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MEETING POSTING 
 

TOWN OF NANTUCKET  
Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, § 18-25 

All meeting notices and agenda must be filed and time stamped with the 
Town Clerk’s Office and posted at least 48 hours prior to the meeting 

(excluding Saturdays, Sundays and Holidays) 

  

  
Committee/Board/s Nantucket Historical Commission  

  
Day, Date, and Time Friday, April 21, 2023   10:00 AM – 12:00 PM 
  
Location / Address HYBRID MEETING REMOTE PARTICIPATION AND  

IN PERSON at 131 Pleasant Street, Nantucket 
  
Signature of 
Authorized Person  

Angus MacLeod (Chair) 

WARNING: IF THERE IS NO QUORUM OF MEMBERS PRESENT, OR IF 
MEETING POSTING IS NOT IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE OML 
STATUTE, NO MEETING MAY BE HELD! 

Angus MacLeod (Chair), Georgia U. Raysman (Vice-Chair), David Silver (Secretary) Clement Durkes, Thomas M. Montgomery, 
Milton Rowland; Abby De Molina (Alternate Commissioners: Susan Handy) 

Staff Liaison: Holly Backus 
 

Join Zoom Meeting 
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/94332358504?pwd=N25KSGR2QldOeWFuc2tKUXcvaERGdz09 
  
Meeting ID: 943 3235 8504 
Passcode: 770019 
One tap mobile 
+16465588656,,94332358504#,,,,*770019# US (New York) 
 

 
AGENDA 

Please list below the topics the chair reasonably anticipates will be discussed at the meeting 
 

• Public Comment 
• Approve minutes of past meetings 
• Old Business: 

o Post final Island-Wide Survey Plan on NHC website 
o Lighthouse update: letter and Brant Point Light 

• Historic Preservation Tax Credits – 5 Surfside Rd Letter 
• Ongoing Program of Surveying Historic Resources (Holly Backus) 

o Fish Lots Pilot Form B deliverables (FY 2021 – 2022 status) 
o Brant Point (and Fish Lots) Survey Grant (FY2022 - 2023) Project update 
o FY 2023-2024  Grant award update 

https://us06web.zoom.us/j/94332358504?pwd=N25KSGR2QldOeWFuc2tKUXcvaERGdz09


2 
 

• HDC Advisory Boards/HDC review – discussion and Next Steps 
o Annual joint meeting of HDC and NHC 

• Other Staff Updates / announcements 
o Letter from Holly regarding lighthouses/ USCG 
o Joint meeting of the NHC and HDC 

• Wind Farms – Update from NHC representative 
• ATM 2023 Articles of Historic Preservation Interest 
• Further refining NHC annual goals 
• Other Business and Commissioner Comments 
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Submitted to: 

Technical Memorandum 
Nantucket Historic Resources 

Survey – Phase II 
Nantucket, Massachusetts 

Phases I and II - Methodology and 
Property Selection 

April 7, 2023 

Town of Nantucket 
Nantucket Historical Commission 
37 Washington Street 
Nantucket, MA 02554 
and  
Massachusetts Historical Commission 
220 Morrissey Boulevard 
Boston, MA 02125  

The Town of Nantucket (Town), Massachusetts with the Nantucket Historical Commission (NHC) 
has engaged the Public Archaeology Laboratory, Inc. (PAL) to complete the Nantucket Historic 
Resources Survey Phase II. The project is funded by the Town and the Massachusetts Historical 
Commission (MHC) and is overseen by the Planning Department and NHC. The goals of the project 
are to replace and/or update MHC Building Forms for approximately 140 properties in the Fish Lots 
Neighborhood and Brant Point & Cliffside Neighborhood. 

Virginia H. Adams, senior architectural historian, is responsible for overseeing the project, and 
the team consists of architectural historian Eryn Boyce and associate architectural historian 
Kathryn Whitehill.  

Survey Objectives 

The purpose of the project is to complete an intensive-level community-wide survey of cultural and 
architectural resources in the Fish Lots Neighborhood area (Fish Lots) and to initiate an intensive-
level community-side survey of cultural and architectural resources in the Brant Point & Cliffside 
Neighborhood area (Brant Point). PAL completed the first round of survey in the Fish Lots 
Neighborhood in the survey project Phase 1 in 2022. The goals of the survey project are to assess and 
document approximately 140 selected cultural and architectural resources, to identify contexts for 
National Register evaluation, and to submit a list of individual properties and/or districts to MHC 
that are recommended for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (National Register). 

As described in the Town’s Request For Quotes (RFQ), the project will focus on the area of the Fish 
Lots, which is one of the town’s historic centers of development, and Brant Point & Cliffside. Fish 
Lots contains approximately 250 buildings from the 18th and 19th centuries and is densely developed 
with a variety of resource types, including residential, commercial, civic, and religious buildings. The 
Fish Lots area includes properties on Charter Street, Eagle Lane, Farmer Street, Jefferson Lane, Lyon 
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Street, Main Street, Orange Street, Pleasant Street, Pine Street, Ray’s Court, Silver Street, Summer 
Street, and Traders Lane. Brant Point is a narrow spit of land that forms the west side of the entrance 
to Nantucket Harbor. It developed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries with summer houses as 
tourism became the dominant industry on the island, and resources consist predominantly of 
residential buildings with a few commercial buildings. The Brant Point area includes properties on 
Cornish Street, Dolphin Court, Easton Street, East Lincoln Avenue, Henry Street, Hulbert Avenue, 
Swain Street, Walsh Street, and Willard Street. 
 
Criteria for Property Selection 
 
General: The criteria for property selection were derived from the RFQ and the discussion at the 
project startup meeting among representatives of the Town, the MHC, and PAL. In the RFQ, the 
NHC provided a Preliminary Property List of 204 properties within the Fish Lots and Brant Point & 
Cliffside areas of town that the NHC identified as worthy of consideration for survey. In developing 
the Preliminary Property List, the NHC only selected properties within Brant Point. As such. the 
Preliminary Property List consists of properties within the Fish Lots and Brant Point areas, all of 
which are within the existing Nantucket Historic District (NAN.D). The properties selected for survey 
in the RFQ consist of mostly residential properties, with some commercial and religious properties.  
 
Geographic Area: As agreed to at the startup meeting in accordance with the RFQ, the general 
geographic areas under consideration for the survey will focus on the Fish Lots and Brant Point  
neighborhoods. In the Fish Lots, 98 properties were recommended for survey in Phase II, and in Brant 
Point, 42 properties were recommended for survey in Phase II.  
 
Properties with Existing MHC Numbers/Inventory Forms: Of the 98 properties in the Fish Lots area, 
none have existing MHC numbers. Of the 42 properties in the Brant Point area, 40 properties 
(containing a total of 53 resources) have existing MHC numbers and inventory forms dating from 
1989.  
 
Properties in Local Historic District (LHD), National Register (NR) Districts, and Areas: None of the 
recommended properties within the survey areas are individually listed in the National Register of 
Historic Places, but the entire survey area is located within the Nantucket Historic District (NAN.D). 
The Nantucket Historic District was designated a National Historic Landmark in 1966 (NRIS 
66000772), and the original 1966 National Historic Landmark nomination was updated in 2012. 
 
Phase II Survey Property Selection Recommendations 
 
Based on review of this background information and recommendations from the NHC, PAL 
developed a list of 140 properties from the RFQ List for Survey for inclusion in the Phase II Survey 
that consists of all 98 properties in the Fish Lots area and 42 properties in the Brant Point area that 
are generally located along Hulbert Avenue and concentrated between North Beach Street and 
Willard Street between Easton Avenue and East Lincoln Avenue (see table below). Of the 140 
resources recommended for inclusion in the survey, 100 will be new inventory forms and 40 are 
updates to existing inventory forms. All of the resources are fully or partially visible from the public 
rights of way.  
 
Preliminary Research 
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MHC files were reviewed, and copies were obtained of all existing Nantucket inventory and National 
Register forms. Inventory forms are primarily from 1989 with black-and-white or non-existent 
photographs and little documentation, all of which need to be updated for content and format. NHC 
files provided electronically were also reviewed, and copies of all existing inventory forms for the 
survey area were obtained. Inventory forms are primarily from 1989 with black-and-white 
photographs and little documentation.  
 
Preliminary research was conducted using the online resources, indices, and finding aids of the 
Massachusetts State Archives, the Massachusetts State House Library, the Nantucket Historical 
Association Library, the Nantucket Athenaeum, the Nantucket Preservation Trust, and various 
electronic repositories. Resources on the overall history and development of Nantucket (historic maps 
and atlases, town records, local histories, directories, and unpublished materials) are contained in the 
collections of local archives, including Nantucket Town Hall, the Nantucket Historical Association 
Library, the Nantucket Athenaeum, the Nantucket Preservation Trust (NPT), and online and will be 
consulted during Phase III. PAL received electronic copies of NPT inventory files and a variety of 
other research documents from NHC during Phase II. 
 
