stopped the flooding, so
there’s only minor leakage. But their pumps can keep up
with it.”

The Coast Guard drew up a safety plan before allowing
Ernesting to leave Greenpore for its home port of New
Bedford, Mass. The plan, approved by capeain of the port for
Leong Island Sound, Joseph Koccia, included pumps, an
accompanying tug, a watch acaviey list, a crew list and a
communications plan that required contact with the Coast
Guard every three hours during transic.

MARITIME CASUALIITES

Codel said the ship left Greenport at 1545 on July 31,
without the 15 non-crew passengers Ernestina had been car-
rying to Nantucket. Plans have been made for repairs in a
New Bedford dry dock.

D'Amore said the crew of the utility boat stayed on the
scene until representatives of the Coast Guard Marine
Safety Fietd Office arrived to inspect the schooner.

Ernestina was built in Essex, Mass., in 1894 as the fishing
schooner Effie M. Morrissey. It has made 20 trips to the
Antarctic and numerous voyages bringing Cape Verde
immigrants to the United States. It was presented o
Massachusetts in 1982 by the Cape Verde government to
thank the United States for helping Cape Verde gain inde-

pendence from Portugal.
Steven J. Walloch

High-speed ferry runs aground
following engine failure

hings tend to go wrong at the worst time. At a crit-

ical point of the voyage, while entering the harbor

at Nantucker Isfand, Mass., the high-speed catamaran
passenger ferry Flying Cloud suddenty lost power from
“one of its two engines and then ran aground May 9.
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MARITIME CASUALTIES

never in any danger of sinking,” Swindler said.

Assistance was requested from the U.S. Coast Guard,
which dispatched £G 47289, a 47-foot search-and-rescue
boat. It assisted Fiying Cloud out of the shoal area and
to the face of the slips for mooring, Passengers were
disembarked and temporary repairs were made.

Flying Cloud was later towed to the American
Shipyard in Newport, R.I., for permanent repairs,
including replacement of the T-foil stabilizer. An initial
concern that the engine might have to be replaced
proved unfounded. The propulsien failure was deter-
mined to have been the result of a malfunction of the
diesel engine’s speed governor, according to Swindler.

The incident occurred on a Thursday morning. The
fully repaired Flying Clowd was out of American
Shipyard and back in regular service on Sunday morn-

With winds running about 30 knots from the northeast,
the starboard main Paxman 12VP185 diesel engine
powering the starboard Kamewa 715 waterjet propulsor
of Fhying Clond failed. Attempts by the crew to restart
the diesel engine were unsuccessful, leaving the 134-
foor, 38.5-dwt vessel at a distinct maneuvering disad-
vantage. .

James P. Swindler, director of operations with the
Woods Hole, Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket
Stearnship Authority, owner and operator of Flying
Cloud, described the sequence of events as the vessel
maneuvered on only one propulsor: “Because of the
direction of the winds, we were not able to use the slip
normally used, so the captain tried to put the vessel on
the face between the two slips. During that attempt,
the wind caught the stern, since we only had one
engine and one waterjet, and as the wind got on the ing.
port beam of the vessel, it was pushed into a shallow Flying Cloud can carry up to 300 passengers art a ser-
shoaled area of rocks.” vice speed of 36 knots and operates with a crew of five.

Flying Clond's sicuation quickly worsened when one Built by Derecktor Shipyards in Mamaroneck, N.Y,, the
of the T-foil stabilicers was dislodged by the impact | vessel entered service in late May 2000.
with the rocks. "Because of the T-foil coming off, it During the first year of operation, there were several
poked a hole into one of the voids, and there was some | other problems with the Paxman diesels, the most
flooding. The vessel is built to two-compartment sub- | severe being damage to one of the cylinders attribured
division in the event of flooding, so the vessel was to a momentary loss of lubrication. Swindler said the
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engine manufacturer “cerrainly stood behind the
engine,” providing the necessary support to resolve the
engine difficuldies.

Flying Cloud is fitted with a Maritime Dynamics ride
control system, comprising a T-foil and interceptor on
each hull. The T-foil’s separation from the hull was not
totally unexpected. The vessel’s design provides for
the mounting bolts holding the T-foil to the hull to
shear at a certain stress level, allowing the T-foil to drop
away without further damage to the hull, according to
Lt. j.g. Joshua Penningron with the U.S. Coast Guard
Marine Safety Office in Providence, R.1.

The T-foil is buile with a transponder in it, so if it
does fall away during an incident, it can be tracked and
recovered.

$30 million megayacht being built for a New
Zealand billionaire caught fire at its outfitting dock
and was in danger of sinking for a time.

The 192-foor Ulysses was in its final outfitting phase
at Trinity Yachts in New Orleans, when a fire began
shortly after midnight on July 2. The fire quickly
spread to six alarms as over 100 firefighters bactled for

MARITIME CASUALTIES

Although the investigation is not yet complete,
investigators suspect that after breaking loose, the T+
foil bumped the hull several times as the boat moved
forward in the shallow water, resulting in the small
punctures and minor flooding,

Flying Cloud makes six round trips daily berween
Hyannis Port on Cape Cod and Nantucket. The high-
speed ferry has slashed travel time over the ZI-mile
route by more than half, making the one-way trip in 55
minutes, compared with a conventional ferry’s running
time of 2 hours 15 minutes.

Swindler said the high-speed approach has proven
itself with “real big numbers ever since the boat came
on line. The market is definitely there,”

Richard O. Aichele

Megayacht burns at builder’s dock in New Orleans

over nine hours to extinguish it

The Port of New Orleans’ fireboat General Roy 5.
Kelley helped to fight che fire. At one point, it placed its
bow against the port side of the ship to keep it from
rolling over. Ufysses had begun to list dangerously to
port because of the water firefighters had poured on the
boat.
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: olcnond actuated dlrcctzonal control
ip’s controllable-pitch propeller failed.

indiin'shallow water,” Martin said. “The propeller
blade got stuck in the full-ahead pitch posirion.”

There was no pollution from the incident.

The cargo was partially unloaded to barges to help
refloat the ship. “The ship actually floated once the
cargo was taken off again,” said Cliff Nelson, port cap-
tain for Morehead City Towboat Co., the firm that

he 765-hp tug Seaspan Planet sank in early July
after it was run over by the barge it was towing in

the Fraser River near Vancouver, British Columbia.
According to Seaspan port captain, Brian Stansbury,
the small single-screw tug “flopped” when flood-level
river currents pushed the tug’s nose 40° to one side in

iss Renee, 2 55-foot towboat, capsized and sank in the
Houston Ship Channel on July 8. All three crewmen
were rescued by the U.S, Coast Guard and were uninjured.

Miss Renee, an uninspected vessel, had been pushing
barges in the Intracoastal Waterway. After dropping its tow
near Galveston, the towboat was heading north in the
Houston Ship Channel when the crew noticed that the
vessel had begun to list and that water was coming over
the back deck.

According to Lt. Bob Compher of the Marine Safety
Unic Galveston, one of the crewmen was sent to investi-
gate the problem in the engine room and discovered that
there was a significant amount of water there. Not long
after his discovery, the ship began to list to starboard even
more. About 20 to 30 minutes after the discovery in the
engine room, the boat capsized in the ship channel and
sank in 50 feet'of water, The vessel came to rest upside
down.

The crewmen escaped wearing life jackets and were

MARITIMF C ASUALTIES
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"'. towcd Bon: into pare after it refloated.

Borc was refloated on the morning of July 11
Although Boerc was not blocking the channel, the Coast
Guard issued a warning to mariners because the ves-
sel’s stern was blocking the next navigation aid for
ships traveling inbound, according to Martin.

Once the ship was towed to port, a diver inspected
the hull and found just cosmetic damage, Martin said.

Repairs to the hull were not necessary.
Davtd Tyler

Tug sinks after being struck by its own barge

front of the oncoming barge. Ome of the tug’s two-man
crew was on the barge when the sinking occurred, and
the tug operator escaped safely.

Salvage operations commenced when nver levels

receded.
Hugh Ware

Towboat sinks after taking in water through crack in hull

rescued by a 4l-footer from the Coast Guard Sration
Galveston.

Subsequent examination of the boat revealed a crack in
the aft deck. The cause of the crack has not been deter-
mined.

Water came in through the crack and filled the void
space below the steering equipment before making its
way forward and inte the engine room, according to the
Coast Guard.

The sinking caused the Houston Ship Channel o be
closed for two hours. One-way traffic was restricted for 24
hours so that a salvage team could be brought in to raise
the tug.

T&T Marine Salvage Inc. rolled the tug’s hull upright
using a derrick barge and crane and then raised the hull.
Miss Renee was removed from the ship channel, dewatered
and moved to Port Bolivar Marine Service for inspection

and possible repair.
John Snyder

LOWER OPERATING COST

- Save Fuel «m,,
* More Power &gqi™ ‘”'
Less smOke Liottane \ \

Warraalty k

ALGAE 877.425.4239 - www.algae-x.néts

Fuel Conditioning

.. Before Cleaning Tanks or Replacing Fuel
Tel: 941-463-0607  Fax: 941.463-7855  algae-x@algae-x.net

U5.C.G.-approved

Caribbean Nautical School
marine training solutions

STCWY Basic Safety Training
Advanced Fire Fighting
Radar Observer, Unlimited
Radar Renewal
Able Seamen
OUPY, Master 100/200 ton

For more information or to enroll call
787-977-5626
www.caribbeannauticalschool.com
300 Tanca St., Suite 2B, San Juan. PR Q0901

For information write No. 69 on the reader service card.

For information write No. 30 on the reader service card.
61




" Casualties

Fuel barge pokes a hoie in a tanker, spilling
25,000 gallons of oil in a Texas river

n estimated 25,200 gallons of No.

6 oll spilied in the Neches River
near Port Arthur, Texas, when fuel barge
Buffals 405 struck and pierced the hull
of the 528-foor Danish oil tanker 7orm
Mary during a fueling operation on Aug.
2, ar about 0020.

As a result of the accident, the river
was closed 1o vessels for two days. During
the closure seven outbound ships, six in-
bound ships and 70 barges were delayed.

The barge, owned by Buffalo Marine
Service and pushed by the wg San

www.professionalmariner.com

Tomas, was approaching the tanker,
which was in the Sun Anchorage. The
barge’s rub rail struck Torm Mary at the
starboard aft quarter berween 6 and 8
feet above the waterline at a point where
the fuel tank and machinery space were
separated. The impact resulted in a hole
4 feet Jong and 6 feer wide in the
tanker’s hull and caused a leak in the ves-
sel's fuel tank. The cargo tanks, which
were full ar the cime, were not affecred.
Weather conditions were good at the
time of the accident,
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The U.S. Coast Guard would not say
whether equipment problems or human
error were factors in the accident, which
remains under investigation.

According to Lt. Ian Bird of Coast
Guard Marine Safety Office Port
Arthur, the captain of Torm Mary
immediately began transferring fuel
from the leaking fuel tank, and the crew
actempted 1o block the hole in the hull
with anything they could find. Booms
were deployed and cleanup efforts com-
menged.

Bird said there was very little damage
to the barge.

He said temporary repairs were made
to Zorm Mary on site. The ship then
departed to the Gulf of Mexico ar 2325
on Aug. 9. Permanent repairs and a class
inspection were expected within a
month.

Alrove left, booms surround Jorm Mary and San
Tomas atter the tanker and tug were invoived in
a collision. Above, oil slick is visible on the
Neches River near Port Arthur, Texas.
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maritime casualties

Cleanup efforts continued. Follow-
ing the incident, a section of the Neches
Rivet from Buoy 42 (north of the
DuPone plant and the Naval Reserve
Fleer) to the Veterans Bridge was closed
1o all vessel traftic. Coast Guard and
state officials examined a 44-mile suretch
of the river and determined thar 28
miles had been affected by the spill.
Cleanup costs are expected to be
approximately $4.5 million.

The river was opened to commercial
waffic ar 1144 on Aug. 4, although a
safety zone has been established just
north of the DuPont plant and just to
the south of Port Neches Park. Recre-
atonal boarers will not be allowed in
the safery zone until all of the oil has
been removed.

John Snyder
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Tughoat hits bottom
after pilot heads
helow for relief

“ghe pilot of the tugboar Evans
% McKeil picked the wrong time
to go to the head.

The 2,150-hp tug was pushing a
single empty barge, Ocean Hauler,
upriver on the St. Clair River, at
about 7 knots early in the morning
on July 10. The Se. Clair River
forms the border berween Ontario

. and Michigan, south of Lake

Huron.

At about 0340 the pilot left the
wheethouse. “He apparently had to
use the facilities,” said Sgr. Edward
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Golden, of the St. Clair County
Marine Patrol, in Michigan. “He
put the craft on what he assumed
was autopilot, and went below.
When he came back and checked
his course, he apparendy dida't real-
ize he was off course.”

The barge and tugboat plowed
into three docks and a 29-foot-long
cabin cruiser and ran aground,
according to Golden, causing more
than $100,000 in damages,
although there were no injuries.
There were six other crew onboard.

The incident occurred about 2
miles north of Algonac State Park.
Visibility was good, and the Marine
Patrol recommended that the pilot
be prosecuted for reckless opera-
tion, Golden said.
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Menasha and Paul E tried unsuccesstully o free
Evans McKeil atter it ran aground in the St. Clair
River while pushing a barge.

An alcohol test of the pilot was
negative, said Corrina Ot of the
Commercial Vessel Safety division
of U.S. Coast Guard’s Marine Safe-
ty Office in Detroit. Frans McKeil
and the barge are owned by McKeil
Marine Ltd. of Hamilton, Ontario.

The barge was freed in che after-
noon of July 10 by the wgs Paul £,
owned by McKeil Marine, and
Menasha, owned by Gordon
Marine, of Gananoque, Ontario.
Paul E rowed the barge to Cour-
tright, Ontario.

Efforcs to free Evans McKeil on

BURRARD
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Part Huron Times Herald/Malissa Wawzisko

July 10 and 11 were unsuccessful.
The vessel was finally freed on the
afternoon of July 12 with the help
of the workboat Huron Lady and

the tug Manitou, both owned by
Malcolm Marine of St. Clair,
Mich., and the g Menasha.

David Tyler
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‘Stop the ,vcss‘el or tutn th'

Pilothouse staffing levels increased following N.Y. ferry crash

n response to a Staten Island Ferry crash that killed
11 people, the New York City Department of

Transportation has begun requiring thre¢ people to
be in the controlling pilothouse whenever a ferry is leav-
ing or approaching the dock.

On Oct. 15, 2003, at 1520, cthe Staten Island Ferry
Andrew J. Barbers, carrying about 1,500 people, struck a
concrete maintenance pier several hundred yards away
from its St. George terminal dock on Staten Island.
Eleven people were killed and 69 were injuied, The 310-
foot-long double-ended ferry is 3,335 gross tons and can
carry up to 6,000 people. The city DOT' operates the
cight-vessel system, which transports 65,000 people each
day between Staten Island and Manhatean.

The circumstances of the crash have focused attention
on the number of qualified mariners who should be in
the pilothouse to cope safely with an emergency.

1y -Barberi’s assmtantzca ;am, who
at thc controls at he time of the acc*i “nt did not
hly manel ¢rable boat to
avoid thc COlllSl()n. He tésted negative for alcohol and

drugs, according to Keith Holloway, spokesman for the
National Transportation Safety Board, which is investi-
gating the accident.

Above, damaged areas of
Andrew ). Barberi were
swathad in blue tarps folfowing
a fatal accident on Oct. 15,
2003. Left, a New York City
Police Department team
searches for pieces of the
vassel near the maintenance
pier struck by the ferry,

Initial reports indicated
that the assistant captain
had been taking blood-
pressure medication. But
subscquent reports said
that blood tests after the
crash indicated he had not
taken any prescription
drugs in the 12 o 14 howrs
before the accident. The
NTSB would not confirm
the results of the prescnpnon drug test.

There were also repor
lost consciousness as th
a nearby crewmember latcr sa:d the ass:stant ‘captain
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stood erétt and never slumped forward, he entire time
he was at the :hélm, according o New York City's
Transportation-Commissioner Iris Weinghall. She was
speaking before a Nov. 4 hearing on the accident
before the U.S. House Subcommittee on Coast Guard
and Maritime Transportation.

The crewmember satd that the assistant captain did
not speak in the two minutes before the crash,
Weinshall testified. Immediately after the crash, the
assistant captain went home and astempted to commit

suicide.

Weinshall also cited evidence that the ferry’s cap-
tain was not in the pilothouse ar the time of the crash.
City regulations require that the caprain be in the
operating pilothouse upon docking.

The city of New York has moved to fire both the
captain and the assistant captain on the grounds that
they did not cooperate with the investigation.

The U.S. attorney for the Eastern District of New
York took over the case from state authorities on Oct.
29 and 1s pursuing a criminal investigation of the acci-
dent.

The captain, a U.S. Navy veteran, worked for the
Staten Island Ferry system since 1996, and was named
provisional captain Feb. 10, 2002, according to Tom
Cocola, spokesman for the city DOT. The caprain
helped save a man who fell overboard in 1991.

The assistant caprain, a U.S. Air Force veteran, has
worked for the ferry system since 1985 and was named
caprain July 21, 1996, On May 4, 2003, he was switched
back to assistant captain at his request, in order to
accommodate his family, Cocola said. Tt has been
reported that the assistant captain was at the controls
of a ferry in 1995 when the propeller failed to reverse
as it approached the pier. He tried 1o slow the vessel by
heading toward wooden pilings, but it hit the dock,
injuring about a dozen people.

Although city regulations required that both the
captain and assistant captain be present in the operat-
ing wheelhouse, William Bennett, the lawver for
Barberi’s captain, has said that the rule was not com-
municated to the crew and not enforeed. “I believe
that the standard operating procedures that the DOT
has been relying on and quoting in the newspapers
were never communicated to the captains or assistant
captains. {The captain) was acting properly at all
times,” Bennett was quoted as saying in an article by
the Associated Press.

The city transportation department denies that the
rule was not enforced. *I know a lot of people are men-
tioning the whole standard-operating-procedures situa-
tion, because some captains and assistant captains have
gone to the local media, with anonymity, saying, ‘Wait
a minute; we never did this,” Cocola said. “The only
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evidence we've seen to corroborate that ‘publicly is
unnamed sourceés in newspapers,”

“We fundamentally believe that when a boar is in the
middle of the harbor, it’s the captain who is in charge of
the ship,” Cocola said.

Cocola said the city has traced standard operating pro-
cedures for the Staten Island Ferry back to the 1950s.
Those procedures were formalized in 1987 and amended
again in October 2001, in response to the terrorist atracks.
It is the responsibility of the port captain and the direc-
tor of ferry operations to supervise the ferry caprains, he
satd. When asked to detall the most recent case of a
crewmember being disciplined for not being in the
wheelhouse, Cocola replied, “We're still rescarching
that.”

As part of the U.S. attorney’s investigation, the city
was subpoenaed for memos and documents relating to
ferry operations back to 1998,

As part of the new rules, the city announced on Oct.
22 that a deck hand will also be assigned tw the opera-
tional pilothouse at all times. Should the captain or assis-
tant captain be required to leave che pilothouse for any
reason, the deck hand can contact that officer immedi-
ately via radio. “Let us be clear: During docking, both
the caprain and the assistant captain should be in the
pilothouse at all times,” Weinshall said.

All crewmembers were also provided with radios, and
a crew check-in system was put in place. All vessels were
outfitted with Global Pesitioning System devices. In
addition, ropes are now put up to keep passengers back
from the bow on both decks of all vessels “to minimize
the risk during hard landings,” according to Weinshall.

On Oct. 31, Weinshall announced that the Global
Maritime & "Transportation School, at Kings Point, N.Y.,
would begin a review of all ferry operations. Weinshall
said that GMATS would investigate vessel operations,
human facrors, safety issues and management operations.
The school is to gather information about the Oct. 15
accident and also review U.S. Coast Guard reports about
past incidents.

Ferry crew were to be issued uniforms, and the public
address systems on all vessels were to be mnproved.
Srarting Oct. 27, city transportation staff began checking
vessels at all hours to make sure ferry staff were visible
and that the pilothouse was properly siaffed.

By adopting the new rules, New York appeared to be
catching up with safety standards already in place in
other large ferry operacions in the United Srartes.
Washington State Ferries, for example, has required two
licensed officers in the wheelhouse of its vessels at all
times for ac least the last 30 years,

“It’s part of the culture,” said Capt. Bill Hughes, who
is responsible for navigation electronics and training for
the ferry system.

The Washington Stite Feries system operates 29 ves-
sels and carries more than 26 million passengers:a-yéar.
The largest vessels are 460 fect long, over 3,200 gt and
can transport 2,500 people, 218 cars and 60 commerdial
vehicles.

On all trips there is 2 captain and a quartermaster in
the pilothouse. During the night, they are joined by a
lookout, according to Capt. Jim Malde, port caprain for
the Washington Ferries. At times of poor visibility, such
as fog, snow, rain or heavy wind, another licensed officer
will come to the pilothouse. “You always have a witness
in the pilothouse with you,” said Malde, who has worked
for the ferry system for over 30 vears.

This system developed as a way to verify what hap-
pens on the bridge. “It’s a second set of eyes to be there,”
Malde said. “Then if anything happens, they are there
either to assist of get hold of somebody tw help.”

Malde said he requires his captains to be vigilant in
reporting any damage to vessels or plers and any hard
{fandings. “I put one master back to mate for one year for
a hard landing,” he said.

Malde could recall only one recent case where injuries
occurred as a result of a state ferry colliding with a dock,
On June 12, 1998, the 2,477-gt MV Sea/sh hit a dock after
its propulsion controls failed, stightly injuring seven pas-
sengers and causing over $2 million in damage to the
pier.

The Washington and Staten Island ferries are among
the few systemis with vessels over 100 gt that transport
both people and vehicles, and are classed by the Coast
Guard as subchapter H vessels. Most passenger ferry svs-
tems in the United States are either under 100 gt and
carry more than 150 passengers (subchapter K vessels) or
under 100 gt and carry between six and 150 passengers
(subchapter T vessels). Although the Coast Guard does
provide crew-size guidelines for all ferries, it does not
specify the number needed in the pilothouse.

If the Staten Island accident results in rules for mini-
mum staffing levels in ferry pilothouses, the economic
consequences for smaller ferry operations could be
severe.

Gerry McGovern, who owns RiverLink Ferry System,
which operates two vessels under 100 gt that carry 400 .
and 600 passengers between Philadelphia and Camden, -
N.J., said that current Coast Guard rules only require one *
licensed master for subchapter K vessels. To require a'
second licensed master “would shut the service down.”
he said.

“Economically, how do you justify paying for that?”
MceGovern said. “These vessels are small; ic’s a small-
time operation. [t doesn’t carry the commuter traffic you
expect from larger vessels, and the economic justification

isn’t there.”
David Tyler
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Columbia River Bar pilot:di

tapt. Paul Jackson, of the Columbia Rive
idied after collapsing on the bridge of an ‘outbound
ship on Oct. 19, 2003. )

A crewmember from the pilot boat Ghizsof boarded the
ship, bulk cartier Hoegh Miranda, within minutes and
attempted to resuscitate Jackson. An emergency medical
technician from a U.S. Coast Guard 47-foot lifeboat joined
in the efforr until a2 Ceast Guard Javhawk helicopter
arrived and hoisted Jackson off the ship. He was pro-
nounced dead at Columbia Memorial Hospital in Astoria,
Ore.

Jackson, 56, was a graduate of the California Maritime
Academy and had worked as a bar pilot since 1986, He
lived in Astoria, Ore., where he was well known as the host
of a Monday morning radio program.

The collapse of the pilot did not pose a danger to the
ship or its crew, according to Capt. Michael Glick, manag-

15 killed when Queen Mary 2 gangway collapses at shipyard

faulry gangway is being investigated as the cause of the

deaths of 15 people who were trving to board Queen

Mary 2 at the Chanriers de I"Atlantique shipyard in Saint-
Nazaire, France,

On Nov. 15, 2003, shipyard employees and their relatives
were going onboard to see the vessel, which was in dry dock
during the final stages of construction, when the 33-foot-
long gangway collapsed. About 48 people were on the walk-
way at the time; they fell about 50 feet to the concrete floor
of the dry dock. In addition to the 15 killed, about 30 people
were injured 1n the incident. Eyewitness accounts varied as
to whether the gangway buckled in the middie or pulled
away from its connection to the quay.

It is a shipyard uadidon for friends and relatives of
employees to visit a vessel in the final weekends before con-

&f ‘Bar Pilots;

er of the Colunibia River Bar Pilots. “Thiere are always at
least four people on thé bridge of a ship underway in the
river — the pilot, captain, mate and quartermaster — who
are all highly trained,” Glick said. “The incapacitation of
any one of them should not be critical to the safe naviga-
tion of the vessel.”

In this case, the ship’s master did not require any fur-
ther assistance with pilotage. If he had requested another
pilot, an on-call pilot would have contacted the ship by
radio to ascertain its position and then would have
instructed it to slow down or anchor. The pilot would then
have been dropped of at the ship either by helicopter or
pilot boat. )

All the bar pilots have taken a course in bridge resource
management to prepare for emergencies like a member of
the ship’s bridge team losing consciousness, Glick said.
Peter Marsh

gangway had been changed the day before at the request of
shipyard management. Endel, the company that has provid-
ed gangways for Qneen Mary 2 since 2002, delivered a gang-
way that was 3.3 feet wide, when the shipyard wanted one
that was 4.5
feer wide, so
a new gang-
way was set
up on Now
14, according
o Block.

Investigators
exaimine the
twisted metal
of the struc-
ture that sup-

55817 palepOSsY

struction is finished. ported OM2's
Satnt-Nazaire prosecutor Pierre-Marie Block said that the gangway.
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from the reef and recéived medical attentit
bruises. The remaining five were assisted by
sel that arrived an hour later, after being directéd to the scene
by the helicopter. About 20 minutes after that, a Coast Guard
small boar arrived to bring the others ashore.

All six passengers told the Coast Guard that they were
thrown overboard when the 50-foot towline suddenly jerked
their boat.

The Coast Guard's Marine Safety Office San Jtian is inves-
tigating the incident. The operator of the towboat tested neg-
ative for drugs and alcohol. ' _

“We were all lucky that this ended happily,” Willis said.
*“They were lucky it was calm. Sometimes it can be very rough
down here.”

Jokn Snyder

MARITIME CASU.
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“Not ofie of the three officers knew where the ship
was in relation to thé chart, and not one of them paid

‘heed to the developing danger,” said Royal Navy pros-

ecutor, Cmdr. Stuart Crozier, at the court-martial.

The Roval Navy Type 42 destroyer with a crew of
253 struck Wolf Rock in the Tasman Sea on July 7,
2002. The accident, involving one of Britain’s most
modérn warships, was a serous embarrassment to the
Royal Navy. The economic consequences were also
severe. It cost the British government about $18 mil-
lion to tow the vessel back to England and an addi-
tional $49 million to repair the ship.

Four of the ship’s officers were disciplined as a
result of the court-martial, held on Sept. 11, 2003, at
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capability in the industry, all aimed at
helping you operate more safely while

maximizing product service life.

SAMSON

ROFPE TECHMNOLOGIES
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2090 Thorntan Street, Ferndale, WA 98248

T. 800-227-7673 / 360-384-4669
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second in command the OffICCl' of the watch andvthe
navigator — pleaded guilty to charges of ncgllgcncc
The second in command and the officer of the watch
were dismissed from their duties. Theship’s navigator
was severely reprimanded.

Nottingham was en route from Cairns, Australia, to
Wellington, New Zealand, when a crewmember
became ill and was taken off the ship to Lord Howe
Island. The captain had gone onshore to thank
islanders for their help and was returning in the ship’s
Lynx helicopter, which landed just before the acei-
dent.

The ship made several course changes in order for
the helicopter to land in 25-knot winds and 12-foot
seas. The captain had been onboard ship for less than
five minutes and was not on the bridge when it struck
Wolf Rock, said Lt. Mark Hankey, a press officer for
the Rovyal Navy.

The court reprimanded the caprtain for an “inade-

quate” navigational plan before leaving the vessel

_ As the dcstroycr a proachcd Wolf ock, the ocher
of the watch saw b ng waves and said, “What the
hell is that? It looks like moonlight on the water,” the
court-martial was told.

Then Nettingham hit the rock.

A set of dividers left on a paper chart may have con-
tributed to the accident, the court-martial was told.
Because the dividers covered the position of Wolf
Rock, the ship’s navigators may not have been aware of
the nearby hazard,

“We’'re not exactly sure who placed them on the
chart, but if you're a professional seaman, you know
these devices get left on the chart all the time,”
Hankey said.

There was a lookout on the bridge at the time of the
accident. As a result of the incident, the Royal Navy ts
speeding uwp its introduction of electronic chares,
Hankey said.

The ship sustained several gashes, one as long as

Marine Pollution Liability
Vessels

Cargo (hwners

Marinas

Criminal Penalties
Non-Vessel Owners
rs of experience
%35 billion m backing.

Irue passion for the sea.

Is your marine pollution
_insurance with WQIS?

Seted with Fxperience

WQIS

212 292 S700 www vy soin
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The crew workcd for scvera] dayz, to"‘keep _
from ﬂoodmg _ . in April 2003 five sailors reccwcd
Despite disciplining these four offlcers Goj‘fr'x-' Gallantry Médal, and 4n offlcer was awa'rd d’
modore Phillip Wilcocks, president of the court-mar- of the British Empzre for their efforts to halt thc flodd-
tial panel, did praise the “immense courage and pro- ing of the ship.
fessionalism displayed by all the officers and ratings in David Tyler and Hugh Ware

Safety board voices concern about unsafe loading of Canadian lakers

Failure to follow the proper loading and deballast- try's aging laker fleet. All of the country’s 70 laker
ing sequence were major facrors in the sinking of | bulk carriers may he “vulnerable to structural failures
a Canadian bulk carrier while it was being loaded, with scrious consequences,” the TSB said in its report.
according to a reporc by the Transportation Safery Because Canadian bulkers only operate on the
Board of Canada. Great Lakes and do not have to comply with the

Algowood, a 22,558-gross-ton, 730-foot-long vessel stricter international standards for oceangoing ships,
owned by Algoma Central Marine Corp. buckled and these lakers are built to lower structural, scantling and

sank to the bottom on June 1, 2000, while being | load-line standards.
loaded with aggregates and manufactured sand at “The Board is concerned that mariners mav not
Bruce Mines, Ontario. There were no injuries. fully appreciate that deviation from approved loading
The sinking prompred the TSB to express concern manuals and loading plans may overstress the struc-
about the structural soundness of the rest of the coun- ture and lead to catastrophic failures,” the report stat-
ed.