PAL has conducted initial general research and identified relevant collections that will be consulted 
throughout the survey. MHC files were reviewed, and digital files were obtained of all existing 
inventory and National Register forms. Nantucket County Registry of Deed files covering the years 
1659–1866 and ca. 1920–present are digitized and accessible online. Resources on the overall history 
and development of Nantucket, in particular the Fish Lots and Brant Point, have been identified and 
collected from digital repositories and requested from libraries when possible. Staff collected and 
reviewed of historic maps and atlases, including a 1776 Map of Nantucket Island, an 1782 Map of 
Nantucket, a 1795 map of Nantucket Island, an 1826 map of Nantucket, an 1831 Map of the Town of 
Nantucket, an 1834 Map of the Town of Nantucket, an 1856 map of Nantucket, an 1869 Map of 
Nantucket, an 1881 Bird’s Eye View of the Town of Nantucket, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps from 
1887–1949, and Water Company Maps from 1890. PAL identified sources including the digitized 
Nantucket town directories at Ancestry.com, the digitized Leventhal collection at the Boston Public 
Library, Ancestry.com, Newpapers.com, Find a Grave, Digital Commonwealth, Hathitrust.org, 
historicmapworks.com, and historicalaerials.com, among others. PAL will consult the Public Safety 
Official files at the Massachusetts State Archives and building permit records (if available). A 
working bibliography is included in this report.  
 
In Phase III, ongoing research will support the development of the individual property and area 
inventory forms. Representatives of the NHC and NPT, and Nantucket Historical Association 
Research Fellows, will be assisting PAL with research in support of development of the individual 
property forms as needed.  
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Nantucket Historic Resources Survey – Phase II List of Properties for Survey (Organized by Neighborhood, Alpha-Numerically) 
 
NOTE: Use types, dates of construction, and styles in the table is a combination of information from existing inventory forms, field 
observations, town assessor data, and Google street views, and should be considered preliminary for the purposes of Phase II. 

Source MHC No. 
In 

MHC 
Area 

Street No. Street Name Property Name/Use Type Est. Date of 
Construction Style 

NHC  D 2 Charter St. Residential  ca. 1930 No Style 
NHC  D 10 Charter St. Residential ca. 1949 No Style 

NHC  D 3 Eagle Ln. Residential ca. 1825–1888  No Style/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 5 Eagle Ln. Residential ca. 1850 No Style/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 5 Eagle Ln. Residential ca. 1900 Colonial Revival 
NHC  D 1 Farmer St. Residential ca. 1850 Greek Revival 
NHC  D 6 Farmer St. Folger Jr., Shubael House ca. 1768 No Style 
NHC  D 7 Farmer St. Swain, Christopher House ca. 1768 No Style 
NHC  D 1 High St. Residential ca. 1800 No Style 
NHC  D 10 Hillers Ln. Residential ca. 1940 Colonial Revival 
NHC  D 5  Jefferson Ln. Residential ca. 1950 Colonial Revival 
NHC  D 5A/B Jefferson Ln. Residential ca. 1935 Colonial Revival 
NHC  D 2–2A Lyon St. Residential ca. 1900 Gothic Revival 
NHC  D 7 Lyon St. Residential ca. 1925 Colonial Revival 
NHC  D 14 Lyon St. Residential ca. 1829 No Style 
NHC  D 58A Main St. Commercial ca. 1800 Federal 

NHC  D 60  Main St. Commercial ca. 1831 Federal/Greek 
Revival 

NHC  D 62 Main St. Commercial ca. 1900 No Style 
NHC  D 72 Main St. Barrett, John Wendell House ca. 1832 Federal 
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Source MHC No. 
In 

MHC 
Area 

Street No. Street Name Property Name/Use Type Est. Date of 
Construction Style 

NHC  D 74 Main St. Marsh, Charles D. House ca. 1889 Queen Anne 
NHC  D 76 Main St. Swain, Captain William House ca. 1875 Colonial Revival 
NHC  D 78 Main St. Coffin, Charles G. House ca. 1832 Federal 
NHC  D 82 Main St. Residential ca. 1800 Federal 
NHC  D 84 Main St. Barnard, John House ca. 1750s No Style 
NHC  D 5 Orange St. Residential ca. 1772 Federal 
NPT  D 9 Orange St. Coggeshall, Peleg House ca. 1774 Georgian 
NHC  D 31 Orange St. Residential ca. 1920 Colonial Revival 

NHC  D 33 Orange St. Wyer, Robert House ca. 1800 Federal/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 39 Orange St. Hammond, Edward House ca. 1830 Greek Revival 

NHC  D 43 Orange St. Residential ca. 1750s Georgian/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 45 Orange St. Rand, Ebenezer House ca. 1820 Federal/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 47A Orange St. Jacobson, Hugh House ca. 1700 No Style/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 47 Orange St. Residential ca. 1750 Georgian 

NHC  D 51 Orange St. Coleman, Job House ca. 1825 Federal/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 53 Orange St. Coffin, Seth House ca. 1740s No Style 
NHC  D 57 Orange St. Residential ca. 1800  Federal 
NHC  D 59  Orange St. Residential ca. 1963 Colonial Revival 
NHC  D 67R Orange St. Residential ca. 1850 No Style 
NHC  D 4 Pleasant St. Russell, Simeon House ca. 1895 Colonial Revival 
NHC  D 6 Pleasant St. Residential ca. 1815 Federal 
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Source MHC No. 
In 

MHC 
Area 

Street No. Street Name Property Name/Use Type Est. Date of 
Construction Style 

NHC  D 8 Pleasant St. Folger II, Walter House ca. 1785 Federal/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 10 Pleasant St. Residential ca. 1750 Georgian/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 12 Pleasant St. Gibbs, J.H. House ca. 1828 Greek Revival 
NHC  D 14 Pleasant St. Residential ca. 1830 No Style 

NHC  D 16 Pleasant St. Lyon, Elias House ca. 1800 No Style/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 20 Pleasant St. Sturtevant, Lewis House ca. 1838 Federal 
NHC  D 22 Pleasant St. Residential  ca. 1927 Stick Style 

NHC  D 26 Pleasant St. Residential ca. 1800 No Style/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 30 Pleasant St. Residential ca. 1923 No Style 
NHC  D 32 Pleasant St. Residential ca. 1870–1890  Gothic Revival 

NHC  D 34 Pleasant St. Residential ca. 1830s Federal/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 38 Pleasant St. Residential ca. 1900 Italianate 
NHC  D 5 Pine St. Pinkham, John House ca. 1777 Georgian 
NHC  D 8 Pine St. Gardner, George ca. 1748 Georgian 

NHC  D 10 Pine St. Bunker, Charles House ca. 1765, 
enlarged 1820 No Style 

NHC  D 12 Pine St. Residential ca. 1830 Greek Revival 
NHC  D 14 Pine St. Coffin, Micaijah House ca. 1756–1760  No Style 
NHC  D 15 Pine St. Residential ca. 1834 No Style 
NHC  D 16 Pine St. Residential ca. 1880 Gothic Revival 
NHC  D 17 Pine St. Barker, Lydia House ca. 1834 Federal 
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Source MHC No. 
In 

MHC 
Area 

Street No. Street Name Property Name/Use Type Est. Date of 
Construction Style 

NHC  D 18 Pine St. Residential ca. 1780s No Style/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 19 Pine St. Old Colony Restaurant/Killen, 
Captain John S. House ca. 1876 Gothic Revival 

NHC  D 21 Pine St. Residential ca. 1850 Gothic Revival 
NHC  D 23 Pine St. Residential ca. 1957 Colonial Revival 

NHC  D 24 Pine St. Residential ca. 1920s No Style/Four 
Square 

NHC  D 25A Pine St. Residential ca. 1970 No Style 
NHC  D 25B Pine St. Residential ca. 1900 No Style 
NHC  D 25C Pine St. Residential ca. 1975 Colonial Revival 
NHC  D 26 Pine St. Residential ca. 1840 Greek Revival 
NHC  D 27 Pine St. Residential ca. 1830 Federal 
NHC  D 30 Pine St. Residential ca. 1865 No Style 
NHC  D 31 Pine St. Residential ca. 1850 No Style 
NHC  D 32 Pine St. Residential ca. 1835 Greek Revival 

NHC  D 33 Pine St. Residential ca. 1820 Federal/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 34 Pine St. Residential ca. 1840 Federal 
NHC  D 35 Pine St. Residential ca. 1825–1830  No Style 

NHC  D 36 Pine St. Swain, Thomas B. House ca. 1817 Federal/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 37 Pine St. Spooner, Own Captain House ca. 1829 No Style/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 38 Pine St. Hart, William House ca. 1820 Federal 
NHC  D 40 Pine St. Residential ca. 1803 Federal 
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Source MHC No. 
In 

MHC 
Area 

Street No. Street Name Property Name/Use Type Est. Date of 
Construction Style 

NHC  D 43 Pine St. Coffin, Ariel House ca. 1815 Federal/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 45 Pine St. Residential ca. 1965  No Style/Ranch 
NHC  D 1 Rays Ct. Residential ca. 1850s No Style 
NHC  D 3 Rays Ct. Residential No Date No Style 
NHC  D 5 Rays Ct. Residential ca. 1865 Second Empire 
NHC   D 3 Silver St. Residential ca. 1879 Federal 
NHC  D 4  Silver St. Residential ca. 1830 Greek Revival 
NHC  D 7 Silver St. Residential ca. 1820 No Style 
NHC  D 8 Silver St. Residential ca. 1834 No Style 
NHC  D 14 Silver St. Residential ca. 1864 No Style 
NHC  D 1 Summer St. Summer Street Church ca. 1840 Greek Revival 
NHC  D 2 Summer St. Residential ca. 1750 Italianate 
NHC  D 3 Summer St. Residential ca. 1850 No Style 
NHC  D 4 Summer St. Residential ca. 1750 Georgian 

NHC  D 7 Summer St. Residential ca. 1850 Federal/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 3 Traders Ln. Residential ca. 1750 Georgian/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC  D 4 Traders Ln. Bunker, Peleg House ca. 1750 Georgian/Typical 
Nantucket 

NHC NAN.255 D 1 Dolphin Ct. Residential ca. 1904 Colonial Revival 
NHC  NAN.67 D 9 Easton St. Residential ca. 1900 Shingle Style 
NHC NAN.66 D 11 Easton St. Residential ca. 1915 Shingle Style 
NHC NAN.125 D 50  Hulbert Ave. Residential ca. 1915 No Style 



      

Technical Memorandum 
Nanucket Historic Resources Survey - Phase II 
Phases I and II – Methodology and Property Selection     
page 13 of 15 

 

 
 

Source MHC No. 
In 

MHC 
Area 

Street No. Street Name Property Name/Use Type Est. Date of 
Construction Style 

NHC NAN.128 D 54 Hulbert Ave. Residential ca. 1915 No Style/ 
Bungalow 

NHC NAN.129 D 55 Hulbert Ave. Residential ca. 1915 Colonial Revival 
NHC NAN.131 D 57 Hulbert Ave. Minshall, Robert House ca. 1937 Colonial Revival 
NHC NAN.134 D 60  Hulbert Ave. Residential ca. 1900 Shingle Style 
NHC NAN.135 D 61 Hulbert Ave. Residential ca. 1924 Colonial Revival 

NHC 
NAN.138, 
NAN.139, 
NAN.140 

D 63 Hulbert Ave. Residential  ca. 1915 Colonial Revival 

NHC 
NAN.141, 
NAN.275, 
NAN.276 

D 64 Hulbert Ave. Residential ca. 1915 Colonial Revival 

NHC NAN.142, 
NAN.143 D 66 Hulbert Ave. Residential ca. 1922 No Style 

NHC NAN.147, 
NAN.148 D 69 Hulbert Ave. Residential ca. 1926 Colonial Revival 

NHC 
NAN.149, 
NAN.150, 
NAN.905 

D 73  Hulbert Ave. Hulbert, Edwin J. 
House/Sandandweede ca. 1881 Queen Anne 

NHC 

NAN.151, 
NAN.152, 
NAN.153, 
NAN.154 

D 75  Hulbert Ave. Residential/Duneover ca. 1928 Colonial Revival 

NHC NAN.317 D 1 East Lincoln Ave. Residential/Red Shutters ca. 1930 Colonial Revival 
NHC NAN.318 D 3 East Lincoln Ave. Residential/Green Shutters ca. 1930 Colonial Revival 
NHC NAN.320 D 5 East Lincoln Ave. Residential/Blue Shutters ca. 1930 Colonial Revival 

NHC  NAN.321, 
NAN.322 D 6 East Lincoln Ave. Residential ca. 1880 Victorian Eclectic 
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Source MHC No. 
In 

MHC 
Area 

Street No. Street Name Property Name/Use Type Est. Date of 
Construction Style 

NHC NAN.323 D 7 East Lincoln Ave. Residential ca. 1930 Colonial Revival 
NHC NAN.325 D 11 East Lincoln Ave. Residential ca. 1930 Colonial Revival 
NHC NAN.326 D 13 East Lincoln Ave. Residential ca. 1921 Colonial Revival 

NHC NAN.329, 
NAN.330 D 17 East Lincoln Ave. Residential ca. 1915 Colonial Revival 

NHC NAN.335, 
NAN.336 D 20 East Lincoln Ave. Residential ca. 1880 Victorian Eclectic 

NHC NAN.338 D 25 East Lincoln Ave. Residential ca. 1951 Colonial 
Revival/Ranch 

NHC NAN.252 D 26 East Lincoln Ave. Residential ca. 1930 Colonial Revival 
NHC NAN.340 D 27 East Lincoln Ave. Residential  ca. 1949 No Style/Ranch 
NHC  D 29 East Lincoln Ave. Residential  ca. 1965 No Style/Ranch 

NHC NAN.293, 
NAN.294 D 1 Henry St. Residential ca. 1920 Colonial Revival 

NHC  D 3 Walsh St. Residential ca. 1920 Craftsman/ 
Bungalow 

NHC NAN.369, 
NAN.370 D 6 Walsh St. Residential ca. 1915 Colonial 

Revival/Bungalow 

NHC NAN.371, 
NAN.372 D 8 Walsh St.  Residential ca. 1920 Craftsman/ 

Bungalow 
NHC NAN.310 D 22 Walsh St. Residential ca. 1960 No Style 
NHC NAN.285 D 42 Walsh St. Residential  ca. 1925 Colonial Revival 
NHC NAN.292 D 45  Walsh St. Residential  ca. 1915 Victorian Eclectic 

NHC NAN.286, 
NAN.287 D 51 Walsh St. Residential ca. 1930 No Style 

NHC NAN.293 D 56 Walsh St. Residential ca. 1930 Craftsman/ 
Bungalow 
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Source MHC No. 
In 

MHC 
Area 

Street No. Street Name Property Name/Use Type Est. Date of 
Construction Style 

NHC NAN.43, 
NAN.44 D 25 Willard St. Residential  ca. 1930 Colonial Revival 

 



Massachusetts Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit 
Letter Request Form 

Repeat Applications 
This form is to expedite the information sharing process for projects seeking letters of support 
from the Nantucket Historical Commission, for application to the Massachusetts Historic 
Rehabilitation Tax Credits for repeat applications. This form helps us keep up to date with the 
project and track MHRTC data on Nantucket.  

The Nantucket Historical Commission generally meets on the third Friday of every month. The 
meeting schedule is posted on the Nantucket Historical Commission Town of Nantucket website. 
In order to place your project on our agenda for discussion, we must receive this completed 
form at least one week before a scheduled meeting. We require three business days after a 
meeting to generate your support letter. Please plan accordingly, to ensure the support letter 
for your application is ready before the deadline (January  15th, April 30th, or August 31st). 
Requests received too late to allow time for review and response may not be ready before the 
deadline. 

Please note all letters will be emailed to the requestor electronically and a hard copy will be 
mailed to the MHC. 

Submit this form, your Part I and Part II application (if completed), and any applicable MHC 
comments you’ve received to Holly Backus, Preservation Planner, Town of Nantucket: 
hbackus@nantucket-ma.gov 

Questions? Please call Holly Backus at (508) 325-7587 x7026 

1. Requestor Name, Phone, and Email:

2. Project Name:

3. Project Street Address:

4. Project Proponent (Developer):

Erin Doherty
Epsilon Associates, Inc.
(978) 461-6279
edoherty@epsilonassociates.com

Grimes House

5 Surfside Road

Frank Glaser, 5 Surfside Road LLC



5. What is the status of the Massachusetts Rehabilitation Tax Credit
Application?         (check all appropriate):

�Part 2 approved by MHC     �Part 2 approved by NPS    

�Part 2 Amendments Submitted to MHC   �Part 2 Amendments Submitted to 

NPS  

�Part 2 Amendments Approved by MHC    �Part 2 Amendments Approved by 

NPS  

�Part 3 submitted to MHC      �Part 3 approved by MHC 

�Part 3 approved by NPS  � Other_____________________ 

6. Have you received a review and recommendation comment from the MHC?
(circle one) YES   NO
If yes, please submit a copy of the comment(s).

7. Estimated Total Project Cost:

8. Estimated Rehabilitation Cost:

9. Total MAHRTC Requested/Eligible:

10. Has the project received an award in a previous round?
Yes  / No

If yes, please list amounts and dates of award 

11.

$4,825,497

$2,526,167

$505,233.40

Please summarize how the project has been revised since last request for letter of 
support from NHC (or indicate no change)

In January 2023, the proponent received comments from MHC on the August 2022 MHRTC application, attached here. In this 
comment letter, the MHC addressed the proposed removal of a short interior partition wall and the location of the new interior stair 
to the basement level. In response, the proponent provided additional photographs of the wall confirming it did not appear to be 
historic, and relocated the interior stair.  As a result of the change in stair location, there have been minor modifications to the new 
basement level plan.  The updated floor plans are attached.  Please note that the request for window shop drawings was later 
confirmed by MHC to have been made in error.  

X

X X

X
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WALLDORF DESIGN STUDIO
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Revised Basement Plan AD-

Basement Construction Notes: 
WINDOWS & DOORS

egress windows and wells for basement rooms - see Window Schedule
interior raised 2-panel, painted doors - see Door Schedule

FOUNDATION
new, concrete foundation to accomodate a full finished basement

STAIRS
new, wood stairwell from the basement to the first floor

FLOORING
3" wide fir flooring finished to match flooring on the first floor
Tile flooring in the bathrooms and laundry room
Concrete flooring in the utility and HVAC Closet

WINDOW WELLS:
Revised per Nantucket Historic District Commissionr to be 
sheilded from street view with vegetation in perpetuity

Main House
5 Surfside Road

Nantucket, MADecember 13, 2022 1.01a
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First Floor Construction Notes: 
WINDOWS & DOORS

New office window on west elevation - see Window Schedule
Interior painted doors where noted - see Door Schedule
New French doors on the south elevation at the kitchen - see Door Schedule
New windows at south elevation of kitchen & hallway addition - see Window Schedule

FLOORING
New 3" wide fir flooring in the kitchen, office and addition 
Tile flooring in the bathrooms

SHOWER BATH
Replace floor and wall tile
Replace fiberglass shower with tiled shower and glass doors

ADDITION
                   Add 4'-6" wide addition of a hallway to incorporate bedroom into the house and expand kitchen

OFFICE
Vault ceiling leaving antique beams exposed
Create new lofted flexible space from the attic over the kitchen

KITCHEN
Upgrade cabinets and counter tops
Replace appliances where necessary
Remove laundry and pantry closets

ENTRY
Remove wing wall between entry and dining room

STAIRWELL
Revised basment stair location

Proposed First Floor Plan AD-
Main House

5 Surfside Road
Nantucket, MADecember 13, 2022 1.01b



 
NANTUCKET HISTORICAL COMMISSION  

Town of Nantucket  
2 Fairgrounds Road  

Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554  
 

COMMISSIONERS  
Angus MacLeod (Chair) Georgia U. Raysman (Vice-Chair) David Silver (Secretary)  

Clement Durkes, Thomas M. Montgomery, Milton Rowland, Abby De Molina 
 

December 16, 2022  
 
Ms. Brona Simon 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
Massachusetts Historical Commission 
220 Morrissey Boulevard 
Boston, MA 02125 
 

Re: Application for State Historic Rehabilitation Tax Credit for 5 Surfside Road, Nantucket. 