More impertantly, hull problems may not always
show up at loading or unloading, and could occur while
the vessel is at sea, which could result in the loss of
the vessel, the TSB warned.

Factors cited by the Board in the A/goarood sinking
included:

* 2 luck of feedback from engine-room crew to the
officer in charge about the progress of deballasting,

* a failure to read draft marks accurately in the
darl,

¢ a last-minute change in loading sequence, which
led to extreme stresses on the vessel,

A damage survey done while the vessel was still at
Bruce Mines found exten-
sive buckling and distortion
of the shell plating above
the warerline on both the
port and starboard sides,
and localized buckling and
fracturing of the side shell
and of the port and star-
board ballast tank hopper
side.

An inspection afterward
n dry dock showed struc-

ural buckling and exten-
sive fracturing from the
curn of the bilge to the bot-
tom shell, port and star-

Abave, the hull of
Canadian bulk car-
rier Algowood
buckfed while it
was being loaded
in Bruce Mines,
Ontario. Right, the
buckiing of the hulf
resuited in fracture
damage to bottom
plating in way of
the transverse
bulkhead between
frames 117 and
114,
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I_ maritime casualties

.. ferry system OKs management reforms
in response to Kings Point recommendations

ew York City’s Department of

Transportarion (DOT) has begun
implementing sweeping reforms of the
Staten Island Ferry system in response to
recommendations in a report released
Feb. 12 by the Global Maritime &
Transportation School at the U.S. Mer-
chant Marine Academy at Kings Point.

GMATS was asked to examine the
operations and management of the sys-
tem, following the crash of a ferry in
October 2003 thar killed 10 passengers.
The GMATS report recommended the
creation of the
position of
§ chief operating
| officer to
improve over-
sight of the sys-
tem. By late
A March, the
DOT had
begun inter-
viewing candi-
dlares.

That posi-
tion will pay
about
$160,000 and
should be filled by July, according to
Tom Cocola, a DOT spokesman.

GMATS will continue ro serve as a
consultant for the ferry system.
Although the length of that relationship
has not been defined, "1 think we're talk-
ing about multiple years,” said Brian
Holden, division manager for research
and special projects at the school.

On Oct. 15, 2003, the 3,335-gt Bar-
bert, ransporting 1,500 people, struck a
concrete maintenance pier several hun-
dred yards away from the St. George ter-
minal dock on Staten Island, killing 10
people. The assistant captain, who was at

the controls at the time of the crash,
failed o slow or steer the ferty as ic
approached land. Even though rules
required the presence of both the captain
and the assistant captain in the operating
wheelhouse, DOT officials claim that
the captain was not in the pilothouse.

On Nov. 3, the DOT hired GMATS
to assess ferry operations in four areas:
vessel operations, human factors, safety
and management. The GMATS team
was not hired to investigate the accadent.

According to the seport, the ferry
operation is hampered by “a corporate
culture within the fetry organization
which may not be conductve w operat-
ing a first-rate marine transportation sys-
tem.” But Holden said officials from the
mayor’s office on down have been very
cooperative with GMATS and that ferry
personnel “wanted to improve and be
the best operation they could be.”

Two teams from GMATS worked
wich ferry personnel and city officials
from November 2003 through January
as part of the analysis of the ferry sys-
tern’s operations. The GMATS report
makes the following recommendations:

» Establish a safety management sys-
tem based on the International Safety
Management Code.

* Create a three-member bridge team
consisting of licensed deck officers for all
vessels. Each member of thar team
should be qualified in all areas of naviga-
tion, communication and other pilot-
house technologies.

* Hire a ferry-terminal supervisor,
senior port engineer and senior port cap-
tain.

* Hire 92 additional crew, including
assistant caprains, mates and deck hands,
and relief personnel. This is needed to
run all vessels without requiring crew to
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Above, damage done to the interior stairway of the
the terry fae7 when it struck 2 maintenance pier,
far lefl, on Staten Istand. The terry systam plans to
create a aew position, chief operating officer, to
improva gversight of vessels and their crews.

work too much overtime to meet mini-
mum vessel staffing requirements.

* Perform a salary survey to muake
sure the ferry system’s pay is in line with
similar domestic ferry operations.

* Develop and implement compre-
hensive technical training and profes-
sional development for all erew and
shore-based personnel. This includes
maintaining one vessel in a fully opera-
tional status for training.

* Review at-sea casualsy and emer-
gency response plans,

* Began planning for implementation
of vessel facility security plans.

* Update or install on all vessels auto-
matic radar plotting aids, electronic chart
display and information systems, auto-
matic identification systems, and mulri-
directional speed indicarors with alarms.

Cocola said that interviewing of
applicants for the crew jobs had begun.
He expected one-third of the 92 addi-
tional personnel to be hired by the end
of the summer. It will cost the city about
$3 million to $4 million to hire addi-
tional personnel, according to Cocola.

The ferry system is also expeccing the
delivery of three new vessels, he said.
After the delivery of the first in che fall,

one ferry will be available for training.

David Tyler
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lCorrespondence

Poor communication causes a close call on the Delaware

It was a beautiful, sunny winter after-
noon in January 2003 when we
arrived at the Mantua Creek anchorage
+z10ss from the Philadelphia Internation-
al Airport on the Delaware River. We
had rowed an empty oil barge down
from New York Harbor to load at the
Girard Point terminal, bur our berch
wasn't open. With the light barge along-
side the tug, we dropped the hook and
sertled in to wait our turn.

We were also [istening with great
interest to see how a developing situation
within the Delaware’s heavy vessel traffic
would play out. Corning on warch for
the 1200 to 1800 shift, we overheard
wha later proved to be an unnecessarily
and dangerously poor series of commu-
nications involving a U.S. Navy cargo
shio about 500 to 600 feet in length, its
i ll U.S. Coast Guard escort vessel and
the Jarger merchane ships that needed to
pass them. As the vessels approached our

" professionaimariner.com

position, we were also able to watch, at
close range, the near-collision that result-
ed from the lack of communicadon.

The Navy ship, which had picked up
its Coast Guard escort downriver, was
northbound above the Commodore
Barry Bridge. The Navy ship had just
been overtaken by a freighter doing
about 16 knots, and a second freighter
was closing from astern at a speed slight-
ly faster than theirs. The pilot aboard the
second freighter had spent considerable
time trying to contact the Navy ship to
make passing arrangements.

He eventually succeeded only by
jumping in right after the first freighrer
had finished communicating with the
Navy vessel. The first freighter had also
had difficulty contacting the Navy vessel
initially. Tt was apparent that, it there was
a pilot aboard the Navy vessel, it was
probably a Navy pilot who either was
not regularly monitoring channel 13 on

the VHE-FM radio, or who was only
paying sporadic attention to it.

The Navy vessel was not enthusiastic
about being overtaken, and said as
much. But the Delaware River pilot
aboard the freighter was persistent and
informed them thar he would, in fact, be
passing themn. He asked where they
would prefer the passing to take place,
and it was eventually agreed upon that
they would effect the maneuver as they
passed the anchorage off Philadelphias
airport. This & a good location for pass-
ing because of the deep water in the
anchorage, which is south of and imme-
diately adjacent to the channel.

As the situation developed, the Navy
vessel reduced speed o dead slow after
finding our that it would have to wait
for its assist tugs, which were delayed a
few minutes while working another ship.
The resule of this was that they wound

up almost dead in the water and some-
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Six-foot seas cause problems in
Nantucket fast ferry’s engines

he fast ferry Fiving Cloud developed problems in both

engines as the vessel was two miles away from
Nantucket Harbor during a gale on Dec. 2, 2003. As a resule
of the incident, the U.S. Coast Guard has barred the vessel
from operating in seas exceeding 6.5 feet.

The 280-passenger catamaran, with nine passengers and
seven crew, was traveling from Hyannis, Mass., to Nantucket
in northwest winds of about 25 to 35 knots. Flyng Clowd 1s
powered by two 1,250-hp Paxman engines, and the hulls are

Whatever your made of aluminum. .
applications, we're Waves were over 6 feet when the starboard engine lost sea
comitied ta serving you suction, according to Lt. John Winters, senior investigator for

Now mora than ever,
Skookum signifies vaiue in
loday’s cost-conscious world.
Qur comprehensive biock,
fairlead, sheave and alloy
forging lines have met the

challenges of the most with the finest in stantlard ant ; N R S . s .
demanding applications around custom engineered products. For the Coast Guard’s Marine Safery Office in Providence, RL
| the workd, And in the process, turther information contact your The starboard engine went into automatic shutdown at
we've proud'y taken part in the nearest dealer or calt us direct: . < . - .
shaping of American history, from Skookum : about 1730, according to Capt. Greg Gifford, port caprain for
salvage operations at Pearl Harb } R . .
o e ctraction ot the om0 ?(? B:x 280,0;|Ilébba:l;d. Oregon 97032 the Woods Hole, Martha’s Vineyard & Nantucket Steamship
Coulee Dam to San Francisco’s elephone 503/651-3175 ! . Vel e ) 2 Lo
BART and the space shutle. £ Fax 5036513409 ? Authority, of Woods Hole, which operates the 128-tfoot-long
5 vessel,
. s AVES. 1 Wave S - vesse
SKOOK“" . Blocks & Rigging After turning into the waves, a wave struck cthe vessel in

AN ULVEN COMPANY the bow and knocked off what Gifford described as a tonnage
800-547-8211 panel —a vertical panel attached to the forward-facing bulk-
} ‘ head on the bow. This panel, which measures 4 by 5 feet,
protects a luggape area that is not a watertight space. The lug-
gage area has freeing ports and “does not have anything to do

with the waterught integrity of the vessel,” Gifford said.
Winters described the panel as a splash guard. “The

For information circle No. 67 on the reader service card.

Standards for Training, Certification & Watchkeeping watertight envelope of the vessel was never in danger,” he
said.
BST-Basic SafetyTraining . . « . v v v v v v v v u v vt $795 Mooring lines are hung on hooks in this luggage section,

Gifford said. As water came in, it knocked a mooring line into

GMDSS Global Maritime Distress Safety System . . .$1195 : .
the water, which then became wrapped around the vessel's

BRM Bridge Resource Management . . .. ... ... . $395 port engine shaft, severely reducing power from the port

@ engine. After 20 minutes, the starboard engine was restarted,
800-225-2841 and Fhing Clond made it into port under redoced power.

Chapman www.chapman.org The mooring line caused a small crack in the fiberglass

scrooL 4 oF seamanstie  email info@chapman.org housing of the port engine shaft, but very little water entered

the vessel from this crack, Gifford said.
Winters confirmed that the crack was minor. “The vessel
was never in any danger of sinking,” he said.

When You Need Professional In early January, the Coast Guard prohibited Fiying Cloud

Maritime Training from operating in Sfas ovef 6.S.fec:t-. “The vessc?l is safe to
operate structurally,” Winters said. The problem is how well

Call 1-800- 642" CMTI the engines function in those seas. “We are concerned about

For information circle No. 4 on the reader service card,

Located near the historic triangle of Yorktown, Jamestown & the operation of the engines in that sea state.”
Williamsburg, VA, we offer many U.S. Coast Guard approved Steamship Authoricy officials said Fhing Cloud would not

courses including: STCW-95 BST, ARPA, Radar, ECDIS, BRM, . R xr ..
Tankerman/PIC Barge (DL}, Able Seaman, Survival Craft (Ltd). run in those seas in anv case. “We would not be operating in
Celestial Navigation, Apprentice Mate {Steersman), Master to almost 7-foot seas; that would be CCI'[Ll.lﬂ[S' wrong,“ said Fred
200 GRT, Rules of the Road and others. C. Raskin, the authority’s chiuef executive. Gifford said the

company does not operate Fiying Cloud from mid-December

through March 1 “because there is no call for it.”

Chesapeake Marine Training Institute, Inc.

Your Source For Professivnal Marine Educational Services

www.chesapeakemarineinst.com Dervid Tiler
3566 George Washington Memorial Hwy., PO Box 1153, Hayes, VA 23072-1153

For information circle No. 27 on the reader service card.
46 PROFESSIONAL MARINER #79 April/May 2004



he chief of-

ficer of the
1,990-gross-ton
general cargo ship
Jamébo fell asleep
at the helm, caus-
ing the vessel 1o
run aground and
sink off the coast
of Scotland on
June 29, 2003,
the United King-
dom's Marine Ac-
cident Investiga-
tion Branch has
concluded. Al
seven of the Po-
lish crew were
rescued.

The chief officer had been alone on the bridge
tor over an hour before the vessel hic a reef off the
Summer [sles ar 0515 on June 29 in calm seas. He
had worked 12-hour days for at least 10 days before
the grounding and was unable t sleep before he
came onto his shift at midnight, according to the
MAIB report.

T'he AB who served on the bridge wich the chief
officer was off doing rounds starting ar 0335, leav-
ing the chief officer alone. Jembo’s mascer ordinari-
ly required an AB to be on the bridge between 2260
and 0600, during periods of poer visibility or when
close to land, according to the report. The AB acted
as lookour on the bridge during this period but was

MARITIME CASUALTIES

taking on water
after hitting rocks
near Scotland’s
Summoer Isles.

The single-hold
cargo ship, which
was carrying a

concentrate, sank
about four hours

Sinking off Scotland leads to questions about watch system

also required to check the engine
and accommodation rooms every
hour. The AB on this watch was a
heavy smoker and was given per-
mission by the chief officer to
smoke in the mess room during
his rounds, since he did not per-
mit smoking on the bridge.

The chief officer fell asleep
bertween 0405 and 0415, missing
a course change that would have
taken Jambe northeast chrough
the Minches, the straits berween
northwest Scotland and the Ouier
Hebrides. During that warch, the
chief officer was working on voy-
age and cargo reports and on
paperwork for the company’s
safety management system.

The vessel struck rocks that
opened a hole in the bow. The
U.K. Maritime & Coastguard
Agency dispatched three vessels

b 10 the scene, The crew were

taken off the vessel, with no
injunies, by Lockinver of the Royal
National Lifeboat Instifution,
berween (721 and 0859, Jambo
sank at about (1930.

The Cypriot-flagged vessel

' was owned by Accent Shipping

Co. Ltd. and managed by
Reederei Hesse GmbH & Co.
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CORRESPONDENCE

The first consequence of fatigue is loss of judgment

by Mike Adams

very professional mariner gets

tired. The physical and mental

challenges of working aboard a
vessel, the lack of “normal” sleep pat-
terns due to standing wartches and
unexpected changes to schedules alf
combine to cause fatigue. And fatigue,
as numerous studics have shown, leads
to mistakes.

Consequently, every professional
mariner makes mistakes. Most of our
mistakes are caught and corrected
before they become a crisis. Before we
look at the regulatory and common-
sense tools that help us overcome
fatigue and thus avoid making mis-
takes, let’s look briefly at two cases
where fatigue directly contributed to
catastrophe.

The tankship World Prodigy with a
cargo of 195,000 bartels of diesel fuel
approached the entrance to Narra-
gansett Bay on the afternoon of June
23, 1989. World Prodigy was no Third
World rust bucket. Not quite three
years old, she had a satellite navigation
system, Decca, loran, radio direction-
finder, two radars, two VHF-FM
radios, multiple gyrocompass repeaters
and rudder-angle indicators, and tele-
phones for intraship communications.

Nonetheless, ships are run by peo-
ple. Warld Prodigy’s watch officer
called his captain to the wheelhouse at
0500 on June 22 because of the New
England summer fog and fishing ves-
sels. Having had just about six hours
of sleep, the caprain began conning
the ship so the mace could concentrate
on navigation and monitoring the
radars.

The captain stayed on the ships
bridge all day, through the night, and
into the next morning taking only
short breaks to eat and gerting occa-

26
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significant factor in the accident.

sional, brief naps on a couch on the
bridge. But those naps were short, and
he was up far more than he was resting,

By 1600 on the afternoon of June
23, the visibility had increased to 10
miles. The captain continued to conn
World Prodigy because the ship was
about 1o embark a pilot. He reduced
speed, shifted the steering from auto-
matic to manual and sent the lookout
below to assist the boatswain in rig-
ging the pilot ladder.

Then Warld Prodigy received a telex
directing her to offload at two termi-
nals instead of one and asking the
master to calculate, “as soon as possi-
ble,” the ships estimated draft after
the first offload. World Prodigy’s cap-
win sent the on-watch chief mate
below to use the ship’s stability com-
puter to make the compurations. This
fefr the captain alone in the wheel-
house except for the helmsman.

Bargies take on ol from World Prodigy during lightering operations after the tanker ran
aground off Rhode Island in 1983, Lack of sleep on the part of the ship's master was a

At 1628 the master ordered “dead
slow ahead,” but World Prodigy was
still making over 4 knots as the cap-
tain fixed his position and spoke with
the pilor boac. After 10 minutes, he
grew impatient with the chief mate’s
rardiness in completing the draft cal-
culations. So the captain went to the
back of the wheelhouse and began
doing his own computations using a
pocket calculator. This left the helms-
man as the only person in the forward
pare of the bridge.

Two minutes later the pilot boat
saw World Prodigy and told the caprain
to make an immediate 90° course
change to port. Before the muaster
could respond, World Prodigy struck a
rocky ledge, damaging 16 cargo tanks
and spilling 300,000 gallons of diesel
oil into Narragansett Bay. The caprain
had. by then, been up and on watch
for almost 36 hours.
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Not surprisingly, the National
Transportation Safety Board found
that the caprain’s “acute fatigue” was
the probable cause of the ship’s
grounding. Mishaps involving less
obvious cases of fatigue also exist.

In June of 1995 the passenger ves-
sel Star Princess was making a routine
voyage along the Alaska Inside
Passage. State law mandated that ships
transiting these passages have two
licensed pilots onboard so that one of
the pilots could continuously direct
the vessel's movements while the other
rested,

So it was on Szar Princess. The two
pilots shared watch-standing duties on
a six-on, six-off basis untl the ship
arrived ar Skagway early on June 22.
When Star Princess departed for
Juneau late the same day, the pilots
decided to split the remaining 10.5
hours of watch in half.

The second pilot came on watch at
about 0040 on the morning of June
23. At 0125 he sighted Fair Princess
on a reciprocal course about 6 miles to

the south. Neither Star Princess not
Fair Princess pilot was concerned;
both believed their ships could pass
port-to-port berween the navigational
hazards of Poundstone Rock to the
west and Sentinel Island to the east
withour colliding, At 0142, with Fair
Princess on her port bow at a safe dis-
tance, Star Princess starboard side
grounded on Poundstone Rock. The
passengers were all debarked from the
damaged ship. Repairs and loss of rev-
enue during repairs amounted to more
than $27 million.

Star Princess pilot had been on
watch for less than an hour. In the 24
hours before that he had a total of
about five and a half hours on watch.
In the 12 hours before that, he had
two hours of wartch. In other words,
he had more than 27 hours of rest in
the 36 hours before the grounding,
including 18 continuous hours with-
out duty just before his final warch.
Nonetheless, he was suttering from
tatigue. How can this be?

This man had a disorder known as

sleep apnea, a condition in which a
sleeping person stops breathing, caus-
ing him or her to wake up suddenly.
This waking may occur hundreds of
times each night, but it is so short in
duration that the individual often
does not realize he or she woke up.
Nonetheless, anyone who wakes up
this much each night is going to be
tired. The pilots sleep apnea was not
diagnosed until after the grounding,
He was tired and no one, not even he,
suspected it.

Here then is the fisst step to coun-
teract fatigue: Guard against undiag-
nosed sleep disorders. Routine med-
ical examinations may turn up such
problems. (Or they may not, as was
the case for the pilot of Star Princess.)
It is more likely, however, that those
who know an individual best {spouse,
parents, children, shipmates) will see
the symptoms of chronic fatigue that
mean a thorough evalvation is in
order.

However, individuals with genuine
sleep disorders are rare: Less than 10

“This high-speed catamaran delivers exceptional performance,
and our passengers love her comfort and amenities. She sets a
new level in engineering, construction and enduring value.”

David Stafford, General Manager Seastreak America, inc.

Gladding-Heam all-aluminum construction. incat Designs. LOA 141", beam
34', draft 6.6, 407 passengers, speed 39 knots with 350 passengers.

It takes experience to integrate custom detailing and guaranteed speeds,
backed by dependatle customer service. All at a price you can afford.

If you're looking to build a new beat or upgrade an old one, we can offer
complete design and construction from fireboats to high-speed ferries.

Call Peter Duclos at 508-676-8596, Gladding-Hearn Shipbuilding,
PO Box 300, Somerset, MA 02726. www.gladding-hearn.com

GLADDING-HEARN

SHIPBUILDING
The Duclos Corporation
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percent of everyone in the country
suffers from sleep apnea. For the
remaining 90 percent of the popula-
tion, the most obvious solution for
fatigue is to ger adequate rest each day.
Most humans need eight hours of
sleep, preferably eight continuous
hours, in a 24-hour period. That is
often difficult for shipboard watch
standers. Even a four-on, eight-off
watch schedule will barely provide
eight hours of continuous rest, and
many smaller workboats have a six-
and-six watch schedule.

Lately some companies have been
experimenrting with a nontraditional
watch-standing schedule that guaran-
tees each watch stander a continuous
off-watch period of at least 10 hours
to improve the probabilicy of eight
continuous hours of sleep.

Even if we are getting the required
amounts of sleep, there is one more
thing that will cause us to suffer
fatigue: work. That sounds obvious,
but ar the end of watch, whether it is
midnight or eight in the morning, the
watch stander is tired. And, being
tired, he or she will begin to suffer
from fatigue no marter how much rest
he or she got before watch.

The Code of Federal Regularions
now includes the STCW (Inter-
narional Convention on Standards of
Training, Certificacion and Watch-
keeping for Seafarers) rest standards,
which mandate 2 minimum of 10
hours off watch in any 24-hour peri-
od, including at least six continuous
hours of rest. Other CFR work-rest
rules pre-date STCW and are sdill in
effect, Furthermore, the Qil Pollution
Act of 1990 {OPA "90) imposes still
other rest requirements for ranker
Crews.

Despite these regularions, there are
court cases that indicare a reluctance
by the legal system to enforce these
rest rules in favor of the mariner.
Furthermore, there are gray areas in
the regulaiions that seem to allow, or
even encourage, additional work
hours. Thus, since the rules alone will
not solve the problem, professional
mariners must seek other solutions.

Formal studies about fatigue tend
to prove the very things we know from
our own experience. When we're tired,

www,professionalmariner.com

we overlook things, our perceptions
diminish, we become impatient with
ourselves and others, we find it diffi-
cult to concentrate, and we tend to
concentrate on one thing to the exclu-
sion of all others.

Knowing the causes and conse-
quences of fatigue, what are the symp-
toms we can watch for? The first is
impaired judgment. Unfortunately,
that means the fatgued individual
may not realize that he or she is tired.

Thus we must learn to watch for signs
of fatigue not just in ourselves, buc in
our shipmates.

Secondly, someone who is tired
becomes less willing to talk about any-
thing, let alone his or her farigue.
Once again, trying to teil someone else
that he or she is tired means an uphill
battle against the effects of fatigue.

Third, an individual suffering from
fatigue is more likely to make mistakes
or simply not do some things thar
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should be done; i.e., take shortcuts.
Simultaneously, someone with mult-
ple jobs to do may concentrate on just
one task while ignoring others, thus
getring even further behind, leading to
more shortcuts and a downward spiral
in performance.

How do we deal with all this?

We can overcome the third conse-
quence of fatigue, shortcuts and
errors, by using standardized proce-
dures and checklists. When we stop
following our normal procedures, we
have 10 ask ourselves if those changes
are being caused by fatigue.

World Prodigys captain effectively
left his helmsman alone in the wheel-
house as the ship approached the pilot
station, counter to his usual practice.
Even though he had asked for another
mate to come to the bridge, when that
mate did not show up. the captain
never got anyone else.

The second consequence of fatigue,
decreased communication, is the most
difficult to overcome. If someone
ignores us, we tend to ignore him or

her in return. Star Princess’ pilot not
only failed to make radio conract with
Fair Princess, he had not even dis-
cussed his ship’s navigation with his
own crew for almost 30 minutes prior
to the grounding. Poor communica-
tion was also a factor in the Warld
Prodigy grounding. Although the cap-
tain talked with the pilor boat about
his arrival, he misunderstood the loca-
tion of the boarding area. Rather than
ask for clarification, the captain
remained stlent.

The first consequence of fatigue —
loss of judgment — is perhaps the
most dangerous. Since World Prodigy’s
captain understood his responsibifities
for the safe navigation of his ship, he
had been on the bridge for almost a
day and a hall because of the fog and
heavy traffic. Since he also understood
his chiel marte’s duties, he told the
chief mate to do the draft calculations.
He even had the good sense to call for
another officer to join him on the
bridge as the ship approached the
pilot station.

But then his judgment falered.
When the extra mate did not show up,
he made no attempt to locate anyone
else to assist him. When the draft
computations took more than 10
minutes, he started his own calcula-
tions. Alone on the bridge excepr for
the helmsman, he began to assume alf
duties {lookout, navigator, ship han-
dler, radar observer, stability calcula-
tor, radio operator, supervisor).

Deteriorating judgment, concen-
tration on secondary matters and fail-
ure to communicate, all hallmarks of
fatigue, were the characteristics shown
by World Prodigy’s caprain in the min-
utes before his ship grounded.

We must learn to understand the
causes of fatigue, recognize its symp-
toms, and do something about it if we
are to avoid World Prodigy’s face.  *

Mike Adams is a master mariner
and captain of a large oil spill response
vessel. He is a Coast Guard-certified
STCW instructor for bridge resource
mandgement and basic safety
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Tanker spills crude oil in the Delaware River
near Philadelphia after hitting cast-iron pipe

- . ’hac may prove to be the largest

% oil spill in the history of the
heavily trafficked Delaware River
occurred on Nov. 26 when a 15-foot
piece of cast-iron pipe pierced the
hull of a Cypriot-flagged oil tanker as
the ship was approaching ics berth.

The incident occurred around
2115 as the 730-foot Athos [
approached the Citgo asphalt refinery
in West Deptford, N_J., with a cargo
of 325,000 barrels, or nearly 14 mil-
lion gallons, of heavy Venezuelan
crude oil.

Crewmembers aboard two assist-
ing tugboats noticed an oil slick com-

www._professionalmariner.com

inta the river. Right, the remaining

ing from the ranker. At about the
same rime, Azhos I developed an 8°
list to port and lost power. The crew
quickly located the leak and trans-
ferred the oil to other tanks to avoid
further spillage.

The following day, divers found a

Athos I hegan fisting 8° after it
struek a pipe on the riverbed. The |
ship was carrying more than 13 |
million gallons of crude oil. An
estimated 476,000 galtons spilled

ail was transterred from the
tanker e lightering harges.

PIBAE) 15800 5 ) ASALN0D S0aty

6-foot gash in the No. 7 center cargo
tank and the No. 7 ballast rank.
Another underwater inspection on
Nov. 28 revealed a smaller puncture
near the larger gash.

Initially, 30,000 gallons was
thought to have leaked from the
tanker. That estimate was raised to
473,500 gatlons on Nov. 30 by Capt.
Jonathan Sarubbi, the U.S. Coast
Guard captain of the Port of
Philadelphia.

It was unclear if the missing oil
spilled into the river or flowed into
other spaces on the ship, such as bal-
last tanks. If the oil did end up in the
river, the oss would surpass the
record for the Delaware of 300,000
gallons spilled by a tanker that ran
aground near Claymont, Del., in
1989.

After entering Delaware Bay on
the afternoon of Nov. 26, Azhos |
paused briefly off Cape Henlopen,
Del., to take on a pilot from the
Pilots’ Association for the Bay and
River Delaware, and two security
guards from the U.S. Coast Guard.
The 21-year-old single-hull tanker
rode the tide up the Delaware, draw-
ing 36.5 feet in the 40-foot-deep ship

37



BURRARD
HEAVY
DUTY

DECK MACHINERY

BURRARD MODEL HJDB double drum
towing winch supplied to Foss Maritima,
Seattle, for The Marshall Foss

Towing Winches, Anchor Windlasses,
Mooring Capstans, Cargo Winches,
Hydrauic or Electric Drives

BURRARD IRON WORKS LIMITED
220 Alexander Street
Vancouver, B.C. V6A 1C1
Telephone: [604) 684-2491
Fax: (604) 684-0458
E-mail: burrard jron@telus.net

Circle No. 33 on the reader service card.

USCG Approved & STCW-95
Compliant Training Courses

USCG Approved
* OUPV to Master 200GRT/500GT
* Able Seaman
* QMED-Qiler {OSV)
= Tank Barge PIC + Fire Fighting
» Apprentice Mate (Steersman)
» Towing Officer DE Training

STCW-95
BRM, BST, RADAR, ARPA,
Survival Craft/Lifeboats,
GMDSS, Medical Care Provider,
Celestial Navigation, RFPNW &
RFPEW Programs.

Seven Sea School® [Locations.,
At Mobile, AL we offer FREE
Dormitory & Meals.

1-800-247-3080
1-800-237-8663

www.seaschool.com

Circle No, 34 on the reader service card.
as

maritime casualties

channel. At abourt 2100, after passing

beneath the Commodore Barry
Bridge and with a docking pilot
aboard, Athos { made a 90° curn to
starboard to approach the Citgo dock.

There is no evidence art this stage
of the investigation to indicate any
piloting or navigation errors, the
Coast Guard said.

Four days after the accident, the

v slick from Athos { covered a 44-mile

stretch of the Delaware from the
Tacony-Palmyra Bridge that links
Burlington County, N.J., and north-
east Philadelphia to the Salem, N.J.,
nuclear power plant on Artificial
Istand abour five miles downstream
from the Delaware Memorial Bridge.

The power plant was shut down
for several days after the spill, when
the slick came dangerously close ta its
cooling-water intakes. Oil contain-
ment booms were placed around the
intakes, and the power plant was not
damaged, according to the Public Ser-
vice Flectric & Gas Co., the plant’s
operaor.

The concentration of spilled oil
was heaviest along the 10-mile strerch
of the river berween the southern end
of Little Tinicum Island off Essing-
ton, Penn., and the Schuylkill River,
which enters the Delaware at
Philadelphia.