Dear Ms. Simon: 

The Nantucket Historical Commission continues to support the application for State Historic 
Rehabilitation Tax Credits for the structures at 5 Surfside Road.  

The NHC acknowledges the main building at 5 Surfside Road is a contributing structure to the Nantucket 
National Historic Landmark. The rehabilitated structure will retain scale, massing, and material that is a 
defining characteristic of Nantucket’s simple wooden dwellings.   

The Commission appreciates the MHC’s careful attention to ensuring the rehabilitated structure will meet 
the Secretary of Interior’s standards for rehabilitation. 

Regarding community benefit, please know that the Town of Nantucket, through an action at Annual 
Town Meeting, has convened a workgroup to evaluate the effects (positive and negative) of Short Term 
Rentals on the Nantucket community.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this application. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 
 
Angus MacLeod  
Chair  
Nantucket Historical Commission  
 
cc: Holly Backus, Nantucket Preservation Planner  
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April 17, 2023 
 
Program Chief 
Office of Renewable Energy  
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management  
45600 Woodland Road  
Sterling, VA 20166  
 
Dear Program Chief,  
 
The following comments to the SouthCoast (Mayflower) Wind DEIS are hereby submitted on behalf of 
Nantucket Residents Against Turbines.  Direct quotes from the DEIS are shown in blue. 
 
Nantucket Residents Against Turbines is a 501 (c) 3, tax exempt organization.  We are comprised entirely 
of private citizens who are year-round Nantucket Residents, Seasonal Homeowners and residents, and 
visitors to the island.  Nantucket Residents Against Turbines has no paid staff and all donations have 
been from private citizens.  No political group, corporate entity or industry group supports Nantucket 
Residents Against Turbines.  Our efforts include public outreach and education. ACKRATs is wholly 
committed to defending the North Atlantic Right Whale, as well our island’s marine environment. 
 
1. Document Structure and Overall Issues: 
 
A. The document lays out many Impact Producing Factors (IPFs) and attempts to explain them in four 

different scenarios, a “no action alternative”, a “cumulative no action alternative”, the “proposed 
action” and the “cumulative impacts of the proposed action”.  The manner that these scenarios are 
laid out seems to change from section to section, with an amorphous “future baseline” described as 
varying between ~900 and ~3000 WTGs depending on the section.  The method used to layout 
cumulative, and no action alternatives is confusing, indecipherable, appears designed to minimize or 
hide the impacts of the proposed action, and fails at its fundamental purpose of informing the public 
about the myriad serious environmental consequences of the SouthCoast (Mayflower) Wind project 
and its additive impact on the wind lease area.   

 
B. Section ES.4.1 States “Over the life of the proposed Project, other reasonably foreseeable future 

impact-producing offshore wind and non-offshore wind activities are expected to occur, which would 
cause changes to the existing baseline conditions even in the absence of the Proposed Action. The 
continuation of all other existing and reasonably foreseeable future activities described in Appendix 
D, Planned Activities Scenario without the Proposed Action serves as the future baseline for the 
evaluation of cumulative impacts of all alternatives.”   

A future baseline is not that same as the current ocean condition. Current conditions should be 
considered the baseline, and future conditions considered separately.   Therefore, the proposed 
action alternative fails to analyze the impact of this project on the current ocean environment and 
the cumulative impacts are also not analyzed based on the current ocean environment .  This is 
procedurally incorrect under NEPA.  The public is not being given the opportunity to analyze the 
impacts of the project against a realistic baseline.  
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C. The document repeatedly dismisses IPFs for the proposed action as occurring regardless of whether 
the action takes place or not.  This is simply not true.  As of the writing of the document, only 5 
WTGs exist in the North Atlantic and these are much smaller than what is being proposed and much 
closer to shore.  The cumulative impacts were not adequately evaluated for either the Vineyard 
Wind or the South Fork Wind projects and thus including those as already having been built is 
misleading, confusing, and inaccurate.   

D. “Short-term” is defined in the document as 2-4 years.  The construction period is actually 7 years for 
the proposed action and at least 10 years for the cumulative impacts.  However, this document lists 
all construction impacts as short-term when in fact they should be described as long-term. 

E. Table 2-4 Summary of impacts:  This table makes it clear that there is no benefit to air quality.  
Water quality would have minor adverse impacts that the table dismisses as recovery would take 
place after decommissioning.  That is after 35 years of countless millions of gallons of 90-degree 
water entering the ocean from multiple substations across many projects.   

F. In Table 2-4, impacts on birds are listed as moderate to major, and then dismissed as the document 
suggests birds could be attracted to the area. Common sense would tell us that birds attracted to 
wind turbines most likely would end up dead.  The document also does not say how this will be 
studied or mitigated. It just says these things will happen.  This is not the full disclosure that the 
NEPA requires.  If mitigation were to happen by turning turbines off at certain times when birds are 
present (as is the practice for onshore wind) then the air quality numbers are meaningless as less 
power would be created by the wind turbines and more single cycle natural gas would need to be 
burned to balance the turning off the turbines in the presence of various bird species.   

G. The project does not meet the “The shared goal of the Departments of Interior, Energy, and 
Commerce to deploy 30 GW of offshore wind in the United States by 2030, while protecting 
biodiversity and promoting ocean co-use” because biodiversity is not protected, and ocean co-use is 
not possible given the navigational hazards being erected.   

H. The proposed action and the cumulative impacts of the other projects laid out, violates the Outer 
Continental Shelf Land Act as the project(s) are not shown to: 

• Ensure protection of the environment 
• Prevent Waste 
• Conserve Resources 
• Prevent interference with reasonable use such as commercial and for hire fishing and 

enjoyment of the unobstructed view of the horizon, and the enjoyment of dark skies 
• Protect biodiversity and promote ocean co-use 

2. Consideration of Alternatives: 

A. Section ES.4.4 Alternative D – Nantucket Shoals – states:  “Alternative D was developed 
through the scoping process for the Draft EIS to address potential impacts on protected 
species in the northeastern portion of the Lease Area. Following installation of foundations, 
a commenter speculated that the presence of WTGs in the northeastern portion of the Lease 
Area may alter the foraging habitat associated with the physical hydrodynamic features 
along the western edge of Nantucket Shoals. However, modeling of the full build out of the 
entire southern New England lease areas indicates that minor, local changes to the physical 
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hydrodynamic features may occur on the western side of Nantucket Shoals adjacent to the 
BOEM lease areas. Based on best available science, BOEM believes there is a lack of 
conclusive evidence that the removal of proposed turbine locations in the northeastern 
portion of the Lease Area would measurably lessen these minor impacts on the 
hydrodynamic features. If the potential hydrodynamic effects are consistent with the 
modeling of the southern New England lease areas and other hydrodynamic studies of wind 
facilities in the North Sea, the effects would be local to the immediate vicinity of the turbine 
array and not extend to Nantucket Shoals. If the potential hydrodynamic effects are as 
extensive as potential wind wakes that could extend tens of kilometers under stable 
conditions, which has not been demonstrated, then the removal of turbines would not 
remove this potential range of effects from extending far enough from the turbine array to 
overlap with Nantucket Shoals. Nonetheless, Nantucket Shoals is an area of high 
productivity with higher abundances of amphipods, chlorophyll, birds, and North Atlantic 
right whale (NARW). Nantucket Shoals has high foraging value for several species, including 
NARW at different times of the year as well as seabirds and seaducks. Consequently, BOEM 
has developed this alternative to address the environmental concern that wildlife may be 
subject to increased impacts in this area. Under Alternative D, up to six WTGs (AZ-47, BA-47, 
BB-47, BC-47, BC-48, and BF-49) in the northeastern portion of the Lease Area would be 
eliminated to reduce potential impacts on foraging habitat and potential displacement of 
wildlife from this habitat adjacent to Nantucket Shoals. “ 

That statement shows a complete disregard for the concerns of BOEM ‘s consulting agency, 
the NMFS, by dismissing the many concerns raised in the May 13, 2022 letter from Sean 
Hayes, the Chief of Protected Species to Brian Hooker of BOEM.  The “commenter” 
mentioned in the section of Alternative D appears to be a reference to this letter which lays 
out serious environmental concerns and impacts to NARWs  There is no scientific data 
presented in the DEIS to support that the impacts mentioned in the Hayes letter will not be 
realized.  Mr. Hayes references 29 scientific studies to back up his concerns yet these 
concerns are dismissed in favor of “computer modeling” showing minor changes to the 
ecosystem from the full build out of the Mass/RI lease area.  The model assumptions must 
be provided in a Draft EIS Supplement for the public to review and determine their 
reasonableness.   This is too important of an ecological area, especially as it pertains to 
NARW feeding and survival to leave out the details about the computer model and how it 
refutes the actual scientific concerns laid out by Hayes.   

B. Restricting WTG development within 20-kilometer of the Nantucket Shoals 30-meter 
isobath was not carried forward.  It is unacceptable under NEPA to dismiss alternatives that 
safeguard a federally endangered species.  The reasons given for not considering these 
alternatives were due to timing, power contracts and economic feasibility. This is 
unacceptable when the impacts on NARW could be mitigated.   

C. Alternative D “Nantucket Shoals” shows no benefit in any area and should be discarded.  
Removing just 6 turbines does not address any concerns.  The alternatives providing more 
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of a buffer for NARW should be carried forward especially those providing a 20KM buffer 
from this important ecological area described by Hayes.   

• Clearly - the other alternatives, that were dismissed, should have been considered.   
• BOEM “believes”, but no data regarding the computer model inputs are presented.  
• Hayes’s concerns needs to be considered and addressed.    BOEM should not dismiss 

these concerns and has not provided the “model” inputs to substantiate their 
assumptions 

• This, combined with the rational for dismissing the other alternatives, shows BOEM 
is not taking the concerns of NMFS seriously. 

D. In dismissing the alternatives that could protect the important Nantucket Shoals ecosystem 
and in turn the NARW, BOEM gives the rationale that they would not allow the developer to 
satisfy contractual offtake obligations.  Under the CEQ NEPA rules, instituted by President 
Biden, an applicant’s interest is no longer paramount.   In this case, the approval should be 
denied.  If the alternative that protects the environment cannot be considered….then don’t 
do it.  Another reason given is “It is environmentally infeasible, meaning implementation of 
the alternative would not be allowed by another agency from which a permit or approval is 
required, or implementation results in an obvious and substantial increase in impacts on the 
human environment that outweighs potential benefits”. This should be applied to all Wind 
Lease Areas in NARW habitat.   

E. 84 turbines were adequate for the Vineyard Wind 1 project, so there is precedent that a 
smaller scale project is actually feasible 

F. The DEIS states “First, Mayflower Wind has collected and analyzed full geotechnical data on 
about two-thirds of their WTG positions, all within the shallower northeast portion of the 
Lease Area, to support the design and engineering of foundations and other components of 
their Phase I Project while meeting the schedule for power delivery under their PPAs with 
Massachusetts. If one-third of their WTG positions were not available for timely 
development, and 53 out of approximately 100 WTG positions were eliminated by the 
alternative, far fewer (around 50) WTG positions than the 85 WTG positions needed to 
produce 1,200 MW would remain for the timely execution of the Massachusetts PPAs. While 
Mayflower Wind is currently finishing collecting the remaining geotechnical data for the 
other positions in the lease, Mayflower Wind is not able to analyze and design foundations 
in time to meet the deadlines in their Massachusetts PPAs. Thus, this alternative is 
unreasonable because it would be incompatible with the Massachusetts offtake awards 
which are integral to both the purpose and need for the Project and Mayflower Wind’s 
primary goals”.  In this instance it appears the rationale is that there is no time to protect 
NARWs because MA contracted for the energy sooner than whale protection would allow.  
This is un-acceptable under NEPA, MMA and ESA. There is no basis under our federal 
system for federal decisions to be bound by state agreements.    
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G. Even eliminating 17 turbines was not carried forward with only economic reasons given.  
However, other projects are proceeding with fewer turbines, so it simply does makes sense 
that these alternatives were not carried forward.  This is unacceptable under NEPA as the 
NARW would be afforded greater protections.   

H. Common export cables were also not a considered alternative.  This is problematic as 
greater protections would be given to sensitive marine environments, especially the 
Muskegat Channel.  The fact that the various projects are technically unable to share export 
cables makes it apparent that “the grid” is simply not ready for offshore wind.   

3. Air and Carbon Emissions: 
 
A. The public has simply not been educated about the trade-offs and has been mis-led about the 

project(s) potential benefits regarding climate change.  The Vineyard Wind Final EIS and the Ocean 
Wind Draft EIS say accurately that these projects will have no or negligible effect on climate change.  
Yet BOEM continues to purport publicly that offshore wind is necessary to prevent damage from 
climate change.  The public is being misled as none of the project documents to date support the 
claim.   

 
B. “Clean” energy is not defined in the document.  
 
C. Air emission data in the SouthCoast COP is redacted and no data is provided to prove a beneficial 

impact to net air emissions from the project.   
 
D. The statement “1200 MW of electricity generated satisfies the need for cost effective and reliable 

energy in MA” is not supported by any data pertaining to costs or reliability.  In fact, offshore wind 
has been widely shown to be more expensive and less reliable than natural gas.   

 
E. Table 2-4 shows a moderate adverse impact and moderate benefit to air quality cancelling each 

other out.  How is it climate goals are met if this is the case? 

F. It is stated “The proposed Project is anticipated to have a commercial lifespan of 35 years.“  This 
significantly longer than industry standards with no mention of why.  A lifespan of turbines in 
keeping with historic averages should be used in any analysis of emissions benefits.   

G. The following statement raises concerns about the validity of the emissions analysis “ Some impacts 
of the Proposed Action may not be measurable at the project level, such as the beneficial impacts on 
benthic resources due to artificial habitat or climate change due to a reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions.” This appears to state that there are no measurable project level benefits to GHG 
emissions.  Given the overall increase in NOx and SF6 from the project, this makes sense. What is 
being said here?  

H. On page 3.4.1-6, there is no data to support this statement “Impacts from fossil-fueled power 
facilities are expected to be mitigated partially by implementation of other offshore wind projects 
near the geographic analysis area, including in the regions off New England, New York, New Jersey, 
Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia to the extent that these wind projects would result in a reduction 
in emissions from fossil-fueled power facilities”, or this one “As wind energy projects come online, 
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power-generation emissions overall could decrease and the region as a whole could realize a net 
benefit to air quality. “ In fact, regional emissions could increase if wind peaking power is not 
available to share with another ISO and that ISO needs to crank up fossil fuel sources.   
 

I. Table ES.2 shows no benefit to air quality, just beneficial and harmful effects that cancel each other 
out. This is not in keeping with the purpose of the project.  Based on this data, the project should be 
cancelled.   

J. 3.4.1.8  This statement regarding air emissions is misleading “Offshore wind energy development 
could help displace emissions from fossil fuels, potentially improving regional air quality and 
reducing GHG emissions. An analysis by Katzenstein and Apt (2009), for example, estimates that CO2 
emissions can be reduced by up to 80 percent and NOX emissions can be reduced up to 50 percent by 

implementing wind energy projects.2   “ 

The previous statement should read that CO2 emissions can be reduced by up to 80 percent and 
NOX emissions can be reduced by up to 50 percent of the emissions generated by a natural gas 
plant.  The way the document states it, the implication is up to 80 percent and up to 50 percent of 
regional emissions can be reduced. This is not the case, especially since the wind energy projects will 
only produce a low percentage of the electricity needed in the region.    

The foot note (2) indicates “Katzenstein and Apt (2009) modeled a system of two types of natural 
gas generators, four wind farms, and one solar farm. The power output of wind and solar facilities 
can vary relatively rapidly as meteorological conditions change, and the natural gas generators vary 
their power output accordingly to meet electrical demand. When gas generators change their power 
output their emissions rates may increase above their steady-state levels. As a result, the net 
emissions reductions realized from gas generators reducing their output in response to wind and 
solar power can be less than the reduction that would be expected based solely on the amount of 
wind and solar power. The study found that reductions in CO2 emissions would be about 80 percent, 
and in NOX emissions about 30 to 50 percent, of the emissions reductions expected if the power 
fluctuations caused no additional emissions.”  It is not that CO2 and NOx are reduced by 80% and 
50% by implementing wind; rather the expected reduction in emissions is lower due to the need for 
balancing power fluctuations with by natural gas.  

K. In the conclusion on page 3.4.1.10 it states that “additional, higher-emitting, fossil-fueled power 
facilities could be built, or could be kept in service, to meet future power demand, fired by natural 
gas, oil, or coal.”  That is simply not the case as the region has easy access to natural gas and clean 
cycle natural gas is the only type of power plant that would likely be built in the short term.  Nuclear 
is not discussed and if sufficient resources were allocated to this power source, then GHG reductions 
would actually be significant enough to terminate fossil fuel burning facilities.  It is concerning that 
the underlying analysis is not provided and that the air emissions section of the SouthCoast COP 
continues to be redacted.   

L. On page, 3.4.1.10-11, the document states: “Overall, BOEM anticipates the cumulative impacts of 
the No Action Alternative on air quality from ongoing and planned activities would be moderate, 
largely driven by emissions from fossil-fueled power facilities, other ongoing and planned non-
offshore wind emissions, and emissions from construction and decommissioning of offshore wind 
projects. Because offshore wind projects likely would lead to reduced emissions from fossil-fueled 
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power facilities, BOEM also anticipates the cumulative impacts of the No Action Alternative would 
result in minor to moderate beneficial impacts on regional air quality”.  First, there is no data used 
to support these statements and second, the emissions from fossil fuels in the New England Area 
ISO has been steadily declining as more electricity is sourced from clean cycle natural gas.   