The heavily industrialized Port of
Philadelphia was closed for three days
while salvage reams and environmen-
tal cleanup workers descended on
Athos . Nearly 50 ships, primarily
tankers and bulk carriers, were held

. either at their riverside berths or at

the Big Stone Beach anchorage in
Delaware Bay.

The port was partially reopened on
Nov. 30, significandy easing conges-
tion that was rapidly building up and
down the Delaware. Twelve ships

. entered the port and chree departed

when the Coast Guard gave them the
green light, An additional 23 were
waiting to depart, and another 25
were either tn Delaware Bay or at sea
watting to come upriver, according 1o
the Coast Guard.

The ship’s owners, Tsakos Shipping
and Trading SA, quickly assumed
responsibility for che spill and said it
occurred as the ship struck a sub-
merged object while moving slowly
toward its berth.

Inirially, speculation about what
Athos I might have struck ran the
gamut from spikes planted in the
river bottom to impale British war-
ships during the Revolutionary War,
to lost equipment or sunken vessels
thae have accumulated on the bottom
over the centuries. Then on Dec. 7,
divers found the 15-foot-long curved
pipe.

The pipe was located by sonar in
the anchorage about 700 feet from
the Cirgo dock. Preliminary tests of
paint scrapings from the pipe and
Ashos | showed a positive match.
Athos I's GIS track indicated that the
ranker had passed over the pipe as it
approached the dock.

The pipe was recovered for further
testing, the Coast Guard said.

Before the discovery of the pipe,
artention had focused on a }4-foot-
diameter propeller and section of pro-
peller shaft that were lost from the .
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers dredge
MeFarland on April 23, 2004.
McFarland lost the propeller and shaft
near the spot where Athos [ is believed
to have struck an underwarer object.
The channel was closed for three
days, but sonar surveys failed to find
any trace of the propeller.

Sall unknown is just how much oil
was recovered either from the river or
the shoreline, how much is floating
below the surface and how much is
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Senior Agent John
Meehan, of the LS. Fish
and Wildlife Service,
shows a Canada goose
that died as a result of
the oil spill. In addition to
the envirormental
damage, the accident
resulted in the clvsing of
the Port of Philadelphia
for three days. A nuciear
power piant in Salem,
N.J., was forced 1o close
for several days when
the oil sfick came close
1o the plant's coaling-
water intakes.

Countesy U 5. Goast Guasd
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lying on the bortom, like a huge
asphale cap.

To prevent oil-stained hulls from
possibly spreading the heavy crude oil
throughout che river, outgoing ships
were required to have their waterlines
cleaned with high-pressure steam. The
decontaminartion process was made
discretionary after the first few days,
the Coast Guard said,

The day after the port captain
reopened the river, he imposed a new
restriction, presumably to last until
the lost-propeller question is
resolved. Under the new decree, ves-
sels drawing more than 34 feer can
operate in the 40-foot-deep channel
only at high tide.

Tony Muldoon
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Two men presumed dead after tug sinks
while towing barges in Strait of Georgia

i Wo crewmen are missing and

¢ presumed dead after their tug
sank about 50 miles northwest of
Vancouver, British Columbia.

The 44-foot tug and its two-per-
SON crew were towing construcrion
barges from New Westminster on
the Fraser River to Texada Island in

the Strair of Georgia.
According to Peter Ward of the
Transporration Safety Board of

Canada, the tug Manson, owned by
Empire Tug Boats Lid., of New
Westminster, was towing two
barges on a 1,000-foot wire hawser.
The barges, McKenzie and M.B.D.
32, wete connected to each other
by a 250-foort synthetic pendant in
a tight towing configuration com-
monly used on the Fraser River.

First in the tow, the 133-foot
McKenzie carried a 200-ton crane
with spuds. M.8.D. 32 was open-
decked.

The tug and tow left New West-
minster at about 1700 on Nov. 3,
2004, anticipating a 12-hour pas-
sage. After leaving the Fraser River
and passing Sands Head Light,
Muanson entered the Strait of Geor-
gia, where its course was monicored

Ahove, M.B.0. 32, an open-deck .
construction harge, was linked
{o a crane barge by a 250-foot-
leng synthetic pendami.

Right, the barges were being
towed by Manson, a 44-foot
tug shown here in an oider
phoio.

by Victoria Marine Communica-
tions and Traffic Services (MCTS).

Weather conditions were
described by the Canadian Coast
Guard as poor, with rain, a south-
east wind of 30 to 35 knots, and 4-
to 5-foot following seas. Manson
continued on its northwesterly
course and entered the Comox
MCTS zone at 0230. Just before
switching frequencies to Comex, a
radar observer atr Victoria MCTS
advised the tug that the after barge
might have broken loose. This
information was relayed to Comox
MCTS, which asked the tug if it
had indeed lost a barge. Manson
confirmed that it had burc thac the
sicuation was “under control.”

Comox MCTS continued 1o
monitor the tug’s progress over the
next half hour. At 0310 the tug
conracted Comox MCTS to say
that it was having difficulty steer-
ing but did not require assistance.
This was the last communication
from Manson.

A1 0330 the Vicroria Joint Res-
cue Coordination Centre received a
signal from an EPIRB registered to
the tug, and rescue efforts com-
menced. Three Canadian Coast
Guard vessels, three nearby tugs
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and a Canadian Armed Forces Buf-
falo aircraft and a hovercraft aided
in the search for survivors.

Ward said search crews found a
trace of oil and seme debris,
including the tug’s empty life raft,
which had been deployed by hydro-
static release, but they found no
trace of the two men or the tug.
Searchers abandoned hope of find-
ing the men alive on Nov. 8 and
turned their efforcs to retrieving
the bodies and locating the tug.

The drifting M.B.D. 32 was
picked up by one of the assisting
tugs. McKenzie remained stationary
on the scene, leading rescuers to
believe the tug was at the other end
of the tow wire, which led straight
down into the water. Neither of che
barges showed any evidence of
damage. Sonar and a video-
cquipped submersible device were
used to search for the tug, bur srill
nothing was found.

Ward said a decision was finally
made 0 haul up the tow wire. Ir
came up with ease, and once recov-
ered, the bitter end failed to indi-
care any break or damage exceprt
for a minor kink abour 12 feer
long.

According to Ward, che TSB is
exploring a number of scenarios
that may have caused the vessel to
sink. One strong possibility is chat
a following sea may have flonded
the lazarerie containing the steering
gear. This could have happened if
an access hatch had been left open
while the crew tried to determine
the cause of the steering problem.

The good condition of the row
wire suggests that ic unwound from
the drum. Ward said char raised
questions about how thar could
have happened. Was it deliberarely

released by the crew in an effort to

_ maritime casualties

drop the tow, or did the hydraulic
brake slip as the vessel sank?

Ward noted the sinking might
also spark a safery discussion of
crew requirements. Although the
tug mer Canadian crew require-
ments for the trip and the caprain
was an experienced mariner knowl-
edgeable abour the route, bad
weather, minimal crew, two barges
and the facigue of nine hours on
watch may have coneributed to the
tug’s difficulties.

This is the third time Manson
has sunk. The first occurred dock-
side when the engine room flooded
while the tug was taking on fresh
water. Apparently the water supply
line was left open; when the tanks
were full, the overtlow passed
through vents and into the bilge.

The second incident was in June
2000, while Manson was maneuver-
ing a crane barge. The tug was
stemming a river current during a
fresher, when the tug was pinned
againse the barge by debris and
took on warer. There were no faral-
icies in eicher of the incidents.
Since the last sinking, the tug was
completely refitted and, accerding
to Transport Canada spokesman
Rod Nelson, has had “clean inspec-
tions.” The tug’s current inspection
certificare was due 1o expire in
2005.

Inicial attempts to locate the wyg
were hampered by bad weather and
the depth of the water, about 800
feet, bur searchers scill have hope
that it will be found. Ward said ic
would be very difficulr to deter-
mine the cause of the sinking with-
out recovering the vessel.

Jokn Maniey, an owner of
Empire Tug Boats, described the
vessel as sound.

John Silydc’#’
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Natural-gas platform off Texas catches fire
after being struck hy 355-foot freighter

% n unmanned natural-gas transfer
% platform, High Island 207,
caught fire after being struck by the
freighter SCM Athina abour 17 miles
off the coast of Galveston, Texas. The
collision occurred on Nov. 5, 2004, ac
around 0300.

The 355-foot SCM Athina was out-
bound from Houston, bound for
Freeport, Texas, in clear weather and
3- to 4-foot seas. At 0315, warch
standers ac U.S. Coast Guard Station
Galveston received a call reporting an
offshore fire that could be seen from
land. That call was followed by a 0330
call trom SCM Athina confirming thar
the vessel had hit an unmanned plat-
form.

Two crew vessels that were in the
vicinity, Deanne McCall and Seabulk
Star, exunguished the blaze on the
lower decks of the platform, according
to Lt. Nick Wong of U.S. Coast Guard
Marine Safety Unit Galveston.

Lorne Clay, captain of Seabulk Star,
said he was asleep when his crew alert-
ed him to flames on the horizon. Clay
said he and his crew readied their fire-
fighting equipment and immediately
headed for the burning platform to see

if they could help. They used their ves-
sel’s fire monitor to help extinguish the
blaze on the lower platform.

Once on the scene, the Coast
Guard and emergency response crews
from EQG Resources Inc., the compa-
ny that owns the transfer pladform,
conducted a preliminary assessment of
the damage and secured all of the gas
lines by midmorning. However, the
firefighting equipment on the good-

- The platform was
marked and well lit,

but there were no aids
to navigation in the
immediate area,

Samaritan vessels did not have the
range to reach the upper deck of the
pladtorm, and the upper deck fire con-
tinued to smolder during the day until
finally extinguishing itself.

Elizabeth Ivers, a spokeswoman for
Houston-based EQG Resources said

her company was still trying to deter-
mine the extent of the damage and
could not yet estimate the cost of
repair.

SCM Athina's starboard superstruc-
ture was seriously damaged, and the
vessel’s starboard hull received minor
scrapes above the waterline. Its star-
board lifeboat was totally destroyed.

The Coast Guard direcred the
freighter and its crew of 16 Russians to
the Galveston Fairway Anchorage
about 15 miles away, according to Lt.
Joe Leonard, an iavestigator with MSU
Galveston. At the anchorage, the Coast
Guard boarded the vessel to interview
the crew and assess the damage. Once
deemed seaworthy by the Coast
Guard, SCM Athina vas allowed 1o
proceed to Houston for further inspec-
tion and repairs.

Wong said the platform was marked
and well lit, but he noted there were
no aids to navigation in the immediate
area. Wong said the case was sull under
investigation and the investigators
would be looking into a number of
possible causes, including mechanical
failure. He said the accident did not
result in any injuries or pollution.

SCM Athina is registered in Anrigua
and Barbuda, and is owned by Sudkap
Shipping Co. Led.

Jobn Snyder
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Bridge closes early, nearly severing
Boston tug’s raised helm station

- ichaela McAllister, a 124-foot

 irugboat, was damaged Nov. 7,
2004, when a bridge in the Boston
area was lowered before the tug had
passed through.

The Andrew McArdle Bridge,
which spans the Chelsea River
between East Boston and Chelsea,
Mass., struck the tug’s raised helm
station. The accident happened at
abour 0450 in clear, calm weather, as
the boat, owned by McAllister Tow-
ing, of New York, was passing
through the 225-foot manned bascule
bridge.

According to Lt. Keith Hanley of
U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safety
Office Boston, three light tugs were
headed up the river from Boston Har-
bor. The harbor tugs Liberty and Free-
dom, owned by Boston Towing &
Transporration Cos., of East Boston,
were preparing to assist a ship, and
Michaela MeAllister was going o pick
up a tow. The three tugs waited near
each other for the bridge to open and
then proceeded through. Liberty and
Freedom passed without incidenc; but
as Michaela McAllister passed through
the opening, the bridge began 1o close
and then struck and bent the 40-foot-
high aluminum helm structure. There
were no injuries, Hanley said.

When the accident occurred,
members of the crew were on deck ar
the stern of the tug, where they had
been making up lines on deck in
preparation for their tow.

Blaine Bisenga. mate aboard the
92-foot Freedom, said all chree tugs
werte “stacked up” while waiting for
the bridge to open and would have
been in sight of the bridge operator.
The Coast Guard could not confirm

www.professionalmariner.com

the position of the tugs and
said there was a sharp turn
to be made as vessels
approached the bridge.
While inbound to the
bridge from Boston Harbor,
Bisenga radioed the bridge
operator to say that two
boats, Liberty and Freedom,
would be coming through
shortly. Immediately follow-
ing his communicarion,
Bisenga said he heard the
McAllister tug cell the
bridge operator that it
would be following the
other two through. Bisenga
said he then heard the
bridge operator acknowl-
edge the third boac.

Bisenga said he heard the
closing horn from the
bridge but did not look
astern as Freedom and Liber-
¢y made their way up the

river. Liberty and Freedom
continued on, and Michaela

Michael Simpson

McAlfister proceeded to |

Michaela McAllister was the last of three tugs
passing under a hascule bridge over the Chelsea
River when the span was lowered prematurely.

Boston Towing’s dock so the damaged
helm could be removed and secured
to its deck for transport 1o the repair

yard. president and general counsel for

In a conflicting report, the Boston MecAllister, said his company is hold-
Police Departments Harbor Patrol ing the bridge operator responsible
Unit interviewed the bridge operaror. for the accident. He said damage w
The bridge operaror told police he the tug amounts to “hundreds of
had only communicated with two thousands of dollars” and will puc 1
tugs, Liberty and Freedom. After they 1/2 crews out of work until the repair
passed he said he signaled thar the work is completed. McAllister said he
bridge was about to close. Supervisor is grateful no one was in the upper
of Bridges for the City of Boston, wheelhouse ar the time and thac
John Doherty, could not be reached “none of the guys working on the
for comment. back deck were injured.”

Brian Buckley McAllister, vice Jobn Snyder
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Barge punctures hull of docked cruise ship

i barge punctured the hull of a
% cruise ship docked at Pier B at the
Hilton Key West Resort & Marina in
Florida on Nov. 5, 2004, .
The 66-foot g, Huey L. Cheramie,
owned by IMMC/Huey L. Cheramie
Inc. of Galliano, La., was pushing a
166-by-40-foot empty dredge spoil
barge when, ar about 0800, the barge
struck the 916-foot Enchantment of the
Seas, operated by Royal Caribbean
Cruises Ltd, The accident left a 6-foot-
long hole the shape of a football and a
50-foot scrape about 6 feet above the
waterline on the cruise ship’s port bow,
according to Royal Caribbean spokes-
man Michael Sheehan.
The tug and its tow were in the Key

West Harbor channel passing alongside
the moored ship, port to port, when the
barge hit, according to Petty Officer
Ryan Doss of the U.S. Coast Guard
Marine Safety Office Miami.

Ensign Josh Harrington, a spokes-
man at Coast Guard Station Key West,
said the channel adjacent to Pier B is
300 feet wide. Given the width of the
channel and sufficient depth of water to
either side of it, Harrington did not
think the area posed any unusual chal-
lenges to navigation for a g and ww
of this size. Weather conditions at the
time of the accident were reported to be
goad.

The Coast Guard and representa-
tives of Royal Caribbean worked quick-

Iy to assess the damage, and temporary
repairs were made at the wharf. Once
the repair work was inspected and
approved by the Coast Guard, Fuchans
ment of the Seas was permitted to con-
tinue on its four-day itinerary, which
included a stop in Mexico.

“The ship was not delayed very
long,” Doss said. “Their departure was
only delayed a few hours.”

The crew of the tug was tested for
drugs and alcohol, but the results were
not yet available.

The accident did not result in any
injuries or pollution, Doss said.
Enchantment of the Seas was carrying
2,040 passengers and 74t crewmem-
bers, The accident remains under inves-

tgation.

Jobn Snyeler
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Container harge runs aground
in Horida after breaking towline

parted tow wire led to the ground-

ing of a 250-foort container barge
on jetties at the mouth of the St. Johns
River near Jacksonville, Fla., on Nov. 11,
2004.

The tug Spence was towing the
6,000-ton container barge Grantanamo
Bay Fxpress when it broke loose and ran
aground on the north Mayport jettics.
The g and tow, both operated by
Transatlantic Lines L1C of Jacksonville
were en route to the U.S, Naval Station
at Guancinamo Bay, Cuba,

The tug and row departed the port in
winds up to 30 knots and 12-foat seas.
At around midnight, scon afier the ves-
sels left the dock, the row wire parted,
said Chiet Warrant Officer David Cook,
a spokesman with the U.S. Coast Guard
Seventh District in Jacksonville. The
loaded barge drifted and grounded on
the rocks of the nearby jetty.

Titan Maritime LLC of Forr Laud-

erdale, Fla., was contracred by Transat-

New York sightseeing boat hits unknown object

"¢ he Circle Line Sightseeing Cruises’
© Sightseer X! struck an unknown
object at about 1715 on Oct. 31 while

in the Harlem River, near the Third
Avenue Bridge, penetrating the hull in
the rudder comparement.

The 165-foot-long vessel was on a
cruise around Manhartan, which
began at 1530 trom Pier 83, Circle
Line’s headquarters on the Hudson
River near midtown Manhatran.

After striking the object, the cap-
tain of the vessel, which was carrying
135 passengers, contacted the U.S.
Coast Guard and proceeded 1o the
Yankee Stadium Ferry Landing,
according to Petty Officer 2nd Class

www.professionaimariner.com

lantic o undertake the
salvage operation.
Titan mobilized two
contract tugs from

ANTANAMD RAY

Smith Maritime in
Green Cove Springs,
Fla. Titan deployed

Courtesy Tian Mantime LLC

crews and equipment
from its Fort Laud-
erdale headquarters.
Once on the scene, Titan determined
the grounding had breached six void
spaces on the barge’s port side, according
to Titan salvage master Wes Woessner.
The salvors blew compressed air into
the void spaces to refloat the vessel so the
tugs could move it to safety. The barge
was refloated on the tde at 1830 on
Nov. 12, and towed to safety. Ar aboue
0230 che barge was moored at the
Blount [sland Marine Terminal, where it
was unloaded in three hours before being
towed 1o Adantic Dry Dock for repairs.
“From mobilization to breakdown,

Mike Hvozda, a Coast Guard
spokesman.

“They knew that they struck some-
thing, so in order to be on the safe side,
he pulled over to the nearest dock,” said
Andres Sappok, Circle Line’s general
manager. “They realized the boat was
taking on some water, but she was never
any danger to anybody.”

The passengers were evacuated in about
10 minutes, and there were no injuries.

Officials have not determined what
the objecr was, according to Hvozda. It
knocked a hole in the rudder comparr-
ment, measuring abour 6 to 8§ inches
long and 4 inches wide. “They were

never in any danger of sinking because

EXPRE

Winds were in excess of 30 knots when the
harge broke loose from its tug. Saivors refloated
the barge hy hlowing air inte its vaid spaces.

the entire operation took four days, but
the barge was off the rocks in hours,”
Woessner said.

The accident did nort result in any
injuries. Woessner said the tow wire
broke abour 3 inches behind the Spelter
socket, a fitting connecting the towing
wire to the bridle.

Cook described the cause ot the acci-
dent as “preery simple; the wire broke.”

Jobhn Snycer

in Harlem River

the compartment was small and the
watertight integrity of that compartment
wasnt broken,” Hvozda said.

The vessel rook on about 6 to 8 feet
of water in the compartment. The vessel
was to be towed to a shipyard on Sween
[sland to survey the damage.

Sappok said the company could not
give an estimate of the damage to the
ferry. In the 11 years he’s been with the
company, Sappok said, this is the first
time one of the Citcle Line vessels has
been damaged by an unknown object.
“There’s a lot of driftwood and stuff, but
thar obviously doesn't cause this kind of

damage,” he said.
David Tiler
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”ug and barge topple

he entire tower of a 42-foot-high
Canadian light station on the
Detroit River was destroyed eatly in
the morning on Sept. L1 by Barge
4-3 which was being pushed by
the 3,600-hp tug Karen Andrie.

The tug was heading upriver,
aong the Canadian side of the bor-
der, pushing the 270-foot-long
Baree A-397, which was carrying
ballast, according to Martthew I
Sumn, environmental and safety

dir  or for Andrie Inc., of
usikegon, Mich., which owns the
essels. The barge scruck Bar Point
ight D33 ac abour 0600, according
b Stump. There were no injuries

d no environmental damage, he
aid.

The light starion consisted of a
or - rete pedestal wich a square con-
ere building topped by a tower.

he light was abour 46 feet above

e water at Hackett's Reach in che
petroit River. After the incident, all
it remained of the light station

s the pedestal. The light was buile
1962,

"The tower was demolished,”

i Wendy Bonvie, supervisor of
ld services for the Canadian Coast
uard Base Amherstburg. “Ir was a
bstantial structure; it was quite a
ock.”

A temporary, flashing yellow light
s set up on the pedestal. A diver
5 sent out to investigate the

egrity of the base below the
terline, Bonvie said.

There was no damage to Karen
pdrie; the barge sustained damage,
t Stump would provide no details.

w.professionalmariner.com

The U.S. Coast Guard allowed
the tug and barge to go to Toledo,
Ohio, for repairs, according to Gail
Crossman, a spokeswoman for
Transport Canada. The master of the
tug is cooperating with Transport
Canada’s request for information,

Crossman said, but could not pro-
vide any other derails of the investi-
gation. The Transporration Safery
Board of Canada is also investigating
the incident, according to Jean Cot-
treau, spokesman for that agency.
David Tyler
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Undetected heart ailment led to fatal
I-40 bridge accident, NTSB rules

n abnormal heart rhythm thar
. could not be detected in a physi-

cal exam was probably the reason the
captain of the towboat Robert ¥ Love
fainted just before his tug and tow
went off course and struck a highway
bridge, according to the National
Transportation Safety Board.

The accident on May 26, 2002,

empty barges when the caprain lost
consciousness. The lead barge then
struck a pier on the Interstate 40
bridge over the McClellan-Kerr
Arkansas River Navigation System.
The impace knocked down a 503-foot-
long section of the bridge, and eight
cars and three semitrailer trucks hur-
tled off the bridge and into the water.

The NTSB, which issued its acci-
dent report on Aug. 31, 2004, made
several recommenda-
tions. One of them
calls for the U.S.
Coast Guard o eval-
uate the effectiveness

resulted in the deaths of 14 people.
The towboat was pushing two

of wheelhouse alerter
systems on injand
towing vessels. These
devices would be
designed to set off an
alarm when an opera-
tor ceases to be in
control of a vessel.

| o
Abuove, eight cars and three trucks drave off the I-40
bridge after the span collapsed. Right, the bridge
piers on either side of the navigation channel had
fenders to protect them, but the tug and barge ended
up hitting an unprotected pier. Below, chart shows
route the vessels took before hitting the bridge,

|

Three U.S. towing companies are
already using wheelhouse alerter sys-

tems, according to Ellen Engleman
Conners, the NTSB’s chairman: the
American River Transportation Co.
(Artco), of Decatur, Iil.; Kirby Inland
Marine, of Houston; and Magnolia

Marine Transport Co., of Vicksburg,
Miss., which owns Robert ¥ Love.

Other recommendations include
asking the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration to revise its system for rating
bridges in need of replacement or
repair to take into consideration the
risk of impact by a vessel. The NTSB
has also suggested that the FAA devel-
op a system to warn motorists so they
can stop in case a bridge does collapse.

On the day of the Robert Y. Love
accident, the captain of Leve suddenly
lost consciousness at about 0745,
while piloting the towboat and two
barges upriver. The lead barge struck a
piet in the [-40 bridge, about 200 feex
west of the navigation channel. At
0700, the on-duty deck hand had
talked with the captain for about 30
minutes. He later told investigators the
captain did not seem sick or seem to
have anything wrong with him.

The caprain said cthe last thing he
remembered before the accident was
aligning the tow to go under the bridge
and passing a green navigation buoy to
port, about a third of a mile from the
bridge, according tw the report.

The captain told
investigators, “1
remember looking out
to the side of the buoy
and then looking back
ar the bridge, and after
char I don’t remember
{anything),” according
to the repott.

Because the tow was
traveling ar about 6.7
miles per hour; the
transit time from the navigation buoy

preog fiajes uoipundsue:| eucney dsapnes sabew)

to the bridge was estimated to be
about four minutes. The NTSB esti-
mates that this is about how long the
captain wag unconscious.

That time span is significant,
because it suggests that if the boar had

a0 Professional Mariner #85 Decambers/dasuary 1004




been equipped with an alerter system,
there would have been enough time

for some other member of the crew to

tespond to an alarm and take control
before the tow hit the bridge.

The caprain, who was put on dis-
ability afier the accident, had held an

uninspected vessel operator’s license for

almost 30 years. He told the NTSB he

had passed under the [-40 span “hun-
dreds of times.”

At the time of the accidenr, the
weather was mild and river conditions

were calm, The barge tow was small, the

Golf course conversation
led to invention of alerter

The rudder-monitoring alerter system

portation Co. {Artco} and Magnolia
Marine was invented and is being sold

Steve Dowdy, company president,
said his system is tied to the vessel's
steering linkage. "You don't have to
change course or anything; just wiggle
the linkage,” Dowdy said.

Dowdy came up with his alerter in

While playing golf with a friend who
works at Artco, Dowdy saic someone

“You're in the electronics business, You
do something.”

In about six weeks, Dowdy said he
came up with a prototype that was
installed in September 2002 on an
Artco vessel. ‘It seemed to work fine,
and the captains didn't have a problem
with it” Dowdy said.

Dowdy's system has two separate
alarms. One alarm, consisting of a
buzzing noise and a flashing LED light,
can be programmed tc go off if the
operator doesn't touch the steering
mechanism for between 1 minute 15

being used by the American River Trans-

by Wood River Electronics Inc. in lllinois.

the wake of the Robert Y. Love incident.

should de something. His friend replied,

maritime casualties

barges were empty, and there were no
external condirions, such as high wind

or rain, that would have affected the

captain’s abiliry ro control the row,

according to the NTSB report. Excessive

maneuvering was not required to pass
through the navigation channel under
the bridge, which was 296 feet wide.
The captain, who was 60 at the
time of the accident, tested negarive

for alcoho! and drugs."He was working

a six-on/six-off shift. In the 72 hours
before the May 26 incident, the cap-
tain experienced “significanc disrup-

seconds and 2 minutes. If the operator
does not respond in 20 seconds, a sec-
ond alarm goes off in five other loca-
tians in the vesse!, including the cap-
tain's cabin, the galley and the crew
lounge. This system is independent of
the ship's general alarm. The alarm
keeps sounding until a crewmermnber
comes up to the wheelhouse, Dowdy
said.

His system, which costs about
$1,800 to install, is now on more than
150 vessels, Dowdy said. Companies
that use it include Marquette Trans-
portations Ca., of Paducah, Ky.; Memco
Barge Line, of Chesterfield, Me.; and
American Commercial Barge Line LLC,
of Jeffersonville, Ind.

Magnolia installed Dowdy's alarm on
all 16 of its vessels. The company likes
it because "it has less moving parts and
is based on proven technology,' said
Lester Cruse, port captain for Magnolia
Marine. “It's a good system. It's very
cost effective”

Capt. James Scheffer, chief of the
Major Investigations Division for the
National Transportation Safety Board,
said of the alerters, “The board thinks
this is a promising safety improvement,
The indications from Magnolia and
American River (are) that they are work-
ing fine, and | would say the majority of
the crew (likes) it”

David Tyler

tion to his work-related sleep pat-
terns,” according to the NTSB report.
On May 24, he cut his normal six
hours of afternoon sleep by three
hours. He stayed awake all night May
24 and all morning May 25. On the
morning of May 25, he slept for four
hours when he would normally be
awake. He also drove for 10 hours to
meet Robert Y. Love, missing his after-
noon sleep period. In that 72-hour
period, the caprain had a sleep deficic
of 10 to 11.5 hours, according to the
NTSB.

Despite that deficit, the NTSB
concluded thar his loss of conscious-
ness was probably nor due to falling
asleep. According to investigators, the
captain described losing consciousness
“all at once,” which is not typical of
falling asleep.

The captain also said he had taken
Benadryl for a sinus headache between
2315 and 2330 just before going to
sleep cthe night before the accident.
Benadryl, a trade name for diphenhy-
dramine, is an over-the-counter anti-
histamine often used o treat allergies.
In over-the-counter doses, the medica-
tion commonly resules in drowsiness
and has measurable effects on doing
complex motor tasks, according to the
report,

Although his performance may
have been subtly impaired by the low
level of diphenhydramine in his bload
and it may have made him more
prone to falling asleep, the NTSB does
not think the drug contributed to his
incapacitation.

The caprain’s most recent Coast
Guard-required physical was on Nov.
3, 1997, and showed no medication
use or medical problems. At that physi-
cal, the captain said he did not have a
history of heart or vascular disease,
dizziness or fainting. After the accident,
the captain did state that he suffered

Professional Mariner #85 December/January 2005
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some dizzy spells at home, which he
 therthe were caused by overexertion,

¥ . ¢ rold investigators he felc dizzy
and sick on May 22 while on the tow-
| boat Jennie Debmer and that he lay
down and felt fine for his next watch.
" Extensive testing after the accident
~ did not find a cause' for the captain’s
loss of consciousness. A stress test after
the accident found that the caprain’s
}.irt was normal. After an invasive

procedure, it was discovered that the
captain had coronary artery disease.
His docrors then recommended a test
that arrempts to create an abnormal
thythm in the heart. After thac test,
the caprain had a device implanted
that shocks the heart if it goes into an
normal rhyrthm.

Given thar the captain apparendy
fainted because of an undiagnosed
medical condition, the NTSB con-
cluded that a wheelhouse alerter might
have prevented this accident.

“If the Robert Y. Love had been
equipped with such a system on the
lay of the accident, other crewmem-
bers onboard the vessel may have
been alerted to a problem in the
wheelhouse and may have been able
to prevent the accident,” NTSB
Chairman Conners wrote in a Sept. 9,
2004, memo to Adm. Thomas H.
Collins, commandant of the Coast
Suard. “Therefore, the Safety Board
concludes that the presence of either
another crewmember in the wheel-
house or a wheelhouse alerter system
might have resulted in rimely action
that could have prevented this acci-
dent.”