M. Page 3.4.1-23 states “The Proposed Action would incrementally contribute to the cumulative air 
quality impacts from ongoing and planned activities associated with offshore construction, which 
would be moderate during construction. The Proposed Action would add an average of 
approximately 22 percent of the total offshore wind project emissions that may generate impacts, 
depending on pollutant, due to construction activities occurring in the geographic analysis area. This 
suggests that most of the air quality impacts resulting from offshore wind development would not be 
due to the Proposed Action, and the addition of the Proposed Action would yield a relatively small 
contribution to the total air quality impacts.”  This statement is completely erroneous as no other 
projects have commenced building and 22% of project emissions is not a “relatively small 
contribution”.  It is almost of quarter of all the emissions from all the wind farms proposed in the 
area.  That is significant.   

N. Another erroneous statement can be found on page 3.4.1-24.  It states, “A net improvement in air 
quality is expected on a regional scale as wind projects begin operation and displace emissions from 
fossil-fueled sources”.  There is no back-up data given for this statement.  The Air Emissions data in 
the COP remains redacted.  Specifically what fossil fuel sources will be displaced.  There are no plans 
in the New England ISO to remove gas fired plants from the grid.  The wind power will continue to 
need to be balanced with the single combustion gas process which is less “clean” than dual 
combustion which is less responsive to power fluctuations and therefore cannot be used.  No 
evidence is provided to support the claim made.  This follows with a statement on page 3.4.1-25 
“The Proposed Action would result in a net decrease in overall emissions over the region compared to 
the installation of a traditional fossil-fueled power facility.”  There is no support for this statement.  
The only fair comparison would be from a new dual cycle natural gas facility – however, this analysis 
is not provided.  On the same page, this statement is also not supported with any facts: ”Considering 
all of the IPFs together, minor air quality impacts would be anticipated for a limited time during 
construction, maintenance, and decommissioning, but there would be a minor beneficial impact on 
air quality near the Wind Farm Area and the surrounding region overall to the extent that energy 
produced by the Proposed Action would displace energy produced by fossil-fueled power facilities”. 
The what, where and when for displacing fossil-fueled power are simply not shown in the DEIS or 
the COP. 

O. On page 3.4.2-11 Sulfur Hexafluoride is mentioned as being present in the wind turbines.  This 
harmful greenhouse gas which has an atmospheric heat retention property that is exponential to 
CO2 is never quantified.  This makes the air quality benefit analysis of the DEIS incomplete.   

P. In Section 2.1.2.2 it states, “Mayflower Wind would use vessels, remote-sensing equipment, vehicles, 
and aircraft during the O&M activities described above. The Project would use a variety of vessels to 
support O&M including crew-transfer vessels, service operation vessels, anchor-handling tugs, and 
jack-up vessels. In a year, the Proposed Action would generate a maximum of 100 crew-transfer 
vessel trips, 1 jack-up vessel trip, and 24 supply vessel trips; and a maximum of 250 helicopter trips 
(Mayflower COP Volume 1, Section 3.3.14.2, Table 3-23; Mayflower Wind 2022). “     Later in 3.4.2.5 
the document calls for seven times more vessel traffic: “Mayflower Wind expects substantially less 
vessel use during routine O&M than during construction. Vessel use would consist of scheduled 
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inspection and maintenance activities, with corrective maintenance as needed. In a year, the 
Proposed Action would generate a maximum of 700 crew vessel trips, 30 jack-up vessel trips, 100 
heavy transport vessel trips, 280 airplane trips, and 2,080 helicopter trips (COP Volume 1, Section 
3.3.14.1, Table 3-21; Mayflower Wind 2022).”   Two very different estimates of vessel and helicopter 
trips are offered.  This does not make sense.  Which is it? 

4. Whales, Marine Mammals and NARWs: 

A. The mitigation measures for the North Atlantic Right Whale are not realistic.  These critically 
endangered marine mammals are often below the surface and quiet for hours.  Especially mother 
and calf pairs.  Both PSO and PAM will be inadequate in this common occurrence.   

 
B. The NARW and other whales, if successfully moved away from the area by pile driving noises, will be 

moved away from their food source, expending much needed energy and potentially into areas with 
heavier vessel traffic.   

 
C. There is no time of year NARW and other whales are not present.  The January 1st to April 30th 

exclusion for pile driving unacceptable.  Just this March there have been over 60 sightings of NARW 
in the area. 

 
D. Speed restrictions should include ALL vessels related to the project. 
 
E. Take authorizations and Letters of Authorization are not warranted given the survival basis of the 

species is less than one harmed per year by human involvement. 

F. Some impacts to NARW listed are underwater noise from O&M, UXO detonations, pile driving and 
vessel strikes.  The mitigations suggested to prevent this are inadequate.   

G. 8-16 hours per day of pile driving is too much for NARWs.  

H. NMFS received a request for authorization under the MMPA to take marine mammals incidental to 
construction activities related to the Project. NMFS’s issuance of an MMPA incidental take 
authorization would be a major federal action.  This action is not warranted under the DEIS.  Instead, 
greater protections for NARW should be ensured.    

I. Figure 2-7 makes it clear that this project (and others) are poorly sighted with regard to NARWs. The 
data showing the only know year round habitat for Right Whales and the only winter foraging 
grounds for Right Whales has been known to BOEM for some time and yet they have not acted to 
ensure the appropriate Critical Habitat Boundaries are in place for NARWs.  By not expanding the 
Critical Habitat Boundary, BOEM is negligent under the MMA and ESA. 

J. Page 3.5.6-4 begins the section on endangered marine mammals, including the North Atlantic Right 
Whale.  It is made clear, the MA/RI wind lease area is home to NARWs year-round and that the 
unique ocean characteristics in this area create an abundance of prey year-round.  The presence of 
utility scale wind power plants in this area will undoubtably put the species at greater peril.  From 
increased vessel traffic, disbursement of prey, changes to the water column and mixing, pile driving 
and future operating noise, the NARW will no longer be able to use these waters in the same 
productive manner.   
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K. The pages 3.5.6-5&6 indicate that “the physical oceanographic and bathymetric features provide for 
year-round high phytoplankton biomass, likely contributing to increased availability of zooplankton 
prey for NARWs (Quintana-Rizzo et al. 2021). Waters from the Gulf of Maine, the Great South 
Channel, and Nantucket Sound mix in the shallow dune- like Nantucket Shoals. The convergence of 
these waters creates a well-mixed water column throughout the year (Limeburner and Beardsley 
1982), making the Nantucket Shoals the only known winter foraging ground for NARWs.” That the 
area has not been designated a “critical habitat” for the NARW underscores the negligence in 
protecting the species.  It has been known for some time that the area is the only year round habitat 
area and the only winter foraging ground.   

L. The “Habitat-based Marine Mammal Density Models for the U.S. Atlantic: Latest 
Versions” are provided by a collaboration led by the Marine Geospatial Ecology Laboratory at 
Duke University whose collaborators include: Northeast Fisheries Science Center/NOAA Fisheries, 
Southeast Fisheries Science Center/NOAA Fisheries, Dept. of Biology and Marine Biology, UNC 
Wilmington, Virginia Aquarium & Marine Science Center, Virginia Coastal Zone Management 
Program, Maryland Dept. of Natural Resources, Riverhead Foundation for Marine Research and 
Preservation, New Jersey Dept. of Environmental Protection, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute, 
Center for Coastal Studies, Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission, New England 
Aquarium, Massachusetts Clean Energy Center, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Clearwater 
Marine Aquarium Research Institute, Georgia Dept. of Natural Resources, New York Dept. of 
Environmental Conservation, Tetra Tech, and HDR.  The models show that the year-round presence 
of NARW and other large cetaceans has been known for some time.  There are NO months in which 
NARWs and Humpback Whales are not present it the MA/RI WEAs.   

The area around Nantucket Shoals was described by Andrew Lipsky, in a March 9, 2022 presentation 
as part of the NOAA Ecosystem Based Management & Ecosystem Based Fisheries Management 
Seminar Series as being the “only winter foraging habitat on earth for NARWs which co-occurs with 
Southern New England WEAs”.    
 
As also shown in a presentation from a May 2021 Duke University to the Marine Mammal Sub-
committee, it has been known for some time that the MA/RI wind lease area is the only know year-
round foraging ground for NARWs.  This critically endangered species is present in all months.  They 
have been visually sighted at times when PAM devices did not identify them.  This underscores the 
ineffectiveness of PAM tools for identifying the presence of NARW.  PSOs may see NARW at the 
surface in calm waters and in good light, but they will not be able to detect them in rough seas or 
when they are under water. The NARW, especially mother and calf pairs are often, out of sight and 
are quiet for hours at a time.  

M. No mitigation measures have been put forth that eliminate the possibility for NARW to be present 
during pile driving.  And while bubble curtains and soft starts to pile driving may drive them from 
this important foraging area, that will cause an unnecessary expenditure of energy, especially for 
females of birthing age who tend to be under weight to begin with.  On pages 3.5.6-5&6 it is 
discussed that the lease areas do not directly overlap critical and core habitat areas.  However, given 
the breadth and depth of studies indicating this is the only year-round foraging areas for the NARW, 
this merely underscores that NOAA has been negligent in not establishing these Southern New 
England waters as critical habitat for NARWs.   
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N. While the DEIS seems to imply that NARW are newly spending time in the waters south of 
Nantucket, historically this is incorrect.  “The earliest English settlers observed that every autumn, 
hundreds of right whales converged to the south of the island and remained until the early spring. 
Right whales—so named because they were “the right whale to kill”—grazed the waters off 
Nantucket as if they were seagoing cattle, straining the nutrient-rich surface of the ocean through 
the bushy plates of baleen in their perpetually grinning mouths. This is how whaling on Nantucket, 
an integral part of the island’s history, began. As early as the 1690s, whales were hunted in small 
boats launched from Nantucket’s south shores.”  The MA/RI wind lease area has been home to the 
NARW for hundreds of years.  While they may have been observed here more frequently in recent 
years, their presence is not new.   