Kirby Inland Marine is using a sys-
t.m to detect physical movement in
the wheelhouse, according to Capt.
James Scheffer, chief of the Major
Investigations Division for the NTSB.
If there is no motion in the wheel-
house, the system sounds an alarm to

M v professionalmariner.com

alert the crew. This detection system
ignores movement close to the deck, so
the alarm will still be sounded if a per-
son falls to the deck and thrashes
around.

Artco and Magnolia Marine are
using a rudder-monitoring system, in

which an alarm sounds if the operator
does not artend the helm (see sidebar).
Artco put the steering-based system
into all 30 of its long-haul towboats
and 30 tug or harbor boats, according
to the NTSB.

David Tyler
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New Alaska high-speed fenry strikes
mooring dolphin when departing Skagway

+"he Alaska Marine Highway Sys-

4 tem ferry Fairweather rubbed
against the mooring lines of a nearby
cruise ship and struck a mooring dol-
phin while departing Skagway, Alas-
ka, on Sepr. 21.

As a result of the impact with the
dolphin, Fairweather suffered a crack
in the seam of its aluminum plating
at the port bow gunwale abour 15
feet above the waterline. The 238-
foot high-speed ferry did nor actually
hit the crutse ship, Holland-America’s
Zaandam, buc the mooring lines were
“chafed significanily,” according to

Celebrating over 100 years of Service to the Industry

Smith Berger Marine, Inc.

www.smithberger.com

‘either vessel.

Smith Berger Marine, Inc.

» FAIRLEADS/DECK SHEAVES
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Lt. j.g. Daniel G. Bushbaum, of the
[1.S. Coast Guard Marine Safecy
Office Juneau.

The damage did nor affect opera-
tions, and there were no injuries on

The $40 million Fairweather was
delivered to the AMHS in March
2004. On the delivery trip from the
shipyard in Connecricut to Alaska,
Fairweatber lost one of its four MTU

engines because of improperly
installed exhaust manifold parts.
Since then the ferry has been operar-
ing on three engines until a replace-
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Four tugs.
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Off the Antarctic coast, November 1999 three
boats re-enacting the Shackleton expedition of

. camera platform for filming “The Endurance.”
Photo courtesy of Vineyard Productions.
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ment can be installed during sched-
uled maintenance in October.

With only three of its four engines
working, Fairweather has been pro-
hibited from operating in currents
over 3.5 knots and winds over 25
knots. According to Nona Wilson,
spokeswoman for AMHS, it is
unclear whether the reduced power
was a factor in the recent accident.
Strong winds and the vessel’s high
freeboard may have been concriburing
factors, she said. Normally Fairweath-

Fairweather was delivered to the Alaska Marine

er only uses two engines when moor-
ing or leaving the dock.

Inspectors from AMHS and the
Coast Guard inspecred the vessel
following the incident. Temporary
repairs were made to the damaged
hull plating in Juneau, and the
ferry recurned to limited service on
Sept. 23.

The incident is still under investi-
gation by AMHS and MSO Juneau.
At the time of the incident the

weather conditions were clear, but
winds were estimared to be abour 25
knorts, gusting to 30 knots.

Highway System in March 2064. Since going into
service, ihe ferry has heen operating on just
three engines. The feurth has heen inoperative
because of problems with the exhaust manifold.

“At the time of the alliston, no
engines were reportedly engaged,”
Bushbaum said.
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\‘ Phone: (380) 895-4001 « Fax [306) 895-3997
ﬁ email: info@jasonscradie.com
www jasonscradle.com

Toll freq: §77-900-4001
Please call to receiva a videw or DV and catalog

Circle No. 51 on the reader service card.

USCG Approved & STCW-95
Compliant Training Courses

USCG Approved
* OUPV to Master 200GRT/500GT
* Able Seaman
* QMED-Oiler (OSV)
* Tank Barge PIC + Fire Fighting
« Apprentice Mate (Steersman)
* Towing Officer DE Training

STCW-95
BRM, BST, RADAR, ARPA,
Survival Craft/Lifehoats,
GMDSS, Medical Care Provider,
Celestial Navigation, RFPNW &
RFPEW Programs.

Seven Sea School® [ ocations.
At Mobile, AL we offer FREE
Dormitory & Meals.

1-800-247-3080
1-800-237-8663

www.seaschool.com
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Tanker damages Mississippi ferry landing
after losing steerage near New Orleans

he 813-foot Greek-flagged tanker

- Astro Altair lost steering and
seruck the state-owned Algiers ferry
landing near New Orleans on Aug.
30, 2004. The ship damaged the ferry
landing ramp and pontoons, render-
ing the ramp and the landing unus-
able.

The double-hulled tanker laden
with crude otl was northbound in the
Mississippt River when the accident
occurred ar about 1430. According to
Le. Cmdr. Chert Ben-Iesau of U.S.
Coast Guard Marine Safety Office
New Orleans, the anker was one
mite below Algiers Point (Mile 93)

and preparing to round at half speed.
As Astro Altair approached the point,
the pilot ordered the rudder to port,
but the steering did not respond. The
caprain sounded the alarm. The pilot
then ordered full speed and rhe rud-
der to starboard to avoid hitting the
Algiers Point ferry ramp and its pon-
toon landing, which extend our inro
the river. This bend in the river
approaches 90° and is one of the
sharpest in the river, Ben-lesau said.
The tanker also released eight to
nine lengths of anchor chain in an
effort to stop or slow the vessel. Tugs

were immediately on scene to assist
the tanker. The landing is used by
ferries that operate between New
Orleans and Algiers Point. At the
time of the accident the ferry was on
the New Orleans side of the tiver.

Damage to the tanker was limited
to a gash in its port bow abour 30
feet above the waterline. The Coast
Guard and maritime surveyors
inspected the ship on site to be sure
there was no risk of pollution before
the tanker was towed to the Ama
Anchorage at mile 115-117.

Astro Altair was then towed to the
Grandview Anchorage above the

Astro Altair sustained
damage to its how
when it hit a ferry
landing and pontoons.
The ship was trying
1o round Algiers Point
when it lost contral of
its rudder.

Gramercy Bridge, where it underwent
further inspection before being
moved to the St. James Sugar Dock, a
petroleum unloading facilicy at mile
157.7.

Ben-lesau said that at the time of
the collision, the ranker had aboard a
pilot belonging ro the New
Orleans—-Baton Rouge Steamship
Pilots Association. She said the cause
of the steering loss and subsequent
collision were still under investigation
and thart no pollution or injuries were

associated with the incident.
Jobn Snyder

Professionai Mariner #85 December/January 2005
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} containership
' runs aground in
5. Lawrence River

. he 604-foot Maltese-flag conrainer-

" ship Horizon grounded in an 800-
foor-wide secton of the St. Lawrence
River near Tracy, Quebec, abour 100
miles northeast of Montreal. The inci-
dent occurred on July 24, 2004, at
about 1500 in good weather on a
straight section of the river.

The vessel, which had a pilot
onboard, strayed outside of the channel
and grounded in the mud, according
to Pierre Ledrun, a spokesman for
Transport Canada in Montreal. So far
inspections have not revealed any
breaches of the hull or any other signif-
icant damage to the ship, Ledrun said.
Salvage plans call for unloading the
containerized cargo to barges and
transporting thern ashore. Salvors will
then refloat the ship with the aid of
tugs.

John McPeak, assistant traffic man-
ager for Zim Israel Navigation Co.,
which charters the ship from its owner
Tsakos Shipping & Trading, said the
fully loaded vessel left Montreal and
was outbound for Hamburg, Germany.
McPeak said that once all the cargo was
unloaded, it would be transported to
nearby Sorel, Quebec.

Horizor was refloated on Aug, 4,
2004, at 1700. If Horizon is deemed
seaworthy after inspection, it will be
reloaded in Sorel and continue on s
voyage. McPeak cautioned that even if
no damage occurred as a result of the
grounding, towing the ship out of the
rud could cause structura! problems.
"We'll just have to wait and see,” he
said.

McPeak said the unloading would
take a long time because all of the filled

www.professionalmariner.com

coneainets were below and many empty
containers had to be unloaded first.

Martin Blouin of the Canadian
Coast Guard's public affairs office in
Montreal said the cause of the ground-
ing is under investigation, He said the
incident has not caused any pollution
and that there were no injuries.

Jobn Snyder

Car carrier strikes
fender of bridge in
San Francisco Bay

it tnbound car carrier, the 650-

“foot Lacific Highway, struck a
concrete fender on the Richmond-
San Rafael Bridge in San Francisco
Bay on July 11. The accident
occurred at about 1630 in good
weather with a pilot onboard. Pacific
Highuway, registered in Panama, was
bound for Benicia, Calif.

According to investigating officer
Lt. Christopher Hochschild of the
U.S. Coast Guard Marine Safery
Office San Francisco, Pacific
Highway's hull was breached amid-
ships on the port side. The impact
with the bridge fender resulted in a
small gash 3 inches long and 2 inches
wide about 3 feer above the waterline.

Temporary repairs were made in
Benicia, and permanenc repairs were
to be done when the ship returned o
a shipyard in Asia. Damage to the
bridge, which was not closed to
vehicular craffic, is still being assessed.

At the time of the accident, che
surrounding area had a fair number
of recreational craft. Hochschild said
he could not comment on whether
any other vessel was involved in the
accident.

John Suyder

HUMBOLDT ‘ttt
STATE UNIVERSITY

Vessel Captain

{Administrator 1l)

Responsible for the day-to-day administration
& safe operation of the Research Vessel Coral Sea,
4 90-foot vessel used for education and research
in the marine sciences.

Must have a valid .8, 200-ton Master's License
or better with the appropriate STCW certification
(S1andards for Training and Certification of
Watchkeepers) as required for the grade of
license.

Humboldt State University is located in the
rural redwood forest region of the northern
California coast. Additional information about the
Cniversity can be found at www.humboldti.edo, A
more detailed position description can be found at
www.lumboldt.edu/~joblist

Satary range is $50,000 to $75,000.

Review begins 1/15/05. Submit a letter of
application (addressing qualifications for this
position} resume, copies of valid U.S. Master's
License, Radar Endorsement, Fire Fighting
Certificate and a list of three references with
mailing addresses, phone numbers, and e-mail
addresses to:

Vessel Captain Search Committee
Humin Resources
Humboldt State University, Arcuta, CA 95521
Humboldt State University is wn Equal Opportunify/
Title X employer

Circle No. 65 on the reader service card,

HAMPTON ROADS

Maritime Training Center

US COAST GUARD
APPROVED COURSES

+STCW GMDSS « STCW ARPA
» Radar 5 day — Original
* Radar 3 day/1day — Renewal
+ Flashing Light « OUPV « 100 Ton

350 Granby Street, Room 3138
Norfolk, VA 23510
Phone:(757) 822-1315
Fax: {757) 822-1384

www.tcc.edu/wd/hrmtc/

TIDEWATER COMMUNITY COLLEGE
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Timothy W. Fulham .
15 Windsor Road 90
Wellesley, MA 02481 77 lq

February 22, 2005

Karen Kirk-Adams

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

RE: Comments on the Cape Wind DEIS
[ am writing as a citizen of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

In summary, I think the costs of erecting this wind farm exceed by a wide margin the
benefits proposed.

I wish to emphasize the following reasons for why I am opposed to the project:

Flawed process for reviewing Cape Wind’s Proposal. This proposal should be delayed
until comprehensive rules can be developed for installing wind turbines in federal waters,
just as there are for oil, gas, and other natural resources. In addition, I understand that
Army Corps cannot grant property rights and the Corps typically regulates obstructions to
navigation, not power plants.

Land give-away. Cape Wind would occupy 24 square miles of public lands for free. I
believe this is an imposition on taxpayers.

Sanctuary status violated. [ understand state waters are an ocean sanctuary that
prohibits electricity generation. The Sound has been nominated twice for federally
protected status and should be protected as a marine sanctuary.

Boating dangers. [ believe the project would crowd main navigation channels for cargo
ships, ferries, and fishing boats. The risk of collisions with the turbine towers would
increase especially during fogs and storms, for which the area is known. The Steamship
Authority and Hy-Line Cruises, which together transport over three million passengers to
and from the Islands every year, oppose the project because of its safety threat.

Aviation danger. Over 1,000 flights a day during the summer transect the Sound at
heights as low as 500 feet, Local air traffic controllers oppose the project because they
view it as "an accident waiting to happen", and local airports are concerned due to turbine
height.



Commercial fishing impacts. Hundreds of fishermen work Horseshoe Shoal and make
half their annual income from the catch. Risk of turbines collision or gear catching in the
spider web of cables between the towers will largely preclude fishing in the area. Placing
130 turbines and miles of cabling in the sea bed will cause elevated turbidity, which will
smother bottom-dwelling organisms, kill juvenile fish, and drive off adults. Nantucket
Sound fishery will suffer.

Bird kill. The Sound is densely populated by birds onshore. Offshore wind energy
experience suggests bird kill could range from 1898-6643 deaths per year. Cape Wind
estimates only 364.

Excessive subsidies. The public would be paying Cape Wind to build the wind plant.
Cape Wind would occupy public land for free and gain millions of dollars per year in
subsidies. An economic study by The Beacon Hill Institute estimates Cape Wind would
receive a subsidy of $241 million from state and federal sources.

High cost. Offshore wind costs twice as much as gas fired electricity and significantly
more than onshore wind. To survive financially, this project would need continued
government subsidies through out the life of the project.

Risky technology. Cape Wind is the first offshore wind plant in US. Offshore wind is
immature; only 2% of wind power in the world is offshore. Denmark's flagship offshore
project recently experienced significant technical failures. All 80 turbines in the two-
year-old facility had to be dismantled, and brought ashore for costly repairs. 3.6 MW
proposed technology is not commercial; the only installation is a 7 turbine demonstration
project in Ireland.

Backup generation costs. Wind is intermittent and requires backup. What is need for
backup power, and who pays? What are the true benefits, given the need for backup?

Alternatives exist. Alternatives to achieve the same benefits for lower costs need to be
evaluated prior to permit decision. Review land based wind, energy conservation, and
plant upgrades — scenarios that don’t compromise the Sound.

Deeper water locations. Why can’t the project be further offshore? Some European
countries are requiring minimum 12 miles offshore. Moray Firth in Scotland is being

built in water depths of 130 feet and more than 12 miles offshore.

Decommissioning. Provisions for repairs and dismantlement must be made. How much
will Cape Wind need to guarantee and post up front?

With thanks for considering my objections to this project,

Timothy W, Fulham
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Hello Karen, 003’ z 10

My name is Jerome Melaventi, at 375 School Street, in Watertown, Massachusetts, and
my phone number is 617-924-6036. No need to call me back, just want to give you, I
don’t know if I will be able to get to an email to email. [ just want to give you a heads up
or a comment about the capewind project. I know today is the deadline, so I know you
are very busy, I’m sure.

I am fully fully in support of it, So I just want to go on record saying so. Ah... so for, |
think it is so crucial. There’s so much information ah... that is leading us forward, we
need to do this, ah... we need to be a leader.

Ah... Denmark has already don this, they have actually been a great success, tourism,
industry, and fishing degree has increased buying, ah... and there is another one for plans
and there are only good things and we really really need to get on board with renewable
energy resources and this is a great way to do it. And it could be the um... ah... forteller
of things to come, and it could fate a wonderful great industry for the Boston area,
Quincy shipyard, for all over.

But if we can start here and have them also numbers around the country, 1 think it is
wonderful and I would love, certainly love to have one in my backyard. Andlama
frequent visitor/vacationer to the cape, Falmouth, ah... Martha’s Vineyard um...and I
would love to sec a windmill off in the horizon, even though they will hardly be visible at
all, most times. But I don’t see it as an eyesore at all, I think it wil] increase tourism,
businesstry in the fishing, recreation industry. They will want to go out and check them
out.

Um... and a ah.... There is such an ah... so many, so many reasons for it. The only
reason | can see not for it is just the peoples fear or or unawareness of the benefits and if
75% of the cases needs, please, please, please approve it.

Thank you so much Ba-Bye

Good luck with the process, I know you are so busy, but ah. Congratulations to you all
over there for doing such a good job and reviewing everything.

Thank you very much, Ba-Bye



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: RdMcCrary@pstcc.edu

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 4.52 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure '‘Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of hirds

- 12 months of radar observations of fiying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildiife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Richard McCrary

401 S Gallaher View Rd
#234

Knoxville, Tennessee 37819

Op '7.{1?



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: dragOnfli_2000@yahoo.com

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 5:22 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit 1o erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar ohservations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ighores relevant infermation and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Tabitha Wilkes
10533 Evangeline way
Dallas, Texas 75218

00



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: mittnight@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 6:13 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadeguate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Katherine Mittnight
462 Second Ave
Troy, New York 12182-



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: noelgmg@aol.com

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 7:21 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project |s Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
popuiations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Grace Gonzalez
700 Delphi Drive
Lafayette, Colorado 80026

a
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: mercyoflove@comcast.net

Sent: Thursday, February 24, 2005 2.08 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colenel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual cbservations of birds - 12 months
of radar observations of flying wildlife - A thorough and timely
review of the project's potential effect on wildiife, inciuding
marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because if
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its

environmental effects, Clean air and healthy wildlife

populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both. Thank you
for taking time to read my mail.

Sincerely,

LaDonna Wernersbach
110 S. Crestwood Blvd.
DeSoto, Texas 75115



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: annbliz@sbcglobal.net

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 3:30 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

ANN BROWN

1550 IRON PQINT RD
SUITE 323

FOLSOM, California 95630

004125



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: atchisoj@hoffman.army.mil

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 6:58 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

696 Virginia Road 0o 41
Concord, MA 01742-2751 1232

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project’s potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Jacquie Atchison
14327 Rehfield Court
Dale City, Virginia 22193



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: bkindZanimals@comcast.net

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 11:36 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Alfredo KUBA
500 W. Middlefield Rd.
Mountain View, California 94043
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: silentbob20@yahoo.com

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 2:08 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colone! Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetis Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project shouid
include:

- Three full years of visual cbservations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Molly McCormick
985 South Glenhurst
Birmingham, Michigan 48009



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: cats1234@juno.com

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 5:27 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure '‘Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Cclonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildiife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildiife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadeguate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need baoth.

Sincerely,

Janet Shoemaker
155 Sam Hill Rd
Guilford, Connecticut 06437



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: dori_roy@sbcglobal.net

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2005 6:52 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project |s Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Dori Legard
13243 Armaga Springs Rd
Austin, Texas 78727



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: jfsea@msn.com

Sent; Friday, February 25, 2005 7:04 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Kening

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

696 Virginia Road 0 (
Concord, MA 01742-2751 q ]

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turhines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadeguate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Janette Freer

47 Howard Hill Rd.

#201

Jaffrey, New Hampshire 03452



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: tonysladek@hotmail.com

Sent: Saturday, February 26, 2005 10:48 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road ~
Concord, MA 01742-2751 }
" Lj 041
n

Dear Colonel Koning, ~~ g

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusefts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly fiawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

tony sladek
1202N 75th St - #154
downers grove, lllinois 60516



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: luckysquirrel420@hotmail.com

Sent: Sunday, February 27, 2005 1:06 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colone! Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetis Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive, We need both,

Sincerely,

Maggie Lakota-Ryan
580 Saratoga Drive
Chicago Heights, lllincis 604111915



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: blackcat@ecoisp.com

Sent: Sunday, February 27, 2005 6:08 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.3. Army Corps of Engineers
€96 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the envircnmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual ohservations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, inciuding marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests ¢f both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Alecs Sakta
PO Box 17688
Tucson, Arizona 85731-7688



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: marthawdb@aol.com

Sent: Sunday, February 27, 2005 6:49 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colone! Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual gbservations of birds

- 12 months of radar cbservations of flying wildlife

- Athorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive, We need both.

Sincerely,

Martha Bushnell
502 Ord Drive
Boulder, Colorado 80303-4732

&
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: aleciadawn72@yahoo.com

Sent: Sunday, February 27, 2005 8:18 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colenel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual ohservations of birds

- 12 months of radar cbservations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of ifs
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

alecia folsom
4928 boykin dr
north charleston, South Carolina 29420



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: serenity@gate.net

Sent: Monday, February 28, 2005 12:59 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project |s Safe for Wildlife

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Coleonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Anisha Hyers
2035 Sparrow Lane
Blackshear, Georgia 31516



Adams, Karen K NAE

From: ncsuga_grad@yahoo.com

Sent: Monday, February 28, 2005 10:05 AM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject; Ensure 'Cape Wind' Project Is Safe for Wildlife

Colonet Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Colonel Koning,

Before you approve or deny a permit to erect 130 turbines in
Nantucket Sound, please require the developer to conduct the
thorough studies recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and
Wildlife.

Specifically, the environmental review of this project should
include:

- Three full years of visual observations of birds

- 12 months of radar observations of flying wildlife

- A thorough and timely review of the project's potential effect
on wildlife, including marine mammals

These factors will help determine whether the Cape Wind project
is in the best interests of both the public and wildlife.

As it is written, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers' draft
environmental impact statement is hopelessly flawed, because it
ignores relevant information and draws conclusions based on
inadequate research.

This project could be the first marine wind energy facility in
the United States. As such, it will set a precedent for other
offshore renewable energy projects.

Please require a rigorous, scientific review of its
environmental effects. Clean air and healthy wildlife
populations are not mutually exclusive. We need both.

Sincerely,

Arlen Clark-Foos
311 Jockey Club Dr
Athens, Georgia 30605
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Adams, Karen K NAE

From: Florentine Films/Hott Productions, Inc. [hott@florentinefiims.org)
Sent:  Monday, February 28, 2005 1:40 PM

To: Energy, Wind NAE

Subject: Cape Wind

To whom it may concern:

I support the Cape Wind project in Massachusetts. This is the best
way to provide safe, clean energy.

Larry Hott

2/28/2005
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AVE OUR SOUND

AL alliance to protect nantucket sound

>
<&

February 24, 2005

Karen Kirk Adams

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
New England Division

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Karen Kirk Adams:

This fax is a hard copy of the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound’s
revised Executive Summary that was received by your office today.
Please use this copy.

Thank you,

Susan L. Nickerson
Executive Director

396 Main Street, Hyannis, Massachusetts 02601 - 508-775-9767 - Fax 508-775-9725
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Executive Summary — Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound
Comments on Draft EIS for Proposed Cape Wind Associates
Energy Plant

CONCLUSIONS

The Cape Wind Associates (CWA) energy plant DEIS is seriously [lawed; the review
process is legally insufficient; and the proposed project is not in the public interest.
The DEIS overstates the benefits of the proposed plant and understates the negative
impacts and risks. In addition, the proposed project fails under many state and federal
environmental laws. In light of these factors and others, thc Corps must deny the
Cape Wind application outright. If the Corps intends to continue its review, it must,
at the very least, remedy the tremendous holes and glaring deficiencies in the existing
review through a supplemental EIS.

The CWA project can never be approved at the federal, state, and local levels. Rather
than continuing to pit the mutually compatible environmental goals of ocean
conservation and renewable energy against each other, the Corps and CWA need to
agree to a consensus-based process that removes Nantucket Sound and similar areas
from risk while facilitating and expediting the review and approval of properly-sited

renewable energy projccts.

BACKGROUND

The Alliance to Protect Nantuckel Sound (APNS) has assembled a team of experts to
prepare comments on the DEIS. The APNS review of the DEIS is based upon the
principles of protecting Nantucket Sound and its multiple public interest values by
promoting a national systemn of ocean governance, establishing a comprehensive
regional program for the development of wind energy and other forms of “clcan
energy,” implementing an effective approach for combating air poliution and
greenhouse gas emissions, and securing full cooperation between the Commonwealth
and the federal government to protect and manage the ocean areas off the coast of
Massachusetts.

THE REVIEW PROCESS IS FLAWED

The DEIS presents a biased discussion of the permit application and promotes the
project, rather than analyzing it critically and objectively under federal and state laws,
and suffers from serious technical deficicncies and errors.

P2
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In addition to the serious flaws in the DEIS, the procedure that the Corps has used to
review the proposed wind energy plant is not adequate. The process conflicts with the
goals of achieving comprehensive ocean governance and developing a renewable
encrgy program. As supported by the recent decision of the First Circuit Court of
Appeals in Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound v. U.S. Department of the Army, there
is no legal authority to allow private use of Nantucket Sound for wind energy
development. CWA does not have permission from the federal government to use the
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) for its proposed project, and the Corps has no power
to give il away. The Corps is required to address this issue as part of its permit
application review, and its refusal to do so at this point in time 1s illegal and a
disservice to the public. Nor is the Corps the appropriate agency to conduct the
review of a preject of this nature. The Corps itself has admitted it lacks expertise on
these energy and offshore land issucs. There are no standards to guide agency
decision-making; there has been no programmatic review of offshore wind resources
to identify preferred locations; and there has been no effort to comply with well-
cstablished principles of ocean governance,

THE PROPOSED PROJECT IS NOT IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST

The CWA application fails the public interest test under which section 10 permits
maust be judged. The purported benefits of the project are overstated, whilc the
negative impacts are minimized, incorrectly analyzed, or ignored. Consequently,
CWA's permit application must be denied.

The impacts of the proposed project are overwhelmingly negative. A review of each
of the public interest factors indicates that the project weighs heavily against the
public interest. Only one factor, energy, can be regarded as positive, and cven this
factor is speculative and of minimal benefit. Thc energy this project would produce is
not needed now, and would be generated at a location where it is not of any benefit
for the foreseeable future. The air quality benefits are unquantified and unexplained
or insignificant. The same is true for greenhouse gas emission reductions. By
contrast, therc are numerous scrious negative impacts. Fourteen of the public interest
factors face negative effects, and many of these are very significant. Thesc negative
effects greatly outweigh the minor positive impacts.

As shown in the following matrix, the proposed project results in negative impacts
under virtually every relevant factor included in the public interest test. The few
factors for which the project has neutral or slightly positive consequences do not
overcome the extreme negative effects, For this rcason, the Corps must deny CWA's
application.
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FIGURE 1. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INTEREST FACTORS
_”Pl..JBLIC INTEREST EFFE(_II
Positive | Not A_pplicablu lnsigniﬂcgr_lt_ Negative

§ 320.4 FACTOR

General Fnvironmental Concerns- | v'#* v'F
Air Quality

Energy Needs o v EF

Conservation

Economics
Aesthetics
Wetlands

Historic Propertiés
Fish and Wildlife Values
Flood Hazards i
Flood Plain Values v
Land Use

Navigation

AR N N I N BN N

C\

AN

Shore Eresion and Accretion

A

Water Sﬁpply and Conservation v
Water Qualit.y. | |
Safety

Food and Fii)er i’roduction ” N | v
Mineral Neéds " - '

rConsiderations of Property
Ownership

The Needs and Wellare of the - »;
Pcople

VSRV EV RS

B ———]

*Section 10 docs not have a specific factor to address the purported air quality benefits upon
which CWA stakes its claim of project benefits. For purposes of this review, air quality
issues are considered under the “general environmental factor.” Although we have assigned
this factor a positive impact, this is done recognizing the speculative and insignificant nature
of those benefits.

**As discussed in detail in these comments, the energy benefits of this project also are
vastly overstated.
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SUMMARY OF PUBLIC INTEREST FACTORS
General Environmental Concerns - Air Quality Impacts

CWA has attempted o justify its proposed project on purported improvements to air
quality, reductions of harmful emissions, and combating global warming. However,
the Corps and CWA have applied a conceptually flawed air pollution analysis that
seriously overstates the benefits of the project. CWA and project supporters rely on
air benefits as the principal justification for the proposed action. To the extent these
benefits exist at all in certain limited areas, they are inconsequential.

The DEIS's most basic air quality claim js that construction of the proposed plant
would lead to reductions in emissions of health-damaging pollutants from other New
England power plants, The DEIS estimates the value of the resulting health benefits
at $53 million per ycar. This is the largest single benefit claimed for the project,
exceeding even the claitns made for the value of cheaper electricity.

The DEIS makes this claim by first assuming that the proposed project will generate
1,489,200 megawatt hours of electricity a year. The DEIS claims, in effect, that the
proposed project will “back out” an equal amount of electricity from fossil generation.

In fact, if the proposed project were constructed, it would not cause any reduction in
these emissions, because of the nation's air pollution regulatory system that the DEIS
does not mention. Morcover, even if such a back-out were to take place — and it will
not — the amount of the back-out and any associated bencfits would be dramatically
smaller than the DEIS indicates.

The DEIS claim rests on a basic misunderstanding of how the air pollution control
systcm already works to control power plant emissions in New England and around
the country. These controls take the form of “cap and trade” programs. Such
programs forbid the covered power plants, in the aggregate, to emit more than a
defined ‘‘cap™ amount of pollution. The government issues “allowances” to emit that
amount and allocates them to individual power plants. No power plant can legally
emit pollutants that it does not hold allowances to cover.

A cap and trade program makes clear that constructing the proposed project
would not “back out” any emissions. Under a cap approach, whether that
increased demand is met by the proposed project or by a fossil plant, emissions
will remain the same. '

Even taken on its own terms, the back-out analysis in the DEIS overestimates the
amount of power the proposed project would generate and the amount of pollution
that would be backed out.
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The DEIS takes two different and inconsistent approaches to calculating the emission
reduction benefits associaled with the fossil-generated power it claims the proposed
project will back out. At some points, the DEIS calculates this amount by referring to
the emissions rates of the marginal contributor to the New England power pool, as
calculated by ISO-NE for the year 2000.

However, in making the key computation of $53 million in annual health benefits
stemming from backed-out pollution, the DEIS abandons this approach, and assumes
instead that the proposed project would back out power from the Brayton Point and
Salemn Harbor plants, two of the dirtiest suppliers in the entire systermn.

There is po justification for this sccond approach. Tl any emissions are backed out,
they will be emissions from the marginal producer. Correcting for this error by using
the DEIS's own marginal emission rates would reduce the health bencfits claimed by
the DEIS by about two-thirds.

Moreover, even this figure is materially too high. Marginal emissions rates will
decline steadily over time as air pollution requirements get tighter. Simply using
2002 data instead of the 2000 numbers in the DFIS reduces the calculated health
benefits to $7 million.

General Environmental Concerns — Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate
Change

The greenhouse benefits are not sufficiently large to justify the construction of the
proposed project. The project's direct contribution to greenhouse gas reduction would
be miniscule and temnporary. The proposed project is one of the least cost-effective
ways of reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

The DEIS claims that “once online the [Cape Wind] project could displace equivalent
energy production from fossil plants that would otherwise annually emil on the order
of 1,000,000 tons of carbon dioxide.” Once again, the Corps has relied on outdated
information provided by CWA in their original submittal, without acknowledging or
incorporating more recent information that was readily available.

Over 7,400 MW of generating capacity have been added to the NCPOOL power
supply over the past threc years. This represents over 20% of the total gencrating
capability within Necw England. Most of this capacity comes from highly efficient,
natural gas-fired, combined ¢ycle, generating facilitics with state-of-the-art emission
control equipment. The addifion of this generation has had a significant impact on the
marginal emissions rates in New England.
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Based on the most recently available data, the numbers presented in the DEIS to
support the CWA project are grossly overstated, as shown in the table below:

Gormparison of Emission Reduction Calculations
DEIS Numbers vs Revised Values Based on Latest Available Data

{Tons/Year)
Emissions Reductions Carbon Dioxide Sulfur Dioxide Nitrogen Oxides
As Presented in DEIS 1,108,039 4,606 1415
Based on Most Recent (2003) Data ar7.883 1,488 521
Most Recent Data as a % of DEIS Data 79.2% 32.3% 38.8%

These values represent but a fraction of total annual world greenhouse gas emissions.
Since global wanming is equally caused by all emissions of greenhouse gasses world-
wide, these figures describe the proposed plant's potential coniribution to global
warming control. The air pollution and giobal warming benefits the DEIS claims for
the proposed project arc exaggerated by at least one order of magnitude. The
proposed project would not reduce air pollution materially. Such an insignificant
contribution cannot be justified in light of the negative effects on a unique and
environmentally sensitive area such as Nantucket Sound. Air quality and climatc
change issues arc important to addrcss, but the CWA project is the wrong way to do
s0, a fact the DEIS fails to present due to its flawed analytical approach.

Energy Needs

The proposed project is not necessary to meet future regional energy needs. While
the DEIS claims there is a need for power in 2008, updated and geographically
relevant analysis shows that there is no need for power in New England until the
2013-2015 timeframe. By that time, other technologies and forms of renewable
cnergy would come online (including deepwater offshore wind) that would make the
sacrifice of Nantucket Sound truly unnecessary, Cost-effective and efficient sources
of renewable encrgy are clearly desirable, but the CWA praject fails to meet this
description. The DEIS fails to present a clear picture of how the CWA project fits
into the overall energy picture.

There are several problems with the analysis put forth in the DEIS. First, the 1.9%
growth rate of electricity demand quoted in the DEIS refers to the growth rate for
electricity for the United Stales, not the growth ratc of demaad in New England,
which is projected at only 1.3% over the ten-year analysis period of the CELT rcport.

Second, the DEIS refers 1o a report written by LaCapra Associates in 2002, in which
it conducted an analysis of the need for power in the New England region based on

-6-
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the NEPOOL CELT report from the spring of 2002. Since that time, there have becn
two more CELT reports published by NEPOOL.

Third, LaCapra made adjustments to the Available Generating Capacity based on its
own judgments of unit retirement schedules with no documentation of the
assumptions uscd to make these judgments. By prematurcly retiring these units in
their analysis, it appears that L.aCapra has created an artificial need for power in 2008.

Using the most recent NEPOOL CELT report issued in April 2004 and LaCapra’s
own criterion of 15% as the minimuimn reserve margin requirement before any
additional generation is needed in New England, the next incremental MW of
capacity is not needed until 2013. Assuming that funding of Demand Side
Management (DSM) programs continues beyond 2010 (a highly probable event), the
need for power would be extended beyond 2013.

The bottom line is that, according to NEPOOL’s 2004 CELT report data and applying
LaCapra 15% reserve margin, there is no need for power until well into the next
decade. With added emphasis on DSM, this need could be postponed until well
beyond the 2015 time frame. Tn consideration of these factors, the proposed project
would have no impact whatsoever on the energy needs of the region.

Conservation

It is ¢clear that a negative finding on the conservation factor is required due to
Nantucket Sound’s status as a sanctuary under Massachusetts law; its qualification as
a federal marine protected area (MPA) under Executive Order 13158; and its
qualifications for national marine sanctuary status. Under Massachusetts law, the
very features of Nantucket Sound that would be destroyed by the CWA energy plant
are specifically protected.

Economics

The DEIS grossly understates the economic impact of the project. The proposed
project would have minimal impact, if any, on the region’s consumption of fossil
fuels and only minor reductions in air pollution. At the same time, it would result in
the degradation of an ecological asset that plays a key rolc in the area’s economy,
substantial costs imposed on many different groups, and significant economic risks.
The costs and risks of the project outweigh the potential benefits by a vast margin.

The DEIS does not account for all of the direct costs of the proposed project, e.g.; the
loss of revenue for the use and occupation of public lands and waters. The costs for
major repairs and decommissioning also are underestimated in the DEIS.
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Output overestimated.

The proposed project will likely produce less electricity than estimated and any
eleciricity it produces probably would not displace clectricity derived from fossil
fuels, but rather electricity derived from other renewable sources of ¢nergy: biomass,
landfill gas, or wind resources elsewhere. Consequently, the cost-savings for
consumers and the human-health benefits would be far less than estimated.

The DEIS is expected to weigh the project impacts against its anticipated benefits.
The two largest stated project benefits—a claimed $25 million in reduced power costs
and $53 million in public health benefits—are directly proportional to the assumed
facility power output — i.e., 1,489,200 MWh. To quantify benefits, the DEIS relicd
exclusively upon the project proponent's own power output estimates and studies
while making no attempt independently to validate their claims.

CWA project performance is not justified using existing wind performance data. The
output used to compute benetits (1,489,200 MWh) is equivaleni to an annual capacity
factor of 36.3% (if 468 MW) to 40.5% (if 420 MW). This performance claim far
exceeds current operating experience at existing wind farms. Recent operating
experience of existing New England land-based wind projects is Searsburg, Vermont,
at 20.4% in 2003; Hull, Massachusetts, at 26.9% for project lifetime; Princeton,
Massachusetts at 21.6% for 2002; and the more recent Madison, New York, wind
project at 19.2% in 2003. The DEIS provides no cvidence to support the claim for a
35-50% better performance than the Hull, Massachusetts, project located along the
Massachusetts coastline that may have somewhat similar prevailing offshore wind and
icing conditions.

While there are no U.S. offshore wind facilities, such facilities exist in Europe. The
Danish offshore wind turbine performance in 2003 averaged only 29.4% in 2003 and
31.9% for the first 11 months in 2004. The Danish project most similar to the
proposed project, the 160 MW Horns Rev wind plant in the North Sea, averaged only
a 24.1% capacity [actor in the first 11 months of 2004.

The cxisting operating data from both U.S. onshore and European offshore projects
are unable to support the use of an average project capacity factor above 30 percent.
The EIS contains no onsite wind tower data to confirm the devcloper’s much higher
power output estimate, despite the fact thal CWA constructed a so-called data tower
for that very purpose.

Overall, the combination of the historical wind turbine operating data and the
projections using existing local wind datascts suggests that a lower project capacity
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factor of 25-30% (1,025,000-1,230,000 MWh)} should have been used to calculate
wind project impacts, not 36% (1,489,200 MWh),

Tourism, fishing, and property values:

The proposed project is likely to have significant, negative impacts on the value of
recreational activities and on the area’s tourism industry, with tourists perhaps
reducing annual spending by $57 - $123 million.

Tt is also likely to affect the fishing industry negatively. One hundred thirty
turbines, located in an area where currents are strong, would pose a significant
hazard and cause the industry to avoid the area altogether, causing participants
in commercial fishing a significant loss in income or giving risc to additional
costs and risks of fishing among the turbines.

A broader review of all the relevant evidence indicates that the project is
expected to lower property values, both directly, by degrading the scenic
amenities of properties with views of Nantucket Sound, and indirectly, by
depressing the arca’s recreation/tourism industry.

The DEIS also does not consider economic risks associated with the proposed project,
such as financial risks, ecological risks, and navigation risks.

Overstated cost savings:

The DEIS suggests that one of the largest benefits of the proposed project would be a
$25 million annual savings for New England customers based upon a March 2002
T.aCapra study. The analysis is built upon an overly optimistic power output
(1,486,000 MWh) and the assunption that the wind project output would have
significant effect on marginal costs during peak demand prices. A review of the wind
data and operating expericnce sugpests (hat the proposed project output would be far
less than assumed in the analysis. In addition, the project output during the high-cost
peaking summer demend periods was often minimal to none at all. The combination
of these factors suggests that the March 2002 I.aCapra study significantly overstated
the “annual savings.”

Second, the simplified DEIS analysis does not reflect the net costs since it excludes
the large subsidies being paid by the taxpayers and ratepayers that oltset these
purported “annual savings.” The l.aCapra calculations exclude the taxpayer
subsidized federal tax credits, ratepaycr-subsidized renewable energy credits, state-
subsidized corporate tax exemption, and local tax exemptions. According to the
Beacon Hill Institute (BHI), public subsidies will be made available in the form of a
federal production tax credit with a present value estimatcd at $98 million, state green
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credits estimated at a value of $125 million and accclerated depreciation that has a
present value effect of approximately $58 million, for a total of $281 million.

Aesthetics

The DEIS fails to conduct an analysis of the aesthetic impacts of the proposed project,
The Corps has failed to follow its own guidance in this regard. Tt limits the scope of
aesthetic impacts to historic properties. In addition, the DEIS [ails to cvaluate the
impact to the culture and economy of Cape Cod and the Islands of changing the
dominant views from a natural seascape to an enormous industrial facility. It is
widely recognized that tourists and recreationists arc attracted to the aesthetics ol
Cape Cod's seascape and cultural heritage associated with the traditional maritime
lifestyle. The DEIS recognizes that the aesthetic impacts to all the propertics that it
considers are “adverse,” cven to properties that arc as far away as 15 miles, ltis
therefore reasonable to anticipate that these adverse elfects will be detrimental to the
tourism and recreation-related cconomy of the Cape and Islands.

Wetlands

Wetlands impacts are equatcd with section 404 jurisdiction, which now applies to the
project site as a result of the clarified and cxpanded state boundaries. The CWA
wind-energy plant will have negative effects on wetlands through work associated
with cable installation. If proper precautions are taken, this impact will not be
significant, but it will be negative. Morc significant are the impacts associated with
the use of erosion mats (or rip-rap if the mats are not effectivc) around the monopiles.
These mats are designed to trap sand and will result in alteration of the seca floor
configuration, as well as impacts to benthic species covered by the mats. These mals
constitute fill under section 404, and no permit application has been filed for this
purpose.

Historic Properties

The DEIS demonsirates that the proposed project will violate federal historic
preservation laws and weigh heavily against the public interest by causing
immitigable advcrse impacts to certain historic propcrties and failing to consider
potential impacts to others.

The proposed projcct will directly and adversely affect two historic properties of
exceptional national significance to the United States that have been designated by the
Secretary of the Interior as National Historic Landmarks: the Nantucket Historic
District and the Kennedy Compound. Under section 1101 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA), the Corps must minimizc harm to both of these properties
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to the “maximum extcnt possible,” In this case, the only way to meet this obligation
is lo mandatc that the CWA project be constructed outside of Nantucket Sound.

Second, the Corps’ failure to consider visual effects to numerous historic properties
violates section 106 of NHPA. That provision requires federal agencies to consider
visual effects to any property “included in or eligible for inclusion in the National
Register.” At the request of APNS, a qualified hislorian has identified at least 23
historic properties not assessed by the Corps, including two properties included on the
National Register, one property that has been determined eligible for inclusion, and at
least 20 properties that are eligible for inclusion on the National Register.

Fish and Wildlife Values

Even a cursory review of the impacts of the proposed project on fish and wildlife
resources leads to the conclusion that the projcct will significantly adversely impact
wildlife. The proposed development will substantially aller important habitat for
many species and result in ongoing disturbance to the ecosystem. Although the DEIS
has not adequately evaluated a number of these impacts, and therefore cannot reach
any rational conclusion regarding the scope of the potential impacts, it is nonetheless
apparent that the project will have serious negative impacts on fish and wildlife
values. Consequently, the public interest in fish and wildlifc values is not served by
approval of this project.

Land Use

The CWA wind energy plant will have negative public intcrest impacts on land use.
There is a profound negative land use impact derived from the fact that the project
would be located on the federally-controlled, public trust lands and waters of
Nantucket Sound. CWA does not have, and cannot obtain, any property right or
authorization for this purpose. It will “use™ this federal “land,” in violation of the
public trust, with no compensation to the 1.S. Treasury or right to do so. CWA
would exclude other parties from making use of this public land and water resource,
again with no right or authority to do so. It would bc in trespass on federal property,
and create land/water use conflicts with many other partics who seek to use the Sound
for recreation, fishing, navigation, transportation, aesthetic enjoyment, sand dredging
for beach replenishment, and ofher activitics. There also will be numerous adverse
effects under the land use factor as determined by the Cape Cod Commission Act.

These deficiencics and the flaws in the DEIS have caused the Cape Cod Commission
staff to call for a supplemental EIS,
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Navigation

The proposed plant is incompatible with the marine transportation necds of the area
and creates unaccepiable risks to the environment and shipping. The DEIS analysis
fails to address these impacts adequately. The placement of the proposed Horseshoe
Shoal, Tuckernuck Shoal and Handkerchief Shoal sites are at odds with common
international practice and threaten disruption of Nantucket Sound’s Main Channel.
The negative impacts of this project to marine transportation and public safety are
significant and broad, and they pose unnecessary and unacceptable risks to cruise
liner, ferry, oil transport, fishing and recreational vessels and their users.

The CWA project fails to make allowances for keeping wind plant boundaries at a
suitable distanice from established navigation channels and ferry routes, indicating a
lack of understanding of the area in which hazards to safe navigation are poscd by the
wind plant. A review of existing offshore wind facilities reveals that, in contrast to
the Nantucket Sound proposals, offshore wind facilities worldwide have been
purposely located miles away from any active shipping channels. The Horseshoe
Shoal proposal is placed directly adjacent (800 feet) to the Nantucket Sound Main
Channel. In this location, no protection is afforded, as is repcatedly claimed in the
DEIS, to prevent large ship and tanker collisions with the many turbincs to be built
along the Main Channel.

The DEIS conveys a false sense of safety and security about the risks that the turbines
pose to ships, boats, passengers and the environment. ]t dismisses the real risks
presented by vessels blown off-course, whose machinery or stecring fails or whose
operators make mistakes. The DEIS also claims that “physical water depth
restrictions” limit the potential for a vessel to collide with a turbine. 1n fact, pearly
80% of the turbines are in deep enough water to be struck by the deepest vessels that
routinely use the Main Channel. Such large vessels traveling at 10 knots would have
less than one minute (o react before traversing 800 feel and striking the nearest wind
tower.

The DEIS wrongly concludes that the Cape Wind energy project will have no adverse
effect on civil and military radar and communications, The United Kingdom’s
(UK’s) Maritime and Coastguard Agency (MCA) completed a recent analysis and
concluded that the presence of a wind facility produced strong maritime radar
distortion not only on vessels operating within the wind energy plant but also on
vessels operating up to 1% nautical miles from the wind facility. The study also noted
interference with ship collision avoidance systems, with VHF radio communications,
and potentially with aircraft communications on distress frequencics. The MCA has
recommended a [ollow-on study to further examine this interference and to
rccommend minimum distances that wind energy plants should be located from
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navigation channels and shipping routes. The Corps has not addressed these public
interest concerns.

The UK Ministry of Defence also assessed the impact of wind facilities proposed to
be located within the line of sight of air defense, air traffic control, and weather radar.
As a result, the UK has established a list of sateguarded sites, consisting of 40 airports
and military sites, where the authorities must formally review any proposed WTG
installation. These are serious potential concerns for the Cape Wind project, and they
have not been addressed by the Cotps.

The DEIS fails to address the safety and navigation concerns that have been
repeatedly cxpressed by the most frequent users of the waterways of Nantucket
Sound. The DEILS contains no record of letters from The Woods Hole, Martha’s
Vineyard and Nantucket Steamship Authority and Hy-Line Cruiscs, expressing safety
objections and concerns over the project. It also fails to address in any meaningful
way the scrious concerns of the Masters and crews of the ferry boat lincs carrying
thousands of passengers on the long-established routes directly adjacent to the
proposed wind project.

The DEIS provides no discussion or analysis to establish 4 baseline of pollution
incidents and consequences within the vicinity of the proposed wind facility. The
DEIS provides no significant information or data concerning the impact that
construction, operation and decommissioning of the facility will have on the
frequency, size or consequence of marine pollution incidents for the proposed sites or
to Nantucket Sound. In contrast, a recently conducted independent study which
examined the result of a probable tankship/turbine collision revealed extensive
contamination adversely impacting and killing especially sensitive biological
resources in the Nantuckel Sound ccosystem resulting from such an occurrence. This
study clearly indicates the need for additional spill impact analysis by the project
proponent to facilitate a more realistic environmental impact review by the public and
local, state and federal governments. It also demonstrates clearly the negative public
interest effects of the CWA project under this factor,

Water Quality

The impacts of the project to water quality have not been adequately addressed. The
discharge of a pollutant to waters of the United States requircs a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permit. The location of the projcct also means that the
discharge must comply with EPA's Ocean Discharge Guidelines. The Guidelines
require that EPA determine whether a proposed discharge will result in “unreasonable
degradation of the marine environment,” The DEIS does not adequately discuss the
issue of wastewater discharges or the Ocean Discharge Guidelincs. As noted above,
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this failurc, combined with the oil spill risk created by the project, compels a ncgative
public interest finding.

Safety

The DEIS for the proposed project inadequately addresses a number of issues that
either directly or indirectly affect the public’s safcty and well-bcing in the region.
These include: extreme weather impacts on the proposed facility; worker safety and
facility access; and exposure to oil and hazardous substances. The proposed project
may present safety hazards to employees/contractors of the proposed offshore facility.
Transit to and fromn the facility may become difficult, and docking in heavy scas and
winds may present significant safety hazards. Effects of hurricane/cxtreme storm
events on public safety for onshore and offshore alternatives are not addressed in the

DEIS.

Discussions with current and retired Steamship Authority and Hy-Line Cruise
personnel and other local pilots revealed that seasonal sea ice does interferc with
navigation in Nantocket Sound, requiring aggressive ice breaking activities during
significant ice events. Further, given substantial ice ocourrence in Nantucket Sound,
the DEIS should address issues such as the likely rafting of ice around the offshore
structures, the immediate proximity of the proposed plant to the Main Channel, and
the risks posed by ice thrown from rotor blades.

The nine surrounding coaslal towns have expressed concern over the devastating
environmental cffects of an oil spill within the confined shoreline of Nantucket
Sound. In their letters, the Boards of Selectmen demanded that the potential effects of
an o1l spill be properly charted and disclosed for proper evaluation by local, state and
federal agencies prior to the telease of the DEIS. An independent analysis was
conducted on potential spill impacts (rom either: 1) a tanker collision with a turbine,
or 2) the transformer and diesel oils stored on the transformer platform. The result
indicates that a significant oil spill event in Nantucket Sound would directly impact
the Sound, Cape Cod, Martha’s Vineyard, Nantucket, Vineyard Sound, proximal
portions of the Atlantic Ocean and the Elizabethan Islands. Significant direct and
indirect adverse impacts to the rich biological, cultural and recreational resources of
the area would occur in the event of such a spill, potentially resulting in additional
substantial impacts to public salety (through contaminated seafood ingestion and
dermal exposure to spilled oil) and the regional cconomy (through adverse impacts to
the fishing industry, aquaculture and tourism). A tanker collision with a wind turbine,
whether rupturing two or all of the tanker’s cargo tanks, would severely impact the
Nantucket Sound ecosystem, killing especially scnsitive fish and shellfish resources
and wildlife. The larger spill is predicted to coat 217 miles of coastline, and cover
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425 square miles of the Sound’s surface and 869 square miles of the subsurface of the
Sound.

‘The DEIS fails to consider in its public interest review the hazard of allowing vessels
to approach the wind towers. A safety radius should have been investigated to
protect: 1) the boating public and ferries from a blade breaking from its hub and being
thrown; 2) vessels with masthead heights exceeding 75 feet; and 3) small boats losing
control in eddy currents generated by the tower foundations. The failure to address
these issues, as well as the problems noted above, compels a negative public interest
finding under this factor,

Food and Fiber Production

It is likely that the proposed project will have a negative impact on food and fiber
production. The construction and operation of the proposed plant will cause a
localized disturbance 1o marine life. There will almost certainly be a reduction in
productivity over the 24-square mile area and beyond. Turbidity plumes and
sedimentation resulting [rom construction activities, scour, and anchor sweep have
been greatly underestimated. The likely impact of this disturbance is that juvenile and
adult fish would move away trom the plumes and leave the area. Others would suffer
lethal or sub-lethal effects. Seemingly localized impacts would cause population
changes accumulating up the food chain with less and less predictable results higher
up the trophic scale. |

The fisheries community that has evolved at Horseshoe Shoal is dependent upon an
open, sandy shoal environment. Coaversion to a habitat dominatcd by high relief
structures with their associated sounds, vibrations, and locally changed water flow
patterns would disrupt the current finfish communities. Lacking anti-fouling
protection, the turhines would quickly become cncrusted with barnacles, seaweed,
mollusks, ete. These 130 mini-ecosystems would likely attract some species and be
avoided by others. The net effect is to cause a ncgative impact on fishing
productivity.

Mineral Needs

The CWA wind energy plant will conflict with mineral needs. The Town of
Barnstable has filed for the rights to dredge for sand on Horsehoe Shoal, This sand is
needed for replenishment of eroding beaches, This proposed activity would be
conducted under existing regulations, which clearly create a right for Barnstable to do
so. The CWA project, which would intcrfere with this lawful dredging activity, can
obtain no rights to usc Horsehoe Shoal. Tn addition, the massive wind cnergy project
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would impede these dredging rights by removing areas [rom access, creating
navigation problems, and interposing on any rights awarded to the Town.

Considerations of Property Ownership

The resources of Nantucket Sound are the public trust property of the general public,
and they cannot be taken over by this private development company, The affected
OCS area is under the control of the United States and cannot be alienated without an
act of Congress. Moreover, CWA seeks to avoid paying anything for the use of this
property, by providing competitive bidding, rents or royalties. There could be no
more dramatic examples of a negative property ownership.,

The project will also negatively affect private property rights. This project will result
in a large decline in property values for all landowners included within the viewshed
of the CWA energy project. This fact is documenied in the economic analysis
prepared by the Beacon Hill Institute, where it is projccted that property values will
decline an estimated $1.35 billion.

The Needs and Welfare of the People

The fact that the previous factors are overwhelmingly negative means that “the needs
and welfare of the people” will be harmed by the CWA wind energy plant.

This conclusion is bolstered by the strong negative impact this project will have on
other factors such as national sccurity. As discussed above, the effects of this project
on national] security are significantly adverse, particularly given the interference that
this project will have on domestic security detection systems.

The DEIS wrongly concludes that the Cape Wind energy project will have no adverse
effect on civil and military radar and communications. Several British offshore wind
energy projects have been canceled, denied or delayed because of interference with
defense surveillance radar and air traffic control systems. The UK Ministry of
Defence (MOD) has blocked five offshore wind [arms because they could interfere
with military aviation radar and the flight paths of nearby bases. The Corps has not
addressed this potentially serious issuc as it relates to the Cape Wind project. This
concern was further raised in November 2004, when three regional airports,
concerned about the 400,000 flights a ycar within the region, tiled a formal appeal of
the FAA’s determination of “no adverse effect.” This FAA appeal is still under
investigation.

The DEIS overlooks the military PAVE PAWS early warning radar system, located

on Mis Air Force Base, which is the backbone ol the cast coast terrestrial air defense
system from Canada to Florida. PAVE PAWS is located approximately 20 miles
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from the primary and alternative wind energy plant sites. The negative effect of wind
facilities already noted in the UK may compromise the integrity of the east coast air
detensc system.

In addition, public recreation will be seriously harmed by the project. The affected
area is popular for use by recreational boaters, and will be removed from such use.
Moreover, the scenic value of the entire affected recreational resource will be
seriously degraded by the project. The U.S. Coast Guard’s ability to protect the
sutrounding coastal areas from illegal activity and security thrcats, and its search and
rescue (SAR) missions for small boats, fishing vessels and survivors, will be impeded
by the wind facility’s presence. There will be clear identifiable conditions and
circumstances, such as fog or high winds, when the mere presence of the WTGs will
preclude a quick SAR response and rescuc by a Coast Guard helicopter. This will
likely delay both the search as well as the rescuc responsc within the 24-square mile
area of the wind facility until a Coast Guard boat can arrive on-scene only to be faced
with radar, VHF tracking and possible communication interference attributable to the
WTGs.

As shown by this discussion, the public interest factors weigh heavily against this
project. When they are considered togcther, it is clear that the permit application fails
the public interest lest by an overwhelming margin.

OBJECTIONS BY STATE REQUIRE PERMIT DENIAL

The necessity of denying the permit application is even mote compelling when the
Commonwealth's objections are taken into account. Governor Romney has expressed
the Commonwealth's clear opposition to this project. The views of affected states
must be accorded special deference under both Corps regulations and the President's
recent Executive Order on Facilitation of Cooperative Conservation.

As has been evident from the start of the review proccess, the official position of the
state is one of tolal opposition to the project. Governor Romney, Attorney General
Reilly, Senator Kennedy, and Congressman Delahunt, the Representative for the
region, have each, on numerous occasions, expressed their opposition to the proposed
project. For examplc, Governor Romney testified at a Corps hearing on December 7,
2004, in which he stated, “I've seen wind farms, and thcy are not pretty. If we want
them in Massachusetts, we'll build them, but not here on Nantucket Sound.” At that
same mecting, Attorney General Reilly commented, “I support renewable energy, but
there is a right and a wrong way and this is the wrong way. . . . This is no wind farm;
it's a power plant.” Each of these statc officials has expressed opposition in formal
letters as well. As such, the Corps must take those comments into account as “a
reflection of loca] factors of the public intcrest.” The Corps must defer to the position
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of the State and affected local governments and deny the application. The Corps'
section 10 regulations require that the permit be denied due to state opposition.

THE PROJECT FAILS UNDER MANY FEDERAL AND STATE
ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

The application fails under a host of environmental laws, including the Coastal Zone
Management Act, Endangered Specics Act, Marine Mammal Protection Act,
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, National Historic Preservation Act, the federal public trust
doctrine, and State laws, including the Massachusetts Occan Sanctuaries Act, the
Energy Facilities Siting Board statute, the Massachusetts Waterways statute, the Cape
Cod Commission Act, and the Massachusetts Coastal Zone Management program.
These legal violations arc additional reasons that the permit application must be
denied.

THERE ARE SIGNIFICANT PROCEDURAL DEFICIENCIES UNDER THE
NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA)

There are numerous federal and state law procedural deficiencies that afflict the
Cormps' review of the proposed project. The DEIS is insufficient because the applicant
has played an improper role in virtually every aspect of the NEPA process; the DEIS
is not objective; the Corps has failed to conduct a programmatic EIS; the DELS relies
on inadequate and incomplete data; and thc DEIS fails to consider the proper state
boundaries.

THE ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS IS INADEQUATE

The DEIS fails to review alternatives adequately. It does not establish an appropriate
EIS purposc and need statcment, uscs an illegally constrained alternatives review, and
fails to identify and adequately address project impacts.

The DEIS purpose and need statement is crafted narrowly to advance the applicant's
profit-making goals, not the public interest, and violates NEPA. The Corps' overly
restrictive purpose and need statement compromises the entire review of the CWA
project and invalidates the DEIS. The narrow terms of that statement, particularly the
limitation of a “utility-scale rencwable facility (200 MW or larger)” designed to
deliver electricity solely to “the New England grid” are intended to produce a specific
result, i.e., approval of the applicant's preferred alternative on Horseshoe Shoal. In
fact, the record of power projects in New England demonsirates that there is no basis
for equating the “utility scale™ limitation with 200 MW the rccord for such projects in
New England is 20 MW. 'This is the threshold used by the American Wind Energy
Association. By impermissibly restricting purpose and need, the Corps also has
limited the review of allernatives to only a very few sites and only one technology.
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The DEIS fails 1o consider any technology other than wind in any area other than the
immediate vicinity of Nantucket Sound. Such an approach violates NEPA,

The Corps' alternative analysis is further invalidated by the improper screening
criteria used to identify alternatives. With respect to project risk, the Corps does not
account for the differential risk of onshore wind versus offshore wind. Most of the
wind projects in the world are onshore. Onshore technology is an established and
reliable technology, whereas offshore technology is much less mature and is still
evolving.

The criteria used by the Corps are applied without regard to trade-offs that exist
between different elements of the criteria, For example, land-based sites can ofien be
economic with less wind than offshore, yet the same wind class screen is used for
both.

The Corps criteria also do not consider the issue of economic viability. Failed plants
are not in the public interest. Thus, the Corps needs to review the developer's
financial plan for the project sufficiently to cnsure that the project is viable. This is
particularly relevant since there is such a Jarge inventory of projccts that, while not
bankrupt, are sufficiently non-performing that their owners have tumed them over to
the bank. The public has a right to know this information and comment on it
especially since a public trust resource is at stake.

A second aspect of economic viability deals with the issue of what happens in the
event the plant needs to be removed, either as a result of a prematuie event or at the
end of its useful life. The Corps must ensure that the developer has made separate
arrangements so that when and if the plant needs to be dismantled, there are sulficient
funds to do this, which were separate from the funds related to building and operating
the plant.

The screening criteria also are flawed because they rely upon outdated information on
transmission capacity and make false assumnptions on the nature of purported
“bottlenecks” in the system.

By failing to use a valid set of screening criteria, the Corps did not consider at least
eight alternative sites, still under the unlawfully narrow purpose and need statement of
the DEIS. These sites easily fit within NEPA requirements for reasonable

alternatives, and the failure to account for them renders the DEIS invalid.

If a proper purpose and need statement is developed--to provide a feasible utility-
scale, clean energy project (i.e., greater than 20 MW) within the Northeast
{Canada/United States) and Mid-Atfantic region, for which the public interest
advantages outwelgh the costs to the public interest--a reasonable set of alternatives
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would be identified. These alternatives include offshore wind projects (including
deepwater sites that would be available before there is a regional energy necd),
onshore wind projects, other forms of renewable energy, and clean energy projects
that provide substantially similar or better benefits for the public.