O. The follow paragraph on page 3.5.6-14: ”Global climate change is an ongoing risk for marine 
mammal species in the geographic analysis area. Warming and sea level rise could affect marine 
mammals through increased storm frequency and severity, altered habitat/ecology, altered 
migration patterns, increased disease incidence, and increased erosion and sediment deposition 
(Evans and Bjørge 2013; Evans and Waggitt 2020; Learmonth et al. 2006). Increased temperatures 
can alter habitat, modify species’ use of existing habitats, change precipitation patterns, and 
increase storm intensity (USEPA 2016; NASA 2019; Love et al. 2013). Increase of the ocean’s acidity 
has numerous effects on ecosystems including reducing available carbon that organisms use to build 
shells and causing a shift in food webs offshore (USEPA 2016; NASA 2019; Love et al. 2013). This has 
the potential to affect the distribution and abundance of marine mammal prey. Warming is also 
expected to influence the frequency of marine mammal diseases, particularly for pinnipeds. Warming 
and sea level rise, with their associated consequences, and ocean acidification could lead to long-
term, high-consequence, population-level impacts on marine mammals, especially mammal 
populations already stressed by other factors (e.g., NARWs).”  These statements are not related to 
the current conditions being described.  Climate change is not an immediate threat to the marine 
mammals in the wind lease area, although it may be a longer-term threat.  Further, the role that 
large whales play in moderating CO2 in the atmosphere and acidity in the ocean is not described.  
Whales are known to play a vital role in ocean health and biodiversity.  They sequester carbon in 
their large bodies, they release fecal plumes that are rich in nutrients that phytoplankton need to 
grow, and through their migrations from nutrient-rich feeding grounds to nutrient-poor breeding 
grounds, they move nutrients around the ocean.  The presence of whales in the proposed project 
area, and in the broader wind lease areas is more scientifically important and concrete than the idea 
that the project may have a minor benefit to carbon emissions.  In addition, the DEIS never shows 
data explaining how the presence of wind turbines will moderate the climate or improve ocean 
acidification in the near or long term.   

P. The second paragraph on page 3.5.6-15 goes on to state that vessel collisions have been a risk factor 
for whales. However, G&G survey work has been ongoing since 2016.  The ITAs issued for this work 
certainly allow for whales to become disoriented.  There is no mention or explanation for how the 
increased noise could make it more likely for disoriented whales to be victims of vessel strikes.   

Q. The document clearly states that 10 knot speed limits for all vessels improve outcomes for whales, 
however, crew transfer vessels and vessels under 65 feet will not be subject to this limit.   This is not 
acceptable.   

R. This paragraph on page 3.5.6-15 illustrates the confusion and misrepresentation created by the 
document structure. “Ongoing offshore wind activities, including site assessments for future offshore 
wind projects, would affect marine mammals primarily through the IPFs of noise, presence of 
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structures, and vessel traffic. Ongoing offshore wind activities would have the same types of impacts 
that are described in Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative for ongoing and planned 
offshore wind activities, but the impacts would be of lower intensity.”  That whales are already being 
harmed (as evidenced by increase mortality of humpback whales in Massachusetts since G&G 
survey work began) from existing project activity, is not the correct analysis for which to gauge this 
project’s impact on whales and especially NARWs.   It seems that the format is intended to sow 
confusion.  However, the fact remains that NARWs will be put in harm’s way and no mitigation 
measures have been put forth that can prevent that.   

S. The next section states that: “Underwater noise associated with offshore wind activities has the 
potential to generate underwater noise that could result in the following adverse effects on marine 
mammals.  

• Physiological effects, such as injury and mortality, TTS, and PTS.  
• Disturbance (behavioral effects).  
• Acoustic masking. “ 

Any of the above harms to NARW are unacceptable and the only proven way to eliminate these is to 
NOT build the project directly in the only year-round habitat known to this critically endangered 
whale.   

T. The document describes level B harassment as “Any act of pursuit, torment, or annoyance that has 
the potential to disturb a marine mammal or marine mammal stock in the wild by causing a 
disruption of behavioral patterns including, but not limited to, migration, breathing, nursing, 
breeding, feeding, or sheltering but that does not have the potential to injure a marine mammal or 
marine mammal stock in the wild (16 USC 1362).“  To date, dozens of level B ITA have been issued to 
developers of the east coast wind lease areas.  These ITAs directly overlap the unusual mortality 
event for both NARW and Humpback Whales.  However, no analysis is provided for how this 
extensive survey work has affected marine mammals’ ability to navigate and stay safely away from 
vessels.  The data exists and should be provided as part of the DEIS.  That these ITAs have been 
issued since beginning in at least 2017 and that they coincide with the UMEs is contrary to NOAAs 
public statements on the unusual number of whales and dolphins washing ashore in the NY/NJ area 
this winter.  In 2020 for instance, Massachusetts saw 34 dead whales at a time when survey work for 
Vineyard Wind and other projects was active.  Data for timing of surveys and whale deaths has not 
been provided for the MA/RI lease area. How can the public believe that BOEM, NOAA and NMFS 
will stop work or change course to protect NARWs and other whale species if they have not done so 
to date and have not been forthcoming with data regarding the G&G survey work to date.   

U. Responses to underwater noise by marine mammals described in the document include this 
statement “Behavioral responses can ultimately cause disruption in foraging patterns, increases in 
physiological stress and alertness, reduced breeding opportunities, increased swim speed and dive 
times, and changes to group association patterns (e.g., tighter groups).” Interestingly, just this 
March, two unusually large  groups of NARWs were spotted just south of Nantucket and Martha’s 
Vineyard just as Vineyard Wind 1 was beginning its cable laying work south of the islands.   

V. The document describes pile driving activities taking place over a period of 8 years often for multiple 
days.  The impacts to marine mammals are described as “The short-term consequences of masking 
from pile-driving activities range from temporary changes in vocal patterns to avoidance of 
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important areas. Longer-term consequences include permanent changes to vocal patterns; 
reductions in fitness, survivorship, and recruitment; and abandonment of important habitat areas.”  
With regard to the NARW, an 8 year construction period is not “short-term” and will lead to the 
extinction of this important species.   

W. Regarding the thousands of helicopter trips – will the helicopters have PSOs to avoid harassment of 
NARWs? 

X. Regarding noise from turbine operations, the document states that “Mechanical noise associated 
with the operating WTG is transmitted into the water as vibration through the foundation and 
subsea cable. Both airfoil sound and mechanical vibration may result in long-term, continuous noise 
in the offshore environment.”  It then goes on the refer to studies of turbines that are not close to 
the 14MW size being proposed for either the SouthCoast wind or other projects in the MA/RI wind 
lease area. The DEIS does not disclose the underwater noise impacts of the much higher operational 
noise levels from the proposed larger turbines. It has been shown that elevated noise levels will 
extend many miles from the turbines disturbing NARW and other marine mammal behavior, 
potentially disrupting its feeding and essential migration. This is a fatal, and seeming intentional 
omission by BOEM to downplay a very serious problem, because it would expose BOEM’s flawed 
decision to site this project in this area to begin with. It must address this in a draft supplement to 
the DEIS. 

Y. The conclusion that “Based on the current available data, underwater noise from turbine operations 
is unlikely to cause PTS or TTS in marine mammals but could cause behavioral and masking effects.”  
does not address the effects of that behavior disturbance which is the key impact.  Given the size of 
the turbines and the vast area encompassing the MA/RI wind lease area, that conclusion itself is not 
supported by the current science.  Should the NARW be displaced from its only known year-round 
foraging ground the consequences could be extinction. A supplemental DEIS is needed before 
proceeding with any further offshore wind projects in NARW habitat.    

Z. The following summary statement on noise is troubling “If marine mammal populations are 
subjected to multiple anthropogenic noise stressors throughout their lifetimes that disrupt critical life 
stages (e.g., feeding, breeding, calving) and throughout their ranges, then additional impacts from 
noise from ongoing non-offshore wind activities could be major. However, there is no evidence ocean 
noise would result in population declines in the geographic analysis area for any marine mammal 
species. Additionally, all projects are expected to comply with a suite of mitigation measures (e.g., 
exclusion zones, protected species observers) that would avoid and minimize underwater noise 
impacts on marine mammals.”  No mitigation measures have been proposed that will eliminate the 
presence of NARW or other whales during construction activities or turbines operation.  The whales 
are often under water and silent.  If they are encouraged to vacate the area with soft starts, they will 
use valuable energy to find a safe area.  The correct conclusion is that the impacts from projects 
activities could be major.  Therefore, unless proven mitigation procedures can be implemented, the 
project should not be approved.   

AA. The document states: “Considering all the IPFs together, BOEM anticipates that the cumulative 
impacts of the No Action Alternative would result in moderate impacts on marine mammals, with 
the exception of the NARW, on which impacts could be major. Impacts are magnified in severity for 
the NARW due to low population numbers and the potential to compromise the viability of the 
species from the loss of a single individual.”  This is makes it clear that the MA/RI lease area was 



 13 

poorly sited and that the continued survival of the NARW should prevent the area from being built-
out with utility scale power plants.   