THE WIND ENERGY PLANT WILL DESTROY THE SANCTUARY STATUS
AND MARINE PROTECTED AREA VALUES OF NANTUCKET SOUND

All state waters within Nantucket Sound are designated as a marine sanctuary under
State law. The purpose of that designation is to protect the very values of the Sound
that would be destroyed by the project, including its sccnery and overall ecology. The
unique nature of the Sound also has caused it to be placed on the list of areas for
consideration as a federal marine sanctuary, The designation of the state waters
qualifies the entire Sound for MPA status under Presidential Lxecutive Order 13158,
For the Corps 1o comply with that Order, it would havc 1o deny this permit application
because it will cause harm to the protected valucs of the Cape and Islands Ocean
Sanctuary.

The DEIS is deeply flawed in its complete failure to address the special status of
Nantucket Sound as: a sanctuary under State law; an area that mects the federal
definition ol an MPA; and an area that is subject to National Marine Sanctuary
review. This failure leaves the Sound vulnerable to projects like this one, which will
destroy the very values that give the Sound these features deserving of protection.
This failure is especially inappropriate, since it is possible to have both under a proper
decision-making process: protected status for the Sound, and offshore wind in
properly-sited locations.

NEITHER THE CORPS NOR CAPE WIND HAS ADDRESSED THE
CLARIFIED STATE BOUNDARIES

It has now been announced that the Massachusetts boundary extends into the project
site. This is a self-executing, factual determination that carries with it full
Massachusetts regulatory jurisdiction and the State's power plant prohibition in
marine sanctuaries. 1t also makes the lands and watcrs within the clarified boundary
part of the Cape and lsland Ocean Sanctuary. Thesc are major charges that both the
Corps and CWA knew were forthcoming, yet the DFEIS is silent on the issue. The
failurc to address the application of Massachusetts jurisdiction Lo this project requires
a supplemental EIS.

THE DEIS IS FILLED WITH TECHNICAL DEFICIENCIES

The Alliance commissioned over 30 techuical consultants to review the DEIS. In the
short, and inadequatc, public review period provided by the Corps for the multi-
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volume DE1S, these consultants developed over 400 pages of comments on the
deficiencies of the document. The message of these comments is clear: the DEIS i1s a
result-oriented, technically deficient review that does not meet professional or legal

standards. Further review of the CWA proposal therefore requires a supplemental
EIS.

21-



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MASSACHUSETTS SENATE

STATE HOUSE, BOSTON 02133-1063

SENATOR JARRETT T. BARRIOS COMMIT TEES

MIDDLESEX, SUFFOLK & ESSEX DISTRICT PUBLIC SAFETY (CHAIR]
ROOM 308, STATE HOUSE HEALTH CARE (VICE CHAIR)

TEL. {817) 722-165b0 HUMAN SERVICES

Fax. (817) 722-1323 THIRD READING

E-Mail: jbarrios@senata.state.ma.us

February 22, 2005

Karen Kirk Adams 0 0 41 38
Cape Wind Energy Project EIS Project Manager o
Corps of Engineers, New England District 2

696 Virginia Road

Concord MA, 01742-2751

Dear Ms. Adams:

I am writing to express my support for the Cape Wind Project being reviewed by the
Army Corps of Engineers.  Wind energy is a step forward along the path to cleaner
energy that will reduce our state’s reliance on the dirtter energy sources contributing to
global warming. Clean energy production also promises to generate thousands of new
jobs for our state’s residents.

The emission of toxic gases as a byproduct of traditional power plants poses both a risk to
the distinct landscape of New England, and, more importantly, to the health of its
residents. These harmful gases not only contribute to global warming which is
responsible for an increase in both temperatures and sea levels, they also pose frightening
health risks for the state’s residents.

The fossil fuels emitted into the air are major contributors to asthma, respiratory illnesses,
and even death. The Environmental Protection Agency estimated that fossil fuel power
plants in Massachusetts are responsible for 300 premature deaths, over 700 heart attacks,
and over 8,000 asthma attacks each year. Nationally, power plants are responsible for
23,600 deaths, 38,200 heart attacks, and 554, 000 asthma attacks per year, as reported by
the National Campaign against Dirty Power.

As the rates of reported cases of asthma continue to skyrocket across the country, a
simple remedy is the construction of clean energy production. The draft environmental
impact statement (DEIS) being considered by your agency found that the Cape Wind
Project will reduce greenhouse gas emissions by over one million tons each year.
Furthermore, Cape Wind will economically benefit the consumers of New England. The
wind farm will produce 74% of Cape Cod, Nantucket, and Martha’s Vineyard’s electric



daily needs, with the output of 454 megawatts of power annually. The project would also
generate thousands of new construction-related jobs. Equivalent to 1% of the electricity
used in New England, the power created by Cape Wind would replace 113 million
gallons of oil per year. According to the state’s Energy Facilities Siting Board, New
England consumers will collectively save approximately $25 million a year on electricity
prices, while Massachusetts residents will save about $10 million.

The construction of the Cape Wind Project is a necessary to promote cleaner air, jobs for
future, and less reliance on polluting energy production. Thank you very much for your
attention in this matter. If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact

me at (617) 722-1650. 1 am,

erely pou

Jarrett T. Barrios
STATE SENATOR

Cc: Ellen Roy Herzfelder, Secretary, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs
David Borrus, Pile Drivers’ Local Union 56
Erik Gehring, Boston Climate Action Newtwork
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State of Rhode Islardy and Jrovidence JPlantations

SENATOR Commitiee on Commerce
DAVID E. BATES Housing and Municipal Government

Deputy Minority Leader
65 Primrose Hill Road
Barrington, Rhode Island 02806
District 8

Commitiee on
Constitutional and Gaming Issues

Committee on Financial Services,
Technology and Regulatory Issues

ﬁBna‘tﬁ @Ihamher Committee on Labor

Room 120, State House
Providence, Rhode Island 02903

Res.; 401-248-1379
Bus.: 401-253-5300
Fax.: 401-253-8485

February 17, 2005

C044,.,

Karen Kirk-Adams

U. S. Army Corps of Engincers

New England District

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project Manager
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Ms. Kirk-Adams:

I write to express my strong support for the Cape Wind project. This project would add a
considerable amount of clean and renewable electricity to the New England electrical grid. In 2004,
the Rhode Island legislature enacted a renewable portfolio standard for the purpose, among others,
was to reduce air emission and foster economic development in new generating technologies. I am
pleased to say that I was one of the primary sponsors of this pivotal legislation.

I respectfully urge you to complete your review of this proposal with a prompt and favorable
decision. This has been one of the most rigorous regulatory processes in the history of the region and
has confirmed that there are no serious environmental impacts of the proposal that could offset its
overwhelming public benefits.

I also urge you to act promptly because the full amount of Cape Wind’s output will be needed
shortly in order to meet the requirements of New England’s various RPS programs and greenhouse
gas commitments. Cur Rhode Island RPS, for example, requires a 3% renewable content by 2007,
with higher amounts required in the following years. These pubiic goals can only be met with the
timely approval of renewable projects of the commercial scale proposed by Cape Wind.

Thank you for your consideration and prompt attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

E) 0~

David E. Bates :
DEPUTY MINORITY LEADER

DEB:plm



Karen Kirk Adams

Cape Wind Energy Project

EIS Project Manager

Army Corps of Engineers A

New England District o7, g -
696 Virginia Rd. i q D
Concord, MA 01742-2751

Dear Ms Adams:

Thank you for providing me with the opportunity to comment on the preparation of the
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Cape Wind Energy Project. My
messages are simple. First, [ feel that we need to develop wind power for New England
and that every effort should be made to choose an appropriate off-shore site for this
proposed project. Second, I am concerned about building the project in an area where
there are lots of flying birds. Thus, the alternatives in Nantucket Sound must be
examined more fully, and compared with the alternative that is further off-shore, near
Tuckernuck Island. This comparison should be fully developed in the revision of the
DEIS (FEIS). If it is determined that that the risks to endangered birds (roseate terns and
piping plovers) would be less off of Tuckernuck Island, then this location should be given
consideration for permitting.

you very much,
oot . N Cl
Joanna W. Crawford
20 01d Concord Road
Lincoln, MA
01773

aﬁbru-afj 34, 2005






CHARLES & BARBARA BIRDSEY

214,
Vi

Comments on the Draft Environment Impact Statement
for the Proposal for an Offshore Wind Project in Nantucket Sound

To: Karen Adams, Project Manager
US Army Corps of Engineer, New England District
696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742

[ am a resident of Cape Cod and have been for most of my life. 1 have seen many changes over
the years, some for the good, and others not so good.

A few years ago there was talk about a wind farm on Horseshoe Shoals and at first I did not pay
much attention, nor did others thinkino it comesine's. erazy idea and it will go away. Well, it

[ {1 PRy .

Now we are faced with the reality that there is a chance that it may happen. I have read most of
the pros and cons of the project, attended meetings and read reports. Very credible

organizations such as the Center for Coastal Studies see the need for permanent protection of
Nantucket Sound and other waters surrounding Cape Cod. The Alliance to Protect Nantucket
Sound has done a great job in bringing the issues to light. I don’t need to go into all of the
problems this project would/couid create. Cape Cod does not want it nor need it.

The bottom line is that I feel the draft EIS is totally inadequate in consideration of the many
negative environmental impacts that Cape Wind would bring.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Charles J. B:rdsey

P.O. BOX 279 » WEST BARNSTABLE, MA ¢ 02668
PHONE: 508 362 2220 » FAX: 508 362 2507
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To: Colenel Thomas Koning:
U S Army Corps of Engineers
698 Virginia Road
Concord, Ma 01742

I am a Cape Cod native and tax paying citizen, also one of the
thousands concerned for the weifare and future of Nantucket Sound. |
believe if this proposal were to become a reality the results would be
disastrous. We all want a cleaner planet in conjunction with seeking
alternate means of producing energy for our children. But, on that
same note, a healithy earth should also preserve its natural beauties.
Let's be honest, Nantucket Sound is one of the few beautiful places
left for local residents and tourist to enjoy. People come here to get
away, see our pristine views and gorgeous shorelines, not to look at
the horizon and see industry.

The dangers Cape Wind presents to navigation, wildlife, geography
and aesthetic beauty clearly outweigh the advantages.

The project, only 4 miles from some of the Cape s shore, poses a
nightmare for mariners. Being a tugboat Pilot myself,and having
worked on several different kinds of boats, I'm quite certain that the

| many commercial vessel’s that transit the Sound will find it extremely

- difficult to deal with increased congestian, especially in reduced
visibility. To perform rescue operations in less than perfect conditions
such as high winds, rough seas and strong currents are a sure
recipe for damage and possibly loss of life. Suppose a tug and her
tow become separated and the barge drifts into the structures. Or
imagine if the self-propelled tanker Great Gull loses power and
becormes entangled, puncturing her holds and spilling petroleum?
What about those inexperienced sailors at the helm of their new 65f
sioop carelessly sailing to close or lost in fog? Today there are more
recreational boaters than ever before, Believe me, In summer, it
seems like they all come to Nantucket sound. In like manner low
flving aircraft in bad weather will experience difficuity avoiding these
massive structures. '
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| would also like to point out that, like many others, | do not think
the Draft EIS adequately addresses the number of issues effecting
wildlife and their habitat, It is well known that this is a major migratory
route for many species some of which are highly endangered.

| seriously believe that Horseshoe shoals and all of Nantucket
Sound is and shouid always be a marine sanctuary. Thank You for
listening.

Sincerely ,
Captain Christopher D Birdsey
‘ {

- B35
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Dear Secretary Herzfelder and Ms. Adams

The evening of the public hearing on the wind farm at MIT, I placed a written
version of my spoken comments in the box designated for that purpose.

I am further submitting herewith six articles, which include two op-ed pieces |
wrote for the Standard-Times of New Bedford. My articles are entitled “Wind Power
Could be an Economic Engine for the City” and “SouthCoast Deserves Public Hearing on
Wind.” With them, I am also submitting John Bullard’s piece on “The Environmental
Justice of Wind Project,” plus an editonial called “Leaders must take a new look at wind
project, a letter from a Mattapoisett resident who attended the Yarmouth hearing, and a
news article on Susan Tierney’s support for the wind farm.

From what I heard at MIT, you will be receiving many eloquent and persuasive
letters in support of the wind farm near Nantucket, and I support the many well-informed
people who spoke that night.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yoprs,
K % Lo - Ze_///‘—“ )

{aurie Robertson-Lorant, Ph. D.
3 Meadow Street
So. Dartmouth, Mass. 02748



The environmental

From 1986 to 1992, Iwas the
mayor of New Bedford. I lost my
last election by 390 votes
because I sited a sewer- "
treatment plantina -,
neighborhood that wanted
clean water but didn't wantto
be near the plant. I'am very
familiar with NIMBY (Not in-My
fake arguments used to disguise
it.

T also serve as a volunteer

“president of the Board of the

Codlition for BuzzardsBay. . -

From 1993 to 1998 Iwas
Director of the Office of -~

Sustainable Development in the .

National Oceani¢and ~ -+
Atmospheri¢ Administration. -
Now I am president ofan
xducation program that teaches
‘ollege students about the -
cean, . .

Tsubmit my comments, not
n any official capacity,butas a
itizen. I'support Cape Wind's
pplication and the review

.Bnammntnmw%:bnﬁimwg
heU.S. Army Corpsof
Engineers. I believe the findings
in the draft environmental
impact study show that the
benefits will far outweigh any
harm and that the project

should proceed without delay.

':local governments should set up

~." 'This project should be

YOUR VIEW.

‘While no project is without

. decisions.

birds, to fish habitat, to. .
navigation, to commierce and

1 c - Tknow do not,
otherinterests in Nantucket

-to be inconsistent; The people
“who argue this have not called
for compensation by the owners

" of Braytoni Point gr Canat. -
“Electric, who have “taken” olix
public resource of clean air
without compensation (I have
‘had asthma my entire life).
" Theydo net argue that -
commercial fishermen should
compensate us for taking fish.

. that are a public resource.] .-
;'agree that the federal, state and'. .

“those plumes.
Ars

. aprocess for private use of - "
: public waters: Butbased on'how
. little has been done to date on:
© this important topic, why make.
- further delay a tactic to kill thi
wproject?. o
approved and we shotild work
hard and fast to get “ocean -
zoning” in place. But they

: The visual impact is hard t¢
ctis w - argue with facts or logic. It is in
- risk, Iconclude that theriskto the eye of the beholder, I find
- thewind farms beautiful. Others
I find the smoke
) ‘ L - plumes that come out of Canal
rith NIMB Sound is minimal. I find that the - -Electric to be ugly (as well as
BackYard) and all the clever ~  argument that we are-allowing - - ‘unhealthy), but on most days
. private ownership ofapublic :  the wind project’s opponents do
- Tesource without conipensation /. not have to look at {or b
And thét leads to my final
point: economniic justice. I live in
New Bedford where we have
always looked at smoke stacks,
factories, outfalls, H
railroads, hurricane barriers and
- all.the other things that society -
needs: A year and a half ago, we .
.-looked ‘at 98,000 gallons of No. 6
fuel oil wash up on our beaches -
“because the incompetent barge
operator couldn’ find his way
the way to Canal Electric,
.-~ We breathe polluted air from
+last-generation power plants,
- Our young people give their

so many of the “ugly
necessities” get provided by

justice of wind project

should be independent

people who arte out of their
sight.  have no sympathy,

I amnot out to “Save the
Earth.” I think Farth willdo a
great job of that herself. The
question for me is whether there
will be a place for us humans in
that picture or whether we will
foul our own nests to a degree
where earth becomes
uninhabitable. What are the
consequences of climate
change? Who knows for sure?
Severe weather, mini ice ages,
sea level rise, spread of disease.
don't know but we are running
an experiment with the only
planet we have, What are the
consequences of renewable
energy? Cleaner air. New jobs,
Better health. ‘

I cannot agree with those who
purport to support wind power
but say not here, not now. “Ifnot
now, when? If not us, who?”

Bullard is the president of the

ucation Association in Woods

Hole. This was his testimony at the

public hearing on the Cape Wind

project. The public is encouraged to

comment before Feb. 2, 2005, by e- -

mail or in writing to the U.S. Army

Carps of Engineers. You can e-mail

public comments to wind.energy@

usace.army.mil, ™

Shunded - Jair 11/ l/ o
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wive high school. She is
itted to the state’s
alum and MCAS, but
es the curriculum can be
tin a much more
ve, integrated, hands-on
m than goes on at most
rehensive high schools.
Iso believes students will
ately retain this learning
1longer because it is
ant to their lives.
1e charter high school
1t not be for everyone, but
ghtbe just the right place
tudenis who need that
a academic and personal
ntion to shine, or for those
3 enjoy a project approach
earning that is more like
lege.

shakeel Najjar didn't even

ler the city’s 3,500-

1t high school when she

the charter high school.

ith such a big school,

; a lot of pressures on the

nts that don't even relate

wolwork,” she said,

g that there is pressure to
:ess a certain way and act a
artain way.

Shakeel said she wants to
xcus on her academic work
Jdithout those distractions, “1
hink this is a better program
o prepare you for college. And
t works for people who are

letermined.”

Parents and students who
are interested in learning more
about the charter high school
can call to arrange a visit.
Enrollments will be accepted
until Feb. 28 for the 2005-06
academic year.

For more information, call
the school at (508) 979-4242.

ﬁ <}Il\1|‘

SouthCoast deserves public hearing on wind

In Sunday’s Standard-
Times, David Kibbe reported
that most of those who
attended the public hearing
sponsored by the Army Corps
of Engineers last Thursday at
the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology spoke in
support of the Cape Wind
project, which was true. He
neglected to mention,
however, that in scheduling
hearings in Yarmouth,
Martha's Vineyard, Nantucket
and at MIT, the corps
bypassed SouthCoast, which
is grossly unfair.

L attended the MIT hearing
expressly to request a public
hearing in New Bedford or
somewhere on SouthCoast.
We are trapped bhetween two
of the dirtiest power plants in
New England and we bore
the brunt of the disastrous oil
spill. It is patently unfair of
the corps to hold hearings in
affluent places while ignoring
the blue-collar cities of New
Bedford and SouthCoast. As
Sunday’s Standard-Times
editorial, “Divided society
hurts us all,” remarked, cities
such as New Bedford have
lost political power because
they have grown
“increasingly non-white and
poor.” This raises the issues
of social and environmental
justice,

Wind power is one of the

YOUR VIEW

cleanest and most

. democratic forms of energy

on Earth, and the Cape and
Islands and SouthCoast are
blessed with mare wind than
many other communities.
The proposed wind farm will
generate enough power to
begin a phase-out of coal-

* burning power plants, and

wind turhines will affect
wildlife much less than
continued emissions of filthy
fossil fuels.

General Electric, in
collaboration with Vestis,
which supplies wind turbines
for the North Sea wind farm
in Denmark, might be
interested in manufacturing
wind turbine blades in New
Bedford because it is a deep-
water port. Surely the city can
find a suitable building
among the old mills that line
the waterfront for a plant that
would attract environment-
friendly technology to New.
Bedford. The city and area
need meaningful jobs, jobs
for which young people and
older workers can be trained
and well compensated.

A number of SouthCoast
communities are considering
erecting at least one wind
turbine. Hull, which derives
energy for street lights from a

turbine, is about to erect its
second. The turbine has
drawn many tourists to Hull.
As an educator, [ was excited
to learn that Hull addresses
wind and other energy issues
in its public school
curriculum.

Providing our oil-choked
planet with clean, renewable
energy is an environmental
issue, a public health issue,
an economic issue, a foreign
policy issue, an educational
issue and a moral issue. We
cannot continue our suicidal
dependency on addictive,
poliuting fossil fuels without
dooming ourselves and
fellow life forms o eventual
extinction,

If our political “leaders”
cannot imagine how New
Bedford and SouthCoast can
be transformed to meet the
environmental, economic
and educational challenges
of the 21st century, they
should appoint
represenfatives from UMass
Dartmouth’s School for
Marine Science and
Technology and other
departments of the
university, businesses, the
public, private and parochial
schools, and the many
environmental, historical
ant] arts organizations and
charge them with developing
a comprehensive,

multidisciplinary plan for
SouthCoast.

South Coast residents
deserve a public hearing in
New Bedford or at UMass
Dartmouth, but only strong
public demand will persuade
the Army Corps of Engineers
to hold another hearing
before the Feb. 24 deadline. 1
urge all concerned citizens
to address a request fora
hearing to Karen Kirk-
Adams, Cape Wind Energy
EIS Project, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, New England
District, 696 Virginia Road,
Concord, MA 01742, ]

Additionally, to offset the
efforts of the Alliance to Save
the Sound, which has
financial support from big
oil and gas companies,
supporters of the wind farm
can write to or call their
senators and representatives
and the Massachusetts
Office of Environmental
Affairs, 100 Cambridge St.,
Suite 900, Boston, MA 02114,
attention: Anne Canaday,
EOEA No. 12643. Copies of
the draft environmental -
impact study and transcripts
of the four public hearings
are or will be available
online.

Laurie Robertson-Lorant of
Dartmouth teaches at UMass \
Dartmouth.

\\m\ow\x?\b\ ks

\H\k\v\n\

CAATIA m.EO_Z




The Standard-Times, New E

- LETTERS

Cape Wlnd

“could be a modeJ

" Tattended the Army Corps of
Engineers’ draft environmental
impact study public opinion -

- hearing in Yarmouth Tuesday

. night: They opened by

‘emphasizing that a limit of two

minutes would be imposed on

-each speaker, but out walks Gov
~ "Mitt Romney, who spoke for

about 10 minutes, bashing the
project. Then Attorney General
Tom Reilly blasted the project
for five minutes; the rest ofus
. got our two minutes,

.~ Bveryone was respectful of
the speakers for the most part
+ until proponents of the wind
power project started speakmg
Once a speaker s two minutes . .
" were up, your started hearing . .

people with Save Our Sound .

" stickers on their clothing yell .
toward the stage. My personal L
view of this projectis thatit .~
should be allowed to move _
forward. 'm tired of ozone alert .
days. I'm tired of the Canal
Electric oil barges passing by

" our beaches. I'm tired of not-in-
my-back-yard feelings. Asa -
student studying civil-  * | -
engineering and someone who -
has sailed in Nantucket Sound

- many times, I feel this project

will have a positive impact on
' the region. In my lifetime, oil |
reserves across the globe will be
exhausted, leaving future
-generations with a gigantic
problem thatwe canstart: =~
solving now. Opponents say that - |
it will result in the . l
‘industrialization of Nantucket
Sound, but isn't the sound = -
already somewhat . . v
industrialized, with large ﬁshmg
fleets dragging nets across the
bottom? Opponients say there is
no precedent for leasing the - -
land, but the Department of the
Interior already leases land for
offshore oil rigs. Something has
to be done about our energy
needs, which are continually
growing. Why not start hereand ¢
now? Why not make Cape Wind
the model of success? ~ g
?

T

NATHAN KETCHEL
Mattapmsett
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Leaders must
take a new look
at wind project

0 says the leaders of
‘ two political parties
have difficulty
uniting?
Sen. Edward M. Kennedy,
the liberal lion, and Gov. Mitt

"Romuey, the Republican

governor, have long been
united in their opposition to

- the Cape Wind project in

Nantucket Sound.

- Butboth men and their
followers now have a 4,000~
page federal environmental
impact study to show them
that they need to reconsider
their opposition.

The long-awaited federal
study shows the country’s first
proposed offshore wind farm
would have significant long-
term environmental and
energy benefits, and would
create oniy a few temporary
environmental problems for
birds and fish.

7 The long-term benefits are
well known. The 130 turbines
in Nantucket Sound would
provide electricity to nearly
three-quarters of the homes
and businesses on the Cape.
Massachusetts would begin to
wean, itself off electricity
created by burning fossil fuels.

« These coal- and oil-burning
power plants not only cause
thousands of premature
deaths, asthma attacks and
hospitalizations in our region,
Hut they also contribute to the
greenhouse gases that are
speeding the warming of the
[nget, the rising.of the seas

- dd the loss of coastal Jand.

+:The wind farm project also
wiuld help this area begin to
Whook from foreign oil that is

drawn from troubled parts of
the world. :

And as a young letter writer
recently pointed out to The
Standard-Times, the wind
farm will create many new
jobs in clean-energy
technology that are good for
workers as well as for the soul
of the community. Workers
and communities suffer

. psychologically from being the
“ host to industries of

destruction, such as bomb
factories and air-polluting
power plants. .

The Army Corps of
Engineers study estimates that
the Cape wind farm would
create 391 full-time jobs and
lower the cost of health
problems associated with
power-plant emissions.

Sen. Kennedy's and Gov.
Romney’s opposition is on
aesthetic grounds, They simply
don't want the turbines to be
built in Nantucket Sound, .
where they will become part of
the view for some people on
the Cape and Islands.

Aesthetics is a real issue,
although there are many who
believe the turbines could be a
thing of beauty and
inspiration, But the benefits of
this project so far outweigh -
aesthetic concern that it is
time for these two political
leaders to take a fresh look at

the project and consider the
- long-term good for New
. England, New England will be

a proud pioneer af wind

. energy when this nation and
this region need clean power

with no Middle Eastern strings
attached. e
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emmw force %EESE% gives support to wind ?_.E

W% UE@ _ﬂwwm
Standard-Times staff ﬁ.;@. :

BOSTON — Susan Tierney,

chairwoman of a task force that -

recommended the state regulate

.ocean development last March,
has written an impassioned letter
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers in support of the Nantuck-
et Sound wind farm.

Ms. Tierney, who works as a
private consultant in the energy
and natural gas industry, has a
long record in energy and envi-
ronmental issues. She served as
secretary of Environmental Af-
fairs under former Gov. William E
Weld, and was commissioner of
the Department of Public Utili-
ties under former Gov, Michael S.
Dukakis. She was also an assis-
tant secretary for policy at the
U.S. Deparament of Energy dur-
ing the Clinton administration. .

in a Dec. 16 letter, Ms. Tierney
said she was undecided on the
project until the Army Corps re-

leased a draft environmental re-
port in November. Without mak-
ing a final decision, the Corps
found the wind farm offered en-
vironmental and economic ben-

efits without substantial adverse

tmpacts.

“In this case, 1 dmwmsw that this
project will produce significant
benefits ... by providing all of us
with a mEuE« of electricity that
produces - no " greenhouse gas
emissions,” Ms. Tiermey wrote,
emphasizing that her comments
were personal, and not on behalf
of the task force.

“I think this is an important

and positive and public use of the
important wind resources that
are located here in Massachu-
setts, in Nantucket Sound. This is
an investment for our children.”
The corps is accepting writien
comments on the draft report be-

fore issuing a final decision on

the wind farm, which is expected

by next summer.

Ms. Tierney, of Newton, was’
appointed chairwoman of the
volunteer Massachusetts Ocean
Management Task Force in u:bm
2003 by Gov. Mitt Romney’s envi-
ronmental affairs secretary, Ellen
Roy Herzfelder. The task force did
not issue an opinion on the Cape
‘Wind project, which would be in
federal waters, beyond the state’s
jurisdiction. The task force reject-
ed calls for a moratorium on
wind farms in state waters.

“T served with (Ms: Tierney). |
admire her,” said Sen. Robert
(’Leary, D-Barnistable, who was
a member of the ocean task force

‘and who opposes the wind farm.

“T H._.maw@ disagree with her on

‘this,”

Ms. Tierney is another high-
profile Romney appointee who
favors the wind farm despite the
governor’s repeated public oppo-
sition to the project. Gov. Rom-

nevs Secretary of Common--

wealth Development Douglas

mo< is another supporter.
Attorney General Thomas [

-Reilly, who also opposes the wind

farm, has acknowledged there
are differences of opinion in his

office as well. But both Gov. Rom-

ney’s and Mr. Reilly’s offices in-
sisted yesterday that they are
steadfast in oppositdon to.the
proposal by Cape Wind Associ-
ates to build 130 wind turbines in
Nantucket Sound.

Romney spokesman Felix

Browne said the governor has

been * ooanmHmE in his opposi-
tion,

“Members of the Ocean Man-
agement Task Force were not se-
lected for their views on the Cape
Wind project, but rather for their
expertise in ocean management
issues,” Mr. Browne said, adding
that Ms. Tierney “had 4 lot of
credibility.”

M. Reilly is seen as a @oﬁmunm_
challenger to Gov. Romney in
2006. Both of them spoke in op-

position to the wind farm at a
public hearing in Yarmouth _mmﬁ
month,

“As is the case s%mm issues
come before our office, there is
extensive internal debate, but at
the point where a decision is
made, that is the decision of the
office, and we stand rock-solid
behind it,” said Reilly spokes-
woman Sarah Nathan. So far,
people who have been watching
the issue closely say they have

.not seen mixed messages com-

ing out of either office.

“I'would say I've talked to @mo-
ple within the administration at
various levels who have very
strong o?b_owm ooug to the

governor’s,” Sen. O'Leary said. “T
think they are-working hard to

keep those opinions . under
wraps, frankly. I don't see any ef-
fort by the Romney administra-
tion to send mixed signals.”

. Reached yesterday, Ms. Tier-
ney said Gev. Romney had not

tried to influence rmu on Qm s&i
farm.
*Tam aware of his omvcmEoF

she said. “The assignment that
- we got atthe task force was to use

our best judgment and oy to
come up with some recommen-
dation with how to manage the
ocean resource. The secretary-of
environmertital affairs really en-
couraged us to try to find a S,o_.w-
able solution.”

Ms. Tierney said she was con-
cerned about the nation's esca-
lating energy use and the threat
of global warming HSE mwmmz-
house gases. :

Ms. Tierney’s support was mﬁ-
preciated by Cape Wind F.mm_-
dent James Gordon.

“It was one' of the most
Eocmwcna and insightful letters
I've seen on this project and on
the debate to date,” he said. “She
is one of the most respected
thinkers in terms of energy mba
environmentat @o:@ o
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February 19, 2005

Karen Kirk Adams 0 0

Cape Wind Energy Project EfS Manager q ] 5 )
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District

696 Virginia Rd.

Concord, MA 01742-2751

Re: Cape Wind Associates permit application

Dear Ms. Adams,

| am submitting these comments as a resident of Martha’s Vineyard in
Edgartown, Massachusetts. in addition to being a resident of the area to be impacted by
this project, | am a former program manager in the state of Connecticut where my
responsibilities dealt with permitting sources of air pollution (including the energy
generation sector) , waste management, hazardous waste treatment and disposal
facilities, and a variety of solid waste and medical waste treatment and transfer projects.
| performed these tasks, as well as enforcement responsibilities, for over 30 years and
am therefore familiar with the permitting and public participation process.

The final permit decision will no doubt include many additional comments
from both individuals as well as government experts in their respective fields. From a
public policy perspective, it is my opinion that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has not
been provided with a valid application in that the applicant does not have jurisdiction
over the lands which it intends to utitize for its’ activities. The recent federal court
decision regarding the extension of the Barnstable shoreline intc an area which the
applicant claims for its project clearly establishes this point and should be grounds for
rejection of the application. In an overali sense, the best possible decision by the Corps
regarding the applicants right to utilize this site should recognize that a jurisdictional
loophole has inadvertently been created. Sound public policy would again suggest that
the application be denied or deemed incomplete until resolution of the proper federal or
state jurisdiction over Nantucket Sound is established. This oversight in applicable law
has placed the Corps in the position of being forced to regulate certain activities over
which it has no jurisdiction.



The mechanism for establishing a closure surety seems exceedingly
generous as pertains to the amount of time the applicant would be aillowed before fully
funding the closure costs. A project of this magnitude, regardiess of the revenue
generating potential, should be more fully funded up front even prior to any construction.
The applicant did not present proper justification to make a case for any financial test
demonstrating the ability to perform closure independent of this project and accordingly
should be required to document the ability to fund closure activities at the one hundred
percent level at any time during the life of the project. The timing for the establishment
of closure funds should not be established as a function of the completed project but
rather as the real costs at any stage of construction. Some of the most costly closure
and clean-up activities will be occurring during the earlier stages of construction and
these shouid be fully funded prior to commencement of construction. Comparable
standards are established by the closure funding requirements in Federal law {soryy but
| don’t have access to the CFR cites) governing Hazardous Waste facilities and
Municipal waste landfills.

Although not necessarily within the jurisdiction of the Corp’s decision, the
proposed decision made reference to the improvements in air quality due to the iack of
emissions from this project. To the extent that these issues are considered in the final
decision, any offsets from poliutants generated by local power plants should not be
considered unless an enforceable and binding agreement is provided by the applicant
demonstrating that they will in fact accompiish a net reduction in emissions.
Notwithstanding the above, any reductions in air poliutants due to this project which are
not real (i.e. not “paper reductions”) and not realized locally should not be considered.

My final personal observation concemns the projects impact on wildlife,
birds in particular. As noted by Ms. Robin Bray at the public hearing in Qak Bluffs, the
project will have an impact on an area which is heavily utilized as a flyway by migrating
birds. | have also observed this phenomenon in the fall as tens of thousands of birds
travel right through Nantucket Sound every morning during the fall migration. The draft
EIS did not address this matter but instead used mortality estimates based on
“comparable” land-based activities. Additional studies or expert government testimony
is needed to more fully address this issues.

My remaining comments will serve to highlight and repeat some of the
remarks made at the above referenced hearing. Neither the applicant nor the Corps
presented any site specific discussion addressing the aesthetic and economic impacts of
the visual pollution which this project would cause. This was left primarily, and
improperly, to the public resulting in one of the more emotional issues of this entire
proceeding. If the only testimony for this issue Is from comparable activities in Denmark
then the applicant should be found to have failed to demonstrate that the public will not
be adversely impacted on this aspect of the proposed project. Simitarly, and of much
greater concern, neither the applicant nor the Corps addressed the concerns and expert



testimony of a variety of recreational and commercial boaters and professionals. One of
the greatest concerns for this entire project was voiced by one of the captains for the
Steamship Authority who deemed the project a threat to navigation. if the Corps grants
this permit it must provide that all hazards and threats to navigation testified to by these
individuals are fully and safely addressed.

Thank you for providing me with the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,
?a,o/ & %1 -

David A. Nash

35 Deacon Vincent Way
P.O. Box 3254
Edagriown, MA 02539



Karen Kirk Adams Thursday, February 24, 2005
Cape Wind Energy Project

EIS Project Manager

Army Corps of Engineers

New England District

696 Virginia Rd.

Concord, MA 01742-2751

&y,
wind energy@usace.army.mil }?j 51

Dear Ms Adams and USACE:

1 am writing to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) you have prepared for the
Cape Wind Energy Project. 1 commend the USACE for the effort it has put in to examining the potential
benefits and impacts of the project so far. New England urgently needs to develop energy sources that do
not depend on fossil fuels, and which produce less pollution. Wind energy should play a prominent role in
this, and the Cape Wind Project has enormous potential.

In the revised EIS, I request that the USACE include a serious comparison of the preferred alternative at
Horseshoe Shoals (HSS) with the alternative South of Nantucket (STI) in terms of risks to flying birds. The
STT site is outside of Nantucket Sound, and the sound is a major thoroughfare for seabirds flying to and from
the shores of the Cape and Islands.

Wind turbines generally have a very low environmental impact when sited properly. However, they can
have unacceptable impacts when placed in areas where there is high use by birds and bats. The preferred
alternative site, on Horseshoe Shoals (HSS), is in the middle of Nantucket Sound, surrounded by the
shorelines of Cape Cod, Nantucket, Martha's Vineyard and other smaller island and shoals. All of these are
destinations for birds and the sound itself is used as a feeding and resting area for many birds. Thus, the HSS
site is in an area where one expects considerable bird traffic, raising my concern about the suitability of this
site compared to other alternatives.

In the DEIS, several alternative sites are considered. However, the information presented does not allow a
quantitative comparison of the flying bird traffic among these sites. This is particularly important since
Nantucket Sound is used by all of North America's endangered roseate terns, and this population could be
driven extinct if the wind turbines were cited incorrectly. This would be a disaster for these birds and for the
future of off-shore wind in the region.

An examination of Figure 3-20 of the DEIS shows three alternatives within Nantucket Sound proper. Even
casual consideration of the bird uses, and geography, of this area should raise concerns about the potential
for bird collisions in this area. However, the South of Tuckernuck Isiand Alternative (STI) is outside of the
sound and appears to be a site where the rate of transiting by roseate terns and other seabirds may be
considerably less. It is also further from the mainland, so migrating birds are more likely to be flying higher
as they pass this site. In the preparation of the EIS, 1 strongly urge you to include a careful comparison of
the STI site with the HSS site, allowing a solid assessment of bird traffic through the planned rotor areas of
the project. Serious consideration should be given to siting the wind project at the STI alternative.

Thani? you very much for considering my concerns,
nnifer [ Nichols

25 Three Ponds Road
Wayland, MA 01778



Cape Wind Farm

It’s a great idea to have a form of energy that does not pollute the earth.

It will also be good for the marine life because it will be like sinking a vessel as an
artificial reef.

Rose Sullivan

“0q, 5o



Robert R. Jones
65 Pinewood Road
Hyannis, MA 02601 87
508-775-6002 041 52

ccmarinegp(@comcast.net

February 15, 2005

Colonel Thomas Koning

Army Corps of Engineers 5
New England District o0
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

RE: Navigation Report Cape Wind: Section 5.0 DEIS 2005.
Dear Col. Koning:

My name is Robert R. Jones. I am a native of Cape Cod and have worked and sailed on the waters of Nantucket
Sound all of my life. [ am in the marine industry and sell offshore sportfishing boats up to sixty-five feet in
length. Within the Town of Barnstable, 1 am a former town councilor and former chairman of the town’s
waterways committee, which [ chaired for over ten years. Presently I sit as Chairman of the Port Council of the
Woods Hole, Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket Steamship Authority.

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed offshore wind generating project in Nantucket
Sound, and to provide comment upon the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as provide by the
project’s applicant, Cape Wind, Inc. I find the document to be totally inconclusive, lacking in depth, and
flawed. In almost every instance, the DEIS fails to deliver a true and conclusive analysis of most every subject
that it addresses. The report denies every threat to the environment, every threat to the aesthetic beauty of
Nantucket Sound, every impact upon the fisherman, property values, the avian community, the benthos
community as well as impacts upon navigation and aviation. In every instance where obvious impacts exist, the
DEIS resorts to rhetoric to cover any admission of impact to the environment or to the users of Nantucket
Sound.

The only thing I find conclusive within the report is that it is inconclusive. Most importantly, it fails to prove
that an “overwhelming public good™ will be served by this project. It also fails to prove that the individual and
cumulative impacts of this project will not lead to the ruination of Nantucket Sound. Nantucket Sound has far
greater value in its natural state than to be traded for an industrial complex. A far greater public good will be
served to protect this body water as a marine sanctuary rather than to destroy it. Seventy percent of the earth’s
surface is covered with water. It would be a little presumptuous to think that there is no other location on land
or sea for this project. Please deny this application and instruct the applicant to find a more compatible site for
this project. Your denial will perform a great service to protect the ecosystem of Nantucket Sound and ensure
its preservation for our children and for our children’s children.

Attachment: Comments on Section 5.12, Transportation and Navigation
CC: Cape Cod Commission



ATTACHMENT
RRJ/Col Koning
February 15, 2005
Re: Transportation and Navigation Section 5.12

Please except my comments on section 5.12, Transportation and Navigation of the navigational report of the
DEIS While I have numerous questions and comments concerning the conclusiveness of the entire DEIS, 1 feel
most qualified to address the deception created within the navigational report that the presence of 130 giant
WGTs , hundreds of miles of cabling and switching platforms will not create a hazard to navigation, My
comments and questions will be targeted to individual misconceptions or erroneous statements craflily scripted
and edited by the applicant in an attempt to minimize and distort the true impacts upon safe vessel navigation.

Comments:

5.12.3.1 Marine “The area between the Main Channel and the Cape Cod shoreline, including Horseshoe
Shoal, is designated as an anchorage ground, known as “Anchorage 1.” Floats or buoys for marking anchors or
moorings in place are allowed in this area. Fixed mooring piles or stakes are prohibited (NOAA, 1994).”

If fixed mooring piles or stakes are prohibited in this area, by what authority does the Army Corps have
to issue a permit for WT'G’s within this restricted area? As Congress is the only authority who can
grant a certificate of non-navigability beyond the harbor limits and beyond the jurisdictional limits of the
Army Corps, how is this project exempted from securing the same?

Paragraph S “....Steamship Authority vessels do not transit over Horseshoe Shoals....”

The Steamship Authority vessels, and also the Hy-line vessels do in fact transit within the footprint of
the propose wind generators, as provide by testimony from both ferry services. While under normal sea
conditions, the ferries navigate within the marked channels, under certain high wind conditions, they are
forced to tack within this area for the safety and comfort of their passengers and for the safely of their
cargo. Cape Wind successfully uses the term Horseshoe Shoals as being inclusive of the entire footprint
of their proposed generating facility, and eludes that this area is non navigable. Your review must
recognize that Cape Winds wishes all to believe that the Horseshoe Shoals, which is only one section of
this project, is too shoal for navigation. This simply is not the case. The sound is used by thousands of
recreational and commercial boats.

Paragraph 6: (Sea Ice) “There do not appear to be historical records on the frequency of sea ice events in
Nantucket Sound....”

There are numerous accountings of sea ice within Nantucket Sound, both historic and within the last few

years. Even a simple query to our local newspapers would verify this. Ice within the sound is a serious
inhibitor to the safe winter navigation of the island ferries.



5.12.4.1.1 Marine:

Planned Configuration Paragraph 2....(Bottom Scour) “...... However, this localized scour will be
mitigated as described in Section 5.2.5, and is not expected to produce any large-scale changes in
bathymetry or shoaling of shipping channels outside the project.”

Ice “..

The phrase “... and is not expected to produce any large-scale changes....” is not an acceptable finding
within this report. It shows a complete lack of effort and study performed by the applicant. These
equivocal statements are laced throughout the report and the applicant must be challenged to render
accurate and unequivocal finding within this report. Bottom scouring will exist within these areas as
currents and eddies excited by two and three knot currents and bolstered by high winds and severe
weather conditions, will create sand waves and shoaling not only around the towers, but quite possibly
alter the whole sea flow creating shoaling within navigational channels. The sand waves and
undulation have a great potential to expose the subsurface electric cables. Six foot cable depths may
mean nothing within this area.

..Localized rafting of sea ice around individual WTG may occur if weather conditions permit.....”

What guarantees does Cape Wind put forward to ensure that the WTGs will not create ice dams within
the Sound and render the sound impassable? Will the Army Corps require the applicant to keep the
main channels open in the vicinity of the towers where ice flows have dammed up and have created
navigational hazards within the channel arca?

Paragraph 2: (Icing of rotor blades) “.... Ice may collect on the WTG structure and blades under

certain meteorological conditions...”

In Europe, it is a known fact that large chucks of ice have been thrown from the blade tips at a rate of
speed in excess of two hundred miles per hour. Chucks of ice hurled across the Sound at this velocity
has the potential of traveling several hundred feet in the air. Passing vessels will be in severe danger.
The Steamship Authority in 2003 made 15,598 trips from the mainland to Martha’s Vineyard, with runs
both summer and winter. That same year, the SSA made 8,880 trips from the mainland to Nantucket,
with runs both summer and winter. It is also known that other ferry serves, commercial vessels, and
fisherman regularly traverse Nantucket Sound in the winter months. The icing of the rotor blades and
the potential of throwing huge chucks of ice 1s a serious danger to winter boaters and the issue must be
addressed. The supposition that “Ice may collect” must be discarded and replace by mitigating measures
which will ensure that this danger is eliminated. The verbiage within this report will not insure the
safety of vessels passing within this area when icing exists.

Proposed Aids-to-Navigation: Paragraph 4 (GPS) “....even GPS antennas located next to a WTG should

pot experience degraded GPS information as a result of net acquiring sufficient satellite signals...”

The applicant purports to have conducted field tests to prove the data herein, why is it inconclusively
stated that a GPS “should not experience degraded GPS information” Why is it not factually and
conclusively stated? Accurate GPS readings are essential to navigation, especially during hazardous
weather conditions of high winds, fog and the like. If a GPS and other navigational instruments are
degraded due to screening from the WTGs, it will clearly be a hazard to navigation. The accuracy of
navigational instruments is essential to safe navigation. The applicant must prove conclusively that this
project will not effect the instruments in any way.




Collision Risk: Paragraph 1 (Tower Diameter Shielding) “....The small diameter of the WTGs would
prevent all but the smallest vessels (those with LOA of approximately 16-18) from being shielded from
view of another vessel by a WTG...”

This is nonsense! The closer a vessel is to the tower the larger the screcning area the tower presents to
the viewer. This screening s not restricted to small vessels, it applies to all vessels. Tower screening
may easily contribute to a collision when an approaching vessel is converging on a bearing directly
behind the tower screen. Do not think that there will only be but one single boat in the Sound at the same
time. More than likely, there will be scores of boats within the vicinity at the same time, each running a
slalom course through the towers, Statements like these continue to show the lack of insight the
applicant has of navigational issues, and how they fail to take any responsibility to create an honest
assessment of the hazards which will be created within the sound.

Also Paragraph 1 (Blade height from water) “...When the WTG blade is in lowest position, it would be
approximately 75 feet above the water surface,..”

When a sailing vessel is passing a WTG, the prop wash from the rotor blades has a great potential to
deflect the prevailing upwind and turn the wind’s backwash into a different quadrant. This can create an
extremely dangerous situation which has the potential to cause a sailing vessel to broach or jibe. On
smaller vessels, it even has the potential to cause a vessel to capsize. It is assumed that the applicant
would accept the liability of such an occurrence.

Paragraph 2. (Drifting vessels) “....A drifting vessel, if it were to collide with a WTG, would likely
receive some level of structural damage, but would remain afloat....”

How can the applicant qualify this statement and conclusively guarantee that the collision of a drifting
vessel would remain afloat. How can the applicant conclusively guaranteed that the tower will not
collapse? The hydraulics of a moving current pinning a smaller vessel to a tower could in fact create a
situation where a smaller vessel may take on water and be swamped. Unlikely? Yes? Impossible? No.
How can this report accept conjecture as fact.

Search and Rescue: Paragraph 2 (SAR OperationS) “The Wind Park is not anticipated to have negative
effects on SAR operations in the area of Horseshoe Shoal....”

SARs may be more frequent during daylight hours as previously stated within the report, but it must also
be concluded that SARs occur mostly during adverse and hazardous weather conditions such as wind,
fog, rain, snow, and even darkness. It is incomprehensible to think that these towers would not hinder a
rescue mission, especially by air. Even under the most favorable weather conditions, the closer the SAR
1s to the towers, the greater the risk. Can any credible report conclude to the contrary?

“...Each WTG would have a safety line with a loop at the end from the platform to the water..”

How will a vessel drifting in a two to three knot current secure a line if there is but a single line is
attached up current? It is assumed that a requirement will be dictated to place a line on each quarter,

Submarine Cable System:




Fifth bullet 1* Paragraph (Fishing / Anchoring over Cables) “ The submarine cable system and inner-
array cables would not preclude, prevent, or disrupt commercial and reacreational fishing, since the
cables would be buried at a minimum of 6 feet below the seabed....”

It has been concluded within this report that bottom scour will happen, the extent of which has not been
proven by the applicant. Accepting that fact, how can the applicant guaranteed that these cables will not
be exposed or rise to the surface due to the currents, eddies, swirls and wave action which create sand
waves and bottom scour? The potential for this to happen is great. How will the cable depths be
monitored, and will the applicant guarantee that these cable depths will remain fully submerged at a 6
foot depth to allow vessels full and safe use of the Sound? Will the applicant guarantee that the area will
remain safe for surface boating, safe for subsurface fishing, and safe for anchoring within the seabed?
How will the applicant insure this?

Navigation Rules:

Paragraph 1 (COLREGS) “In preparing this assessment of potential impact to navigation, it was
assumed that all mariners would adhere to the COLREGS, as required, and would operate their vessels
in a safe and prudent manner....”

It is a naive assumption that all mariners have a working knowledge of the 1972 COLREGS and would
adhere to these rules. To the contrary, it can only be assumed that all commercial mariners must have a
working knowledge of these regulations, but it can not be assumed that recreational boaters are
knowledgeable of the *72 COLREGS, because most do not have any knowledge at all of these
regulations. The applicant must not be allowed to wash its hands of their responsibility of placing 130
hazards to navigation within Nantucket Sound. It feel safe in concluding that collisions and accidents
will occur within complex whether the navigator knows the 1972 COLREGS or not. It is not a question
of if, but of when.

Without attempting to be facetious, would the 1972 COLREGS have prevented the collision of the
Andrea Doria and the Stockholm? Does the possession of a drivers license keep automobiles from
hitting telephone poles?

Accidents will happen on land and sea. One hundred and thirty WGT's and a switching station will not
make the Nantucket Sound a safer place to boat. There is no way that the applicant can soft-peddle the
impact created by these structures. The job of the Army Corps is to insure that any structure placed in a
navigable waterway will not create a navigational hazard. This project should not be permitted is such a
popular boating area.

From the Executive Summary:

Within the Executive Summary, it was stated that navigation within the footprint of the WTGs will not
interfere with the usual and regular use of the Sound. What assurances do we have that the Horseshoe
Shoals and adjoining waters will not be closed to the boating public by the USCG due to the
incompatibility of vessels to safely navigate within this area? What assurances do we have that
Homeland Security will not deem the 24 square miles of towers, cabling and switching platform
vulnerable to attack and must be posted and closed to the boating public?

The navigational issues surrounding this project are but one of a myriad of issues which singularly and
cumulatively create a serious strain and impact upon the waters of Nantucket Sound. The public interest
is not being served by ruining Nantucket Sound and trading this pristine marine sanctuary for an
industrial complex. The permit for the use of Nantucket Sound for this project must be denied.
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2109 Forest Hill Road
Alexandria, VA 22307

February 16, 2005

Colonel Thomas Koning

New England District Office oy 47
696 Virginia Road '3 ,
Concord, MA 01742-2751

Re: Permit for Cape Wind Project

Dear Colonel Koning:

I am writing to oppose the permit for the Cape Wind project and object to the draft
EIS. This project is contrary to the public interest. The claimed benefits of the
project are overstated, and may very well be nonexistent. Certainly, neither the Corps
of Engineers nor the power company developer has proven the case that the benefits
are real. It is most inappropriate to consider this application on such a weak basis. In
addition, the DEIS does not look at a wide range of alternatives. Many smaller sites
that are still economical have been overlooked, while other large scale offshore sites
are ignored simply because they are not where this applicant wants to build. This is
not a valid basis for decision-making.

While the benefits are unproven, or at least insignificant, the project's adverse effects
are overwhelming. This project will destroy Nantucket Sound, not just for its scenic
values, but also on environmental, aesthetic and historical grounds.

Finally, I am appalled that the Corps is even considering giving away the public
property of Nantucket Sound to a private developer on nothing more than a navigation
permit. This would appear to be illegal, and certainly improper from a public policy
perspective,



February 16, 2005
Page 2

I urge you to deny this terrible permit for a project clearly proposed for the wrong
place. If you do not deny the permit, [ ask that you fix the many problems in the
DEIS and reissue it for further public comment. Thank you.

PIle C Tonsck

Phebe Jensch



John A. Jenkins
3109 Garfield Street NW
Washington, DC 20008

February 23, 2005

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Rd.

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Colone!l Koning:

[ am writing this letter to have my voice heard regarding the Cape Wind Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. I find this statement inadequate in many areas,
including: air and boat navigation safety, impacts to birds and other wildlife, pollution
threats from oil on the transformer substation, visual pollution and associated economic
and tourism impacts, and the analysis of alternative sites.

Save Our Sound!
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DAN HAMILTON, JR.

February 22, 2005

Colonal Thomas Konling

U.8. Army Corps of Englneers
696 Virglnia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Sir,

As & way of introduction, my husband, Daniel H. Hamilton
retired from M.I.T. Lincoln Laboratory in 1984 after

35 years at the Institute. He hag summered on Cape

Cod for 87 years even keeplng meticulous tlde records
slnce he was a child. We have a house in the Village
of Centerville overlooking Nantucket Sound, and the
Centerville River.

We are totally in opposition to the proposed wind farm
In Nantucket Sound. The windmills will not only limpact
the migratory bird flights in the fall and spring bhut
wlll be & hazard to navigation (particularly small
pleasure boats), and will be visually offensive to the
lovely and pristine Sound.

We hope that you will do everything in your power to
halt this proposed project.

Yours sincerely,

Nane Heocnn e

Mrs. Daniel H. Hamilton, Jr.



Elisabeth Andresen Massey
249 Marlborough Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02116
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First National Corporation

A Registered Investment Advisor

1001 Hingham Street Charles P. Peck, CLU, LIA
Rockland, MA (02370

(781) 878-7757

Fax (781) §78-9894

February 24, 2005

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Colonel Thomas Koning:

1 am writing on behalf of my wife and myself to let you know how strongly we feel about saving
Nantucket Sound from the proposed windmill project.

After carefully reading the “Environmental Impact Statement” we have concluded that it is an
incomplete report, because it does not adequately address several critical areas including:

Navigational safety for amphibious and air craft

The deleterious effect on birds and other wildlife species

Potentially devastating oil pollution threats from the transformer substation.
Associated tourism and economics impact

A more comprehensive analysis of alternative sites.

® & & 8 9

When one thoroughly analyzes the projected benefits of the proposed windmill farm in terms of
energy production and cost savings attributed to “cheap electricity” measured against the collective
potential economic loses and serious environmentai hazards it would appear that there is an easy
decision to make.

Allowing monetary profits to accrue to a small group at the expense of and detriment to the populace
at large would be an egregious social mistake. We cannot afford the losses, which will be fiscal,
emotional, and would remain forever in perpetuity.

Sincerely,

Charles P. Peck

SECURITIES SOLD THROUGH

LiNsCO / PRIVATE LEDGER

MEMBER NASD/SIPC
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1415 Glenhaven Ave.
East Lansing, MI 48823

February 20, 2005

CoA ﬁty

Colonel Thomas Koning

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Rd.

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Colonel Koning:

I am a homeowner in Falmouth, MA, and I am writing to advise you that I find the Cape
Wind Draft Environmental Impact Statement to be utterly inadequate. The Draft EIS
gives only superficial consideration to the effects of the project on Nantucket Sound’s
wildlife and long-term tourism potential, and it gives entirely inadequate attention to
alternative sites.

Sincerely yours,

ki

Richard W. Hill
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DAVE OUR SOUND <7, .

L\ alliance to protect nantucket sound

Dear Friend of Nantucket Sound:

Is this what we want Nantucket Sound to look like? ot b

is time to speak up and make your veice heard. Please
take five minutes to write to the Army Corps before
Feb. 24, 2005 to tell them that the Cape Wind Draft
Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate in
many areas, including: air and boat navigation safe-
ty, impacts to birds and other wildlife, pollution
threats from oil en the transformer substation,
visnal pollution and associated economic and
tourism impacts, and the analysis of alternative
sites.

Write to: Colonel Thomas Kaning, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, 636 Virginia Rd, Concord, MA 01742,
See www.saveoursound.org for more on how you can
help.

Thank you,

Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound

us. Aemy CORPS ¢

cowcord, m4 01742

ile Rudolph
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BOATING & FISHING: We willlet others, much better qualified than we, address this
issue in depth. But as lifelong sailors in Nantucket Sound waters, we can only imagine the
disastrous possibilities that such a project would present for boaters fishermen, and
aviators. o

Please do not allow the construction of a power plant in Nantucket Sound unless all other
options have been exhausted.

We hope that our opinions, and the opinions of aif logal citizens and taxpayers, will be

included in and considered in your report.

Respectfully,
Dianne M. Muller

cc: Senator Edward Kennedy
Senator John Kerry »
Rep. William Delahunt -
Cape Cod Times “Uq18 v



Mimi Pavisson

P.0. Boxr 3424 o G4 &5
Oak Bluffs, M 02557 U

February 22, 2005

Ms. Karen Adams, Project Manager
Regulatory Division, Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Ms. Adams;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Cape Wind proposal to
construct a windfarm in Nantucket Sound.

I uree the Army Corps of Engineers to deny this windfarm project for several
reasons:
1. There is no public policy in place to guide the implementation of domestic

renewable energy projects. This is a serious shortcoming. Without such a

policy, any action on this project could set inadvertent, inappropriate
precedents for the future.
2. There are no immediate benefits to the communities that surround this

project. The project will not have a positive impact on air quality because
the proposal has no provision for shutting down polluting fossil fuel plants
in the area. There will be virtually no reduction in energy costs to local
consumers because current electricity pricing practices will mask the effect
of any lower costs for generating electricity. Windfall profits will go fo a
private company using a public resource, not to public consumers.

. Placement of such a project in the middle of a densely populated
recreational area is short-sighted. As the country’s population grows,
availability of recreational areas in densely populated areas will become
more essential than ever. This is not the time to despoil a recreation area
that is easily accessible by so many people.

. The use of a popular public recreational area for a for-profit private project
is especially troubling.

As I am sure you understand quite well, the Army Corps of Engineers, a technical

organization, is being asked to make a political decision. 1 urge the Corps to

deny this windfarm proposal and to refer the issue to federal and state legislative

bodies to mandate development of a comprehensive renewable energy policy.

Thank you for considering my comments.




February 22, 2005, Letter to Army Corps of Engineers
Re: Proposed Windfarm for Nantucket Sound

Copies to:

United States Officials
Senator Edward Kennedy, Massachusetts
Senator John Kerry, Massachusetts
Representative Bill Delahunt, Massachusetts

Commonwealth of Massachusetts Officials
Governor Mitt Romney
State Senator Robert O’Leary
State Representative Eric Turkington

Cape and Island Officials
Martha’s Vineyard Commission
Oak Bluffs Board of Selectmen



Karen K. Adams, EIS Manager February 22, 32005
Cape Wind Energy Project

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

New England District/Regulatory Division

696 Virginia Road £

Concord, MA 07412-2751 e 69

Dear Karen Adams:

While not having any objection to the energy benefit a Wind Farm may bring to Cape
Cod, my wife and I (and others we know who may not write) do object to the current
plan to locate 130, 400-foot+ turbines/platforms in Nantucket Sound for the following

reasons:

1) A private developer using 24 square miles of a
a public waterway — subsidized by millions of
our taxpayer dollars — for free personal gain!
2) A Federal agency in charge of permitting the
Wind Farm, which does not have the right to give
away public land!
3) Environmental impact studies paid by the developer!
4) A risky pilot project for Nantucket Sound by a developer
who hasn’t constructed a single wind turbine!
5) The hazards to navigation, the fishing industry, and
migrating birds!
6) The enormity of each of the 130 turbines:
B 420 feet (?) high — that’s 100 feet taller
than the Bourne or Sagamore Bridges!
B Each tower with 3 blades rotating in a
328-foot arc (almost as big as a football
field)!
® Plans that call for 390 more wind turbines!
B Each turbine drilled 80 feet into the floor of
Nantucket Sound!
B 520 flashing, turbine-top lights!
7) The enormity of the area covered: 24 square miles
(almost the size of Manhattan)!
8) The economics:
B Negative impact on Cape’s leading industry —
Tourism — with almost 5 million yearly visitors!
B A per-household savings of only 10 cents per month!
9) What is really need:
® A balanced energy program of Alternative Energy
sources -- like land-based wind power — and Conservation
which doesn’t abort great natural resources!
B Smaller, and more fuel-efficient motor vehicles:
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Karen Kirk-Adams

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District
656 Virginia Road -

Concord, MA 01742

February 24, 2005
Dear Karen Kirk-Adams,

The DEIS for the proposed Cape Wind Energy Project contains a noise study, which was principally
written by a Meteorologist, Mr. Peter Guidberg, President, Tech Environmental, who has extensive
experience and academic credentials in meteorology, but comparatively limited experience and academic
qualification in the field of Environmental Acoustics. The principal area of expertise of Mr. Guldberg and
members of his firm, are in meteorology and air quality analysis (gases, odors, and particulates in the
atmosphere, etc.), rather than sound.

Mr. Guldberg is generally not well respected in the field of Environmental Acoustics. Unfortunately, he
has become recognized in the field as a "hired gun" who provides evaluations, reporis, and testimony in
favor of his client; rather than objective and comprehensive evaluation of all aspects of an environmental
sound analysis. Mr. Guldberg often adopts a clever technique, which is to only present information
favorable to his client, and to not report any negative aspects of environmental sound that would possibly
jeopardize his client's project. Therefore, using this technique, Mr. Guldberg's reports are typically
factual, but not complete.

However, in a recent court case, Mr. Guldberg presented "expert” testimony in court in connection with a
project he conducted on behalf of a client. During this testimony, Mr. Guldberg made certain definitive
statements about sound and acoustical criteria, which supported his client's case in the lawsuit.
However, these statements clearly conflicted with other statements that he had made in the past (on
behalf of other clients), which were on the public record. Attorneys representing the other party in the
recent lawsuit had researched Mr. Guldberg's comments on the public record prior to court proceedings.
In court, the attorneys challenged Mr. Guldberg's testimony, using Mr. Guldberg's previous statements.
Mr. Guldberg's court testimony was thereby discredited, and he was dismissed from the courtroom.

With respect to the Cape Wind Energy Project, Mr. Goldberg's report completely ignored what is probably
the most important aspect of environmental noise impact potentially generated by large-diameter wind
mills in an ocean setting. This aspect is low-frequency sound and particularly infrasound, which is sound
at frequencies (tone, pitch) below the range of human hearing frequency response. Low-frequency sound
and infrasound can (and has) resulted in vibration of lightweight components in buildings, typically
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resulting in window and ceiling fixtures "rattling”, etc. In addition, low frequency sound and upper
harmonics of infrasonic fundamental frequencies can be perceived by human hearing, often at significant
distances, miles from the source. Finally, there is some concern that infrasound and/or upper order
harmonics of infrasound may be within the range of response of and potential disruption t¢ many marine
animals, most importantly whales.

The fact that infrasound analysis was totally ighored in the DEIS environmental sound study report is
commensurate with Mr. Goldberg's modus operandi.

| request that the Army Corps of Engineers request a full and objective environmental noise impact study
of the Cape Energy Wind Project, including infrasound analysis.

Given Mr. Guldberg's track record on the public forum, | request that another private consulting firm or
public agency be considered to conduct the appropriate evaluation.

! sugnest that if a firm is to be considered, that firm should be a member of the National Council of
Acoustical Consultants (NCAC) and that member(s) of the private firm or government agency principally
responsible for the evaluation and written report be Board-Certified members of the Institute of Noise
Control Engineers (INCE).

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
William Frantzen

20 Summit Path

Framingham, MA 01701
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John Lennex
680 Samoset Road
Eastham, MA 02642

<

February 24, 2005

Karen Kirk- Adams
696 Virginia Road
Concord, MA 01742-2752

Dear Ms. Kirk-Adams:

I strongly support construction of the Cape Wind Project on Horseshoe Shoals and request
that the Draft Environmental Impact Staterent be approved as soon as possible.

I am a 61-year-old man presently living on Cape Cod. I served in the U.S. Military for 24
years and have been involved in the preparation and review of Draft EIS’s for several large ground
based radars, including one on Cape Cod. My overall assessment 1s that the Cape Wind Draft EIS is
well done and addresses major issues in a thorough manner.

I do, however, have one comment that 1 believe would improve one aspect of the document.
Some opponents to the Cape Wind Project argue that the visual impact of the wind farm on
Horseshoe Shoal is cause enough to stop the project. I do not agree with that statement and believe
the opposite to be true. People will find them to be beautiful just as they do in other parts of the
country, The EIS could do a better job scoping the visual “impact” by the addition of text and
Tables/Figures. Based on comments that I read in the Cape Cod Times, | sense that opponents
believe the wind farm will cover the entire horizon from east to west as far as the eye can see. That
is not true. If one looks at the wind farm from Point Gammon, 4.7 miles from the wind farm, the
wind farm will only occupy a limited section of the horizon; an angle subtended by the eastern most
WTG and the western most WT'G from Point Gammon. That angle may be just 30 degrees. | have
looked at maps but have not done the calculations, but a Table could be constructed listing various
observation points {(beaches, historical sites, etc.), their distance to the wind farm, and the visual
angle on the horizon that the wind farm will cover. That data with a Figure illustrating one case, i.e.
Point Gannon, and a narrative description of the Table and Figure would help people understand the
limited visual impact that the wind farm will have. The EIS must also emphasize that the wind farm
will only occupy 24 square miles of the 550 square miles in Nantucket Sound. I believe that the
wind farm will not have a detrimental impact on tourism. Tourism on the Cape has fallen during the
fast two years, and the wind farm may even help bring new people to the Cape from around the
world.

The EIS adequately addresses my concern for recreational and commercial fishing and is
consistent with information that was provided by a commercial fisherman at one of the information
sessions held at Cape Cod Community College. My other concern for Federally-listed protected
species had been addressed by the EIS determination that this “does not appear to be an important
area (i.¢. Horseshoe Shoal) for these species of whales™ and that turtles, especially Kemps’ ridiey
turties, are not observed in the shallow Horseshoe Shoals area.



I fully support the Cape Wind Project for four reasons. Number one: it is the right thing to
do! We need to protect our environment. This farm alone will not solve the world’s problems but it
will improve air quality here on Cape Cod in the tong term, without a significant impact to the
marine environment. We need to start one step at a time. Number two: it will help our college
graduates here on Cape Cod get jobs. Cape Cod Community College (CCCC) has initiated an
educational program centered on wind technology because they believe that it is an important
technology for our future. CCCC believes that by offering this study to college students on the Cape
they will prepare them for jobs around the world. I applaud their foresight. Cape Cod could become
the center for wind fanm technology and development in the U.S. Cape Wind can help CCCC
achieve that goal and vision. Number three: the wind farm will benefit retired people on Cape Cod
living on fixed incomes by stabilizing the cost of electricity. The biggest shock that my family had
when moving to Cape Cod four years ago was the high cost of default electricity. Others share that
pain. Number four: wind energy will reduce our reliance on high cost oil from the Middle East.

Once again, I strongly support the EIS process and approval of the draft EIS.

2 Lo

Jolin E. Lennox

Sincerely
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P.O. Box 774
Siasconset, MA 02564

vUdq >4

Ref. File No. NAE 2004-338-1

To: Karen Kirk Adams,

[ am writing you regarding the proposed Cape Wind Project and whether, as an
operator of SSA ferries, | navigate in the proposed wind farm area.

1 transit through or tack into the area of the proposed wind farm whencver wind and sea conditions
warrant such course of action. Primarily, easterly and westerly winds create these conditions. Typical
routes would be; west of Half Moon Shoal with the Flying Gloud ¢high speed ferry) and tacking into the
proposed wind farm area with all vessels to provide more comfort and safety for passengers and to the safe
transportation of cargo.

I hope that our navigational options will not be reduced by this project and that the Steamship
Authority service to the Islands will continue unaffected by the Cape Wind Project.

Regards,
Bruce J Malenfant
SSA Captain



‘Cape Wind must confront local opinion

By CLIFFORD CARROLL
f all politicsis local, asTip
O’'Neill once remarked, the
Cape Wind project is now en-
tering very unfriendly water
as it finally gets the close scrutiny
that the federal Army Corps
process has failed to deliver.

Cape Wind’s strategy from the
start has been to try to convince
the Jocals that this $800 million in-
dustrial project will somehow be
good for Cape Cod and the islands
with its promises of abundant
clean energy, jobs and a massive
reduction in polluting emissions
from nearby e¢lectricity-generating
plants, Critics of the project have
long pointed out that Cape Wind’s
claims are grossly overstated, but
you wouldn’t know it from read-
ing the 3,800-page, 24-pound Draft
Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) written by Cape Wind’s
paid consultants and blessed by
the Army Corps.

- But then along came the Cape
Cod Commission with its own pro-
fessional assessment of the project
and the DEIS. The DEIS conclu-
sions“appear to be based either on
an incomplete or flawed analysis,”
the commission report concluded.
The commission went on to criti-
cize the utter lack of “transparen-
cy”in the DEIS that makes it im-
possible to validate conclusions, to
properly identify the source of
those conclusions or'prow.de de-

If the Cape Wind
project has to pass
local muster, it will

never be built
in Nantucket Sound.

tailed quantitative information
that would allow for an indepen-
dent assessment of the DEIS con-
clusions. In the absence of that
transparent process, the commis-
sion undertook the review that the
Army Corps failed to take.

So what did Cape Wind do
when confronted with this show of
local resolve by the Cape Cod
Commission? It stood before com-
mission members and defied its
authority, telling the commission-
ers, in effect, they were nothing
more than a little wheel in a far

bigger game. ' O/ Seus rrair £
The town of Yarmouth got a sim-
| itar stiff arm from CapeWind [

when it insisted on having more
time to comment on the incorrect
representation of agreements and
the negative impacts of the project
as part of the state’s Energy Facili-
ty Siting Board (EFSB) process.
Watch what happens next when
an realignment of the state and

federal ocean boundary finds that
some portion of the Cape Wind
project would actually be in state
water. How quickly will Cape
Wind move to withdraw the of-
fending towers - and retreat to fed-
eral waters so it needn’t face the
music from the local citizenry?

The clearest sign yet about Cape
Wind’s disrespect for local opinion
was the political poll it recently
promoted claiming that a“near”
majority — or 47 percent - of a 400-
person sample of state voters sup-
port its project. Of those 400 inter-
views, only 16 were actually from
the Cape and islands while the
rest, presumably, wouldn't care if
you painted the Sagamore Bridge
pink for all the time they spend
looking at it. Why would you care
if Cape Wind puts 130 massive
steel towers into the middle of our
beautiful ocean vista, if you live in
Worcester County?

Cape Wind’s real intent with the
poll was to send a not-too-subtle
message to Gov. Mitt Romney and
Attorney General Tom Reilly that
Massachusetts voters support the
project and politicians had better
support it, too. But what the paid
polisters failed to mention in their
interviews with participants is that
the Cape Wind project will deci-
mate the Cape’s tourism-based
economy and ruin a beautiful vista
from every beach on Nantucket
Sound in trade for an industry-

Cedes

scale project that will permanent
destroy the unique character of
Cape Cod and the islands.

If the Cape Wind project has tc
pass local muster, it will never be
built in Nantucket Sound. The lis
of communities and organizatior
opposed to it is deep and wide, ir
cluding the Nantucket and Cape
Cod Chambers of Commerce, the
towns of Yarmouth and Barnsta-
ble, and all three major Cape anc
island airports, which have filed
objections with the Federal Avia-
tion Administration. Every coast:
town on Nantucket Sound is de-
manding to see an oil spill frajec-
tory map that would detail how
40,000 gallons of transformer oil
would travel on the tides and cur
rents should Cape Wind's trans-
former substation rupture into
Nantucket Sound.

It is little wonder, then, that
Cape Wind is challenging the
Cape Cod Commission's jurisdic
tion and then pushing a survey
that has little or nothing to do wi
the Cape and islands as somehov
relevant to those of us who have !
live with this monstrosity. We are
not fooled, and the political lead-
ers who have stood up to this de-
veloper’s roughshod tactics are
not going to be intimidated.

Clifford Carroll of South
Yarmouth is the founder of Wind
stop.org. -
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To Karen Kirk-Adams: v 4 1 ?8

To put it very simply, | am ahsolutely opposed to the Cape Wind project. There are numerous
reasons for my opinion, some of which are: the noise pollution, the light poliution from the 500+
red and amber lights on the towers and platform, the relative meager cost savings which would
come from the project, and the paltry, if any, benefits to the local cape community. The main
reason, however, why | am 50 opposed to this project, let it be known that | am very much in favor
of attermative energy sources, is the proposed |ocation; Nantucket Sound. This is such a local and
state and national treasure! it is shocking and enormously sad to think that it could forever be
ruined by the Cape Wind project. The fact that the muiltitude of towers will appear to “only” be
three or so inches high when seen from the shore is no consolation what so ever. This project
cannot go forward as planned in the Nantucket Sound! How is it even possible that it is
proposed? Please stop this from ever happening. It would be a mistake on the most enormous
scale,

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Syrovy

bsyr@hotmait.com ) pﬂ;a ﬁdg{ ><S _

P.C. Box 5§51
Centerville, MA 026832



ANN B. CANEDY
BARNSTABLE TOWN COUNCIL - PRECINCT ONE Uiiq, {73
Box 23, Cummaquid, MA4. 02637
308-362-4561
deaiedv g comeast it

February 23, 2005

Karen Kirk-Adams

Cape Wind Energy EIS Project

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, New England District
696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA. 01742

Dear Ms. Karen Kirk-Adams:

I am an elected Barnstable Town Councilor. [ want to express my oppeosition to siting
wind turbines in Nantucket Sound without a viable and enforceable ocean management
plan in place.

Although the Town Council is closest in proximity to the project and closest in
representation to the citizens most affected, unfortunately we have had and will have no
input in its creation, operation, maintenance, or siting. This is an absolutely unsound
precedence.

As a Town Councilor, I am responsible in part for creating and enforcing zoning
ordinances for land use within the Town of Barnstable. As Town leaders, we strive to
control the quantity and quality of growth by incorporating smart growth principles. We
have created the framework within which we want development to occur. We balance our
economic, historic, and environmental issues in a common sense way by employing the
tools of our administrative code and zoning ordinances and by drawing on the expertise of
our constituent committees. Just as we insist on a framework and a process in dealing
with land transactions, we should insist on a framework and a process at sea. Just as we
do not allow squatting and land grabs in real estate on land, we should not allow it at sea.

The Sound is a valuable pristine public natural resource which should not be developed by
any private developer without and until the establishment of a comprehensive national and
regional system of ocean management and maintenance. Without that, the Sound will be
harvested by public and private interests without constraint.

Thank you for considering my concerns. A copy of this letter was sent to you by email at
wind energvidusace srmy il
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2076 Harrison Suect

Wilmington NC 28401
February 28, 2005
v « C -~
335?;'“ Qorps of Engineers e i§ {
irginia RD
Concord MA 01742

Colonel Thomas L Koning

As An American Citizen ¢oncerned about the future of our world I fully support the Cape
Wind Project (Action ID NAE-2004-338-1, environmenta} [mpact report (EOEA file # 12643),
Developmental Impact review{ JR# 20084)), The thought of providing a whole town with epergy
produced without harmfu) emissions intrigues me.

Although the air isn’t dirty enough to have a drastic effect, the thought of cleaner air is
nice. The strong Envirorunentalists think it will harm the animals. They should think about how
much animals have had to adapt. Would they rather have dirty air and more animals or a clean
future with smarter animals? [f we keep using oil the way we have in the past eventually global
warming is going to take eare of all the animals they are protecting. By making this Wind Farm it
will cut down on the gasses that are emitted from coal and nuclear plants,

Personally I think Wind farms are unique Jooking they add personality 1o the area. With a
certain futuristic look about them. Not only are they neat looking but they will also bring money
to the towns surrounding the Wind Project. The first big wind farmm is going 10 bring many tourist
to see il 15 a wonderful

I would rather stay in a beach house that supparts the future of our air than someone who
protest 10 the possibly of preserving our air. I fully support the Wind Project in hopes that other
projects like it will soon take place.

Sincerely

Emma E Sutton



V3012085 23:81 NO.B42 vaz

510 Orange Street Wilmington, NC 28401

February 28, 2005
US Army Corps of Engineers,
696 Virginia Rd., Concord MA C1742 Gid
J
4i8o

Colonel Thomas L. Koning,

My name is Tiana Bahr and I am a senior in high school. I am writing to comment
on the Cape Wind Project (Action ID name-2004-338-1, Environmental Impact Report
(EOEA File #12643), Development of Regional Impact Review (JR # 20084).

In school I recently have been studying alternative energy sources. When we
began 1o learn about wind power, the Cape Wind Project came up. 1 believe wind power
to be a great solution for alternative energy, especially in the Nantucket Sound region.

Some of the reasons 1s think this project should go though are because wind
power provides completely clean and natural energy. This means that there are no toxic
emissions. It also does not release green house gases, which stops global warming, The
benefits outweigh the negative aspects of wind power; therefore I think the Cape wind
Praject s a fabulous project and should continue.

Sincerely,
W ann

Tiana Bahr



B3-81.-2085 a3:01 NO. 842 a3

Brian Wood
317 Apollo Dr.
Wilmington, NC 28405
February 28, 2005
Colonel Thomas L. Koning .
District Engineer U5q
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 41 & 3
696 Virginia Rd.

Concord, MA 01742

Dear Colonel,

In reference to Action 1D NAE-2004-338-1, Environmental Impact Report
(EOEA File #12643), and Development of Regional Impact Review (JR #20084), |
support the appropriate actions that are needed to establish the Cape Wind project in the
Nantucket Sound. I believe that because of the lingering Middle-Eastern oil monopoly in
our country, alternative actions must be taken to ensure the economic security of future
Americans. Evecn now, OPEC and other oil exporting countrics are raising oil prices due
to the overwhelming demand for it here in America and other countries all over the
world.

Some are opposed to the project because it will degrade the land value of it’s
surrounding area. Personally, I believe that the wind turbines are very modemized, and
mechanical looking. But opinions are becoming less and less important as we come
closer an economical oil crisis. As you probably already know, oil is estimated 1o be
completely used up in this century. This project will be large enough o provide an
estimated 500 megawatts of energy, even that amount of energy will help in the long run.
We all must weigh the differences.
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115 South Six Street
February 28, 2005
US Ammny Corps of Engineers, sl
696 Virginia Rd., Concord MA 01742 bU4184

Colonel Thomas L Koning,

My name is Paula Moore and I amn a concerned, motivated, and involved citizen who is
troubled about energy issues. It is through my research of the Cape Wind Project that I
am in opposition to the plan. ] believe there are many benefits to the plan for people, but
it is not worth sacrificing the health and homes of animals, If the Cape Wind Project is
put into action then there will be a private takeover of public lands to build one of the
largest offshore wind power plants in the world. The installing of massive turbine towers
will be in the path of boats and aircraft, and the location of industrial machinery will be in
the middle of one of America’s most vital migratory bird routes, as well as the visual
defacement of one of the region’s most chenshed areas of natural beauty will probably
have lasting negative effects on Cape Cod’s local economy and environment. [ believe
we must preserve what we already have and work around what we do not.

Sincerely,

p@#&i W fu') 2]

Paula Moore

Action ID NAE-2004-338-1
Environmental Impact Report (EOEA File #12643)
Development of Regional Impact Review (JR#20084)
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February 28, 2005 4325 Appleton Way
Wilmington NC, 28412
US Army Corps
District Engineer
696 Virginia Rd.,
Concord MA, 01743

To: Colone) Thomas L. Koning,

My name is Sydney Bens. This letter is in reference to Action ID NAE-2004-338-1
Environmental Impact Report (EOEA File #12-643) Development of Regional Impact
Review (JR # 20084). Recently in my science class we have been studying alternative
energy sources. This has made me an involved and motivated citizen with concerns
about our countries use of alternative energy sources. Iam especially concerned about
The Cape Wind Energy Project.

Although, this project will not directly involve the area that I live in by getting the energy
it would produce, 1 do still see many benefits for the project. As the country progress’
into the future we need to be more concerned about thins that can benefit many aspects of
the world. After researching I have found that this wind project will reduce harmful
emissions significantly which will help reduce global warming which indirectly effects
this country as a whole. This one point is what seemed more importaat to me for the
support of this project. This project would also help reduce the dependence on foreign ¢il
which has become a major point of interest for this country. There are much more
reasans for why this project should be approved 1 would just like for a reply to my letter.
Thank you for your time in reviewing my lefter, 1 hope the choices are made wisely.

Sincerely

pythy Lony

Sydney Bens
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Xue Chen

5700 Oakbluff Lane

Wilmington, NC 28409
. Yy of

US Army Corps of Engineers Iy & g

696 Virginia Road

Concord, MA 01742

‘Attn: Colonel Thomas L. Koning

Re: Action [D NAE-2004-338-1
Environmental Impact Report (EDEA File #12643)
Development of Regional mpact Review (JR #20084)

Dear Colonel Koning:
As a concern citizen who is fascinated with alternative encrgies, I consider the Cape Wind Project ro be &

project that has chosen the optimum location for a wind farm, which has the potential of bring
environmenta! benefits as well as serving as an example to the entire nation in the battle for clean
renewable energy.

Through careful and extensive research the chosen location for the wind turbimes on Nantuket Sound is
the best area that should hold a wind farm. If you were ta look at a map of the magnitude of windzg in the
New England area, you would sce thet Nantuket Sound yields a magnitude of five to six. With such great
amount of wind velocity the 130 turbines thar would be planted can provide enough power to support
three quarter of the island’s power. The wind potential is there, why not transform all that free wind into
free energy? The location is practically screaming for turbines to be put in place.

In addition to the location being the perfect area for a wind farm, if the wrbines are built, it will also
bring environmental benefits to Nantuket Sound. Such benefits include no emission of harmful
substances. Wind will not emit pollution like carbon dioxide, nitrogen oxide, sulfur dioxide, and other
air pollutants, which are pollutants that are some of the main causes for global warming, smog, acid rain,
and respiratory ilinesses. Wind energy will not emit these chemicals, thus, it will not contribute to global
warming, smog, &cid rain, and respiratory illnesses.

Along with the environmental benefits, the Cape Wind Project will serve as an example for the entire
nation in the battle for clean renewable encrgy. This project is being watched and pondered on from east
coast to west coast, For someone who lives 829 miles from Nantuket Sound the decision will affect me,
my family, my community, my state, and my country. If the project continues then all eye rest upoan Cape
Wind, monitoring its every move, And when it is successful in delivering free wind into free energy then
many more projects like Cape Wind will take place, especially in a coastal ciry like Wilmington. If the
Cape Wind Project succeeds, then places like Wilmington will take part in the battle for ciean energy.
Think of the possibilities.

. Sincerely, /
%
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US Amy Corps of Engineers, oy T
896 Virginia Rd. <87
Concord MA 01742

Dear Colonel, _

| feal that we are at an important time in our countries life, where it has bacome
essential to start working with alternate energy sources in order to ensure the welfare
and cleanliness of or country for future génerations. We have come to partake in the
over usage of energy at modem rates of consumption and are in desperate need of
new ideas and speculation. Our energy is no longer expendable as in the past.

After mueh research and speculation concaming the cape wind project, (action
iD NAE2004-338-1, Environmental Impact repor{EOEA file #12643] Development of
Regional Impact Review{JR #20084)) | have come to recognize it as a necessity, and i
fesl that we will reap it's benefils for decade to come.

Sincerely,

\/\

Willlam Marshall
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4305 Maidstone Drive
Wilmington, NC 28405
2/28/05
Colone] Thomas L. Koning “Og
District Engineer, US Army Corps of Engineers v & 9
696 VirginiaRd. -

Concord, MA 01742
Colone! Koning,

I am interested in expressing my opinion for the continuation of the Cape Wind Project
(Action ID NAE-2004-338-1, Environmental Impact Report EOEA File# 12643,
Developmental of Regional Impact Review JR# 20084). As a citizen of the southeast
that is interested in energy issues, | found the Cape Wind Project to be a great idea
considering how cheap and clean wind energy is. As far as aesthetics and noise pollution
go, turbines would be no noisier than your average traffic and 1 personally find them to
be unique and modern in design. Most of all, I believe that we should take advantage of
the wind potential of this region since arcas like the one that I hive in is too flat to
consider it. Thank you for your time and cffort, I look forward to the decision.

Sincerely,

e

Emily Acuna

[Pl S]
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3107 Durbin CT
Wilmington NC, 28409

February 27, 2005

US Army Corps
696 Virginia Rd.
Concard MA 01742

oy 9.133

Dear Colonel,

My name is Chase Brewer and | live in Wilmington North Carolina. | have
recantly come across the Cape Wind Project (Action ID NAE-2004-338-1,
Environment iImpact Report EOEA # 12-843, Development of Regional Impact
Review JR*20084) and it has caught my attention. | have recently been
researching alternative forms of energy and different sources . Thus since
coming across this project | have been quite interested in the status of this
program and if it will happen.

With the overuse of fossil fuels in today's world it is time to begin finding
other sources of energy and better ways to conserva the energy we have now.
This is why | am in full support of this Cape Wind Project, | think that this will be
a good way to begin reducing fossil fuel consumption. With the proposed 130
turbines producing 420 Mw this will help the US raplace 113 barrels or so of oil
each year. Even though this number is very smail it will stilt hopefully help other
projects similar to this one begin to spring up all across the US.

With the support of many others | feel that this project will be very
beneficial to everyone in the US, not just the selected region that is chosen to
be the site. Thus as | have stated before | am in full support of this project and |
feel that it should go ahead and be done. Thank you for your time and if possible
| would like to hear back as to the status of this project.

Chase Brewer

(FE =]
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- Project Overview

- Frequently Asked
Qusstions

+ Benefits to Cape Cod

- Suppiving Cape Cod's
Electricity

* Cape Wind ih the
News

* Qur Supparters
* How Yau Can Help

* About Cape Wind
Asspriates

Wind Energy &

, AlLAbout Wind
Enersy

* Protecting our
Envirgnment

- Why Renewable
Energy?

- Tenghing Kids
Website Tools
- Downloads

- Web L inks

- Top_1Q List

Sioy informed!

Get a bumper sticker
and stay infermed by
email, mail er phone

about what's going on
with the Cape Wind

http://www.capewind.org/modules. php?op=madloadé&name=Sections&file=index&req=vi...

America's Fist Offshore Wind Farm In Mantucket Sound :: February 27th, 2005

sty informed!

Project Overview :: Project At a Glance &

Project at a glance

About the Cape Wind project

The Cape Wind project~the first offshore wind park in the Unitad
States~will be built an Horseshoe Shaat, five miles off the Cape Cod
shore in Massacfussetts. The wind park will consist of 130 wind turbines,
with a total maximum output of 470'megawatts. in average canditions the wind park will |
enough electricity 1o power three-quartess of the Cape and [slands with clean, renewable |

This project is good for Cape Cod, New Emsland ang er country,

P Cape Wind will help reduce America’s reliance on importad oil and gas, which we ©
import from politically unstable cegfons of the wartd. The project will be capable ¢
p te113 millian gallons of ofl per year.

» From the shore, the stender supporting towers will blend in with the horizon and wi
ane half inch above the horizon on clear days. With the turbines uxing loss than one
Horseshoe Shoal and spaced one-thitd to one-half mile apart, the park will have lint
on the existing uses of the sheal,

P The preject wil bring high-paying constmuction jobs. to Cape- Cod, as well a5 new t:
oppartunities for lacal maninas and tour aperators, providing a8 boast to the lncal ec
The praject will create between 600 and 1,000 new jobs.

Clean, natural energy

Wind power is clean power. The Cape Wind park will deltver clean electricity, producing
emissians—ne bitlows of taxic smalce intn the air and o acid rain falting into cur lakes, stre
forest. And as clean wind energy doesn't praduce greenhiouse gases, 1t canttibutes ko the
of global warmimg. When the wind park & fully cperational, it will eliminate 4,642 tons of :
diaxide, 120 tons of carban monaxide, 1,566 tors of nitreus oxides, more than a million to
mm,w«am nfplnbuhmfmnheﬁudmnped into the air annually. C

A proven technology

Wind power is a proven technology with a tong history. Land-based wind paric are already
clean elecrricity throughout the United States—in California, Texas and Hawaii—and throus
world. Although offshore wind parks are a relatively new develapment, wind parks bike the
project are successfifly operating off the shores of Eurape, and many more are on the dra

2/27/2005

(PN
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2405 Mimosa Place
Wilmington, NC 28403
February 24, 2005
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
696 Virginia Road -
Concord, MA 01742 Judg i9 0

Colonel Koning:

As an active young citizen of America, I am writing to express my opinion on the
Cape Wind Project (Action ID NAE-2004-338-1, Environmental Impact Report
EOEAFile#12643, Development of Regional Impact Review JR#20084). I think the Cape
Wind Project has great potential, especially being the United States first offshore wind
farm,

There are many benefits on this developing endeavor. Cape Cod will
cconomically benefit directly from the praject. According to the Cape Wind Associates,
the offshore wind farm will create approximately 600 to 1,000 jobs in the region. The
boost of the local economy will be a contribution of the high-paying construction jobs.
Year-round jobs will be given to people who will monitor, operate and maintain the park.
Also, a significant increase in revenue and taxes will be distributed to the state and towns.

The wind park employees will work hard io preserve the naiural beauty of Cape
Cod, Martha's Vineyard and Nantucket. Tourism and recreation will most likely increase
and contribute 10 a bigger variety of people who come to see the first offshore wind farm.
The project may also contribute to the improvement of the catches of local recreational
fisherman,

The production of the successful Cape Wind Project may be a spark to other
towns and states that may begin to consider building offshore wind farms. Afier all, wind
energy is the fastest growing renewable resource on the market today. We, as a nation,
have the chance to steer away from fossil fuels and depend on resources that are
unlimited in amount. The Cape Winid Project has the capability of providing 75% of the
electricity that is used in Cape and Islands.

To conclude, 1 belicve the Cape Wind Project should be furthered in its progress
on becoming an offshore wind farm. It has the ability to create new jobs, produce clean
cnergy, reduce our dependence on foreign oil, provide more tourism and many other ideal
factors that will promote the success of the wind farm itself.

I believe that young voters research, ideas and positions can help influence
decisions that will affect our futures. Thank you for your time in reading my letter and
hopefully providing a responsc.

Sincerely,

Unadren Brueoite

Chelsea Bruestle

P11
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Kelsey Loeser
304 Garnererest Rd.
Wilmington, N.C 28411
February 28, 2005
U.S Army Corps of Engineers Oidy
696 Virginia Rd. U419

Concord, MA 01742

Colonel Koning,

Since wind energy 1s one of the fastest growing alternate energy sources, at the
rate of 24%, I think it is an excellent idea to pursue it. Especially through the Cape Wind
Project also known as Action ID NAE-2004-338-1, Environmental Impact Report
<EOEA File # 12643>, and Development of Regional Impact Review <JR # 20084>,
With such advantages as clean air, being domestically produced, and cost currently at
$0.05 per kWh it is no wonder why so many people are leaning towards wind power.
Since the wind turbines do not require any natural resources such as coal, oil, and gases
harmful gases that would be emitted into the atmosphere through power plants will be
eliminated. Thus decreasing the green house effect. Being domestically produced is a
simple benefit, for we will not have to depend on others for energy, and cost is a given. [
know many of the arguments against wind energy are the noise, harm to birds, and
etcetera but the truth is wind turbines don’t even kill 1 bird for every 10,000 when
buildings and windows kill around 5,500 birds for every 10,000. For the noise, it is said
that a wind turbine 300 meters away is 1o noisier than the reading room of a library. In
my opinion wind energy as an alternate energy source is the way 10 go, no excuses. Our
world will be a safe and cleaner world. Thank you for your time, and I hope you will be
able to see my point of view and take it in consideration. It would be great to hear a reply
on your views as well. Thank you again.

Sincerely,

oy o

Kelsey Loeser

P12z