BB. The following paragraphs on page 3.5.6-48 make it clear that the risks to NARW are quite high and 
further study is needed BEFORE the project area is built out: “Impacts from Proposed Action 
structures on hydrodynamic patterns in the nearby Nantucket Shoals are an important consideration 
for marine mammals and especially NARWs, which are known to forage in Nantucket Shoals. O’Brien 
et al. (2021) found that NARWs occurred in the greatest numbers in southern New England between 
December and February although they also occur in other months in lower numbers. The tidal 
currents on Nantucket Shoals are intense and the water column remains well mixed throughout the 
year (O’Brien et al. 2021), preventing the formation of thin, vertically compressed layers of copepods 
that allow for efficient NARW feeding (Baumgartner and Mate 2003; Baumgartner et al. 2017). 
NARWs do feed on copepods in well-mixed waters during winter, but during other times of the year 
when the larger and more nutritious Calanus finmarchicus is available, NARWs need to maximize 
their energy intake. To explain NARW presence near Nantucket Shoals when their preferred prey may 
be available elsewhere in more stratified waters, O’Brien et al. (2021) speculated NARWs are either 
feeding inefficiently on smaller copepod species or that they are feeding on a different non-copepod 
prey species that are more nutritious or can be ingested efficiently despite the strong tidal currents 
(e.g., a large-bodied bottom associated/clinging amphipod). Gammarid amphipods occur in 
abundant patches on the western edge of Nantucket Shoals where NARWs are also found (White 
and Veit 2020).  

Presence of structures could theoretically cause indirect effects on marine mammals by changing the 
distribution and abundance of preferred prey and forage species, which has been noted as a 
particular concern for NARWs; but as the research in southern New England waters shows, NARWs 
are currently feeding at what is generally considered sub-optimal times in terms of prey type and 
prey density. This research makes it difficult to draw conclusions about how downstream turbulence 
from wind turbines may affect prey densities year-round, but especially in the winter when the water 
column is well mixed. In addition, conclusions are difficult to draw because those studies are based in 
different geographic regions, use differing offshore wind development scenarios, and the individual 
studies use varying methodology and models. Further research is required, including validation 
through field observations, to determine the significance of impacts to hydrodynamics due to 
offshore wind facilities in the United States. The presence of offshore wind facility structures could 
result in avoidance and displacement of marine mammals, which could potentially move marine 
mammals into areas with lower habitat value or with higher risk of vessel collision or fisheries 
interactions. The presence of structures could also displace commercial or recreational fishing vessels 
to areas outside of wind energy facilities or result in gear shifts. Gear shifts that result in an 
increased number of vertical lines in the water would increase the risk of marine mammal interaction 
with fishing gear, which is a significant threat to some species.” 

CC. Page 3.5.6-50 states “The incremental impacts from vessel traffic and accidental releases contributed 
by the Proposed Action would be small when compared to the number of vessel trips associated with 
offshore wind development and existing vessel traffic in the region”. In essence the document is 
making the argument  that there will be increased vessel traffic from other projects and therefore 
there is only a little impact from the SouthCoast project. This makes no sense and again illustrates 
that the structure of the document, which tries to say that significant offshore wind development is 
happening anyway so this project will not incrementally add to stresses on the environment, is 
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flawed.  The increased vessel traffic is problematic across the MA/RI and entire east coast wind 
lease areas. 

DD. The conclusion of the marine mammal section on the proposed action indicated the project cannot 
be safely implemented with regards to NARW.   It states “Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed 
Action: Considering all of the IPFs together, the cumulative impact on marine mammals would range 
from negligible to major and could include minor beneficial impacts. BOEM anticipates that the 
overall impacts from the Proposed Action when combined with ongoing and planned activities would 
be moderate on marine mammals in the geographic analysis area, with the exception of NARW, on 
which impacts could be major. Impacts are magnified in severity for NARW due to low population 
numbers and the potential to compromise the viability of the species from the loss of a single 
individual. Although a measurable impact is anticipated, most other marine mammals would likely 
recover completely when IPF stressors are removed or remedial or mitigating actions are taken.” The 
purpose of an EIS is to present environmental impacts, not conclusions, especially unsupported 
ones.  The DEIS presents no marine mammal “take” assessments to support these conclusions.  It 
should secure such from the NMFS and place them in a draft supplement to the DEIS for public 
review.   

EE. On page 3.5.2-14 it states that noise from G&G surveys will rarely overlap.  This is simply false and 
this exact situation is currently happening in the NY/NJ area.  No historical data for timing of surveys 
and whale deaths has been provided for the MA/RI lease area.   

5. Water Quality: 

A. The pages 3.5.6-5&6 indicate that “the physical oceanographic and bathymetric features provide for 
year-round high phytoplankton biomass, likely contributing to increased availability of zooplankton 
prey for NARWs (Quintana-Rizzo et al. 2021). Waters from the Gulf of Maine, the Great South 
Channel, and Nantucket Sound mix in the shallow dune- like Nantucket Shoals. The convergence of 
these waters creates a well-mixed water column throughout the year (Limeburner and Beardsley 
1982), making the Nantucket Shoals the only known winter foraging ground for NARWs.” This same 
water is carried into Nantucket Sound and thus Nantucket Harbor with each tide cycle.  The water 
then washes around Nantucket and thru Muskegat Channel.  The hydrodynamic effects of 
thousands of wind turbines on water quality in Nantucket Harbor have not been analyzed as part of 
the DEIS or the COP.  It is not enough to say that the ecosystem wide impacts are unknown.  Clearly 
more study is needed before a project of this scale gets built.   

B. The document describes using ocean water to cool the massive electric substations (OSP).  This 
project will have up to 5 OSPs and other lease areas will have similar numbers.  Yet, 10 million 
gallons per day of ocean water from just one OSP ,that has been warmed to 90-degrees, is dismissed 
as negligible.  There is no analysis for the multitude of additional substations that are sure to be 
built for the various projects.  The impacts from cooling water from the OSPs is not explained in a 
clear manner and does not account for all the OSPs in the lease area.  How many total gallons of 
warm water are we to expect.  How do we know this will not impact overall water temperature 
around Nantucket and through tidal activity, in Nantucket Harbor.  There is no analysis of the 
cumulative impact of this. 

C. Invasive species such as mussels will change the makeup of phytoplankton and could cause 
ecosystem wide impacts.   
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D. Impacts to water quality is summarized as minor, however, sediment resuspension, discharges and 
accidental releases seam major. 

E. On page 3.4.1-10, the DEIS attempts to state that accidental spills as if from a strong storm are less 
likely than from the many tankers and vessels that transit the vicinity.  This does not make sense; 
tankers are only present intermittently and can move out of the way of storms.  That is not the case 
for the wind turbines, which are fixed structures and cannot move out of the way a storm.  

F. In section 3.4.2.1 the impacts on water quality are discussed.  However, there is no mention of the 
tidal nature of the water.  The water in the Nantucket Shoals areas is transferred readily with each 
tide cycle through Nantucket Sound and through the Muskegat Channel.  This tidal flow directly 
impacts the water in Nantucket Harbor.  Yet there is not mention of how the changes to the 
stratifications of the water column and disbursement of phytoplankton and other microorganisms 
and nutrients will impact the waters around Nantucket, especially Nantucket Harbor.   

G. In Figure 3.4.2-1. “Water Quality geographic analysis area” the full area around Nantucket Shoals 
does not appear to be included.  The full 20km buffer area suggested by Sean Hayes of NMFS should 
be considered.  This figure also makes it clear that the tidal patterns around Nantucket have not 
been considered.  In a 2005 report on the water movements in the area, the Center for Coastal 
Studies provided a clear analysis that this DEIS should take into consideration.   

H. On page 3.4.2-13 the impacts from the thousands of structures are dealt with. However, the analysis 
is incomplete and favors computer modeling, for which no inputs are explained over real world 
examples.  Data from Europe is mentioned, however, there are not windfarms in Europe on the 
scale of what is being proposed here as these will be the largest, and highest capacity turbines ever 
installed.  This section does acknowledge the tidally dominant currents, underscoring the fact that 
these currents were left out of the geographic analysis area.   

I. This paragraph, on page 3.4.2-14 is especially problematic: “Results from a recent Johnson et al. 
(2021) hydrodynamic model of four different WTG build-out scenarios of the offshore Rhode Island 
and Massachusetts lease areas found that offshore wind projects have the potential to alter local 
and regional physical oceanic processes (e.g., currents, temperature stratification) via their influence 
on currents from WTG foundations and by extracting energy from the wind. The results of the 
hydrodynamic model study show that introduction of the offshore wind structures into the offshore 
WEA modifies the oceanic responses of current magnitude, temperature, and wave heights by (1) 
reducing the current magnitude through added flow resistance, (2) influencing the temperature 
stratification by introducing additional mixing, and (3) reducing current magnitude and wave height 
by extracting of energy from the wind by the offshore wind turbines. Alterations in currents and 
mixing would affect water quality parameters such as temperature, DO, and salinity, but would vary 
seasonally and regionally. WTGs and the OSPs associated with reasonably foreseeable offshore wind 
projects would be placed in average water depths of 100 to 200 feet (30 to 60 meters) where current 
speeds are relatively low, and offshore cables would be buried where possible. Cable armoring would 
be used where burial is not possible, such as in hard-bottomed areas. BOEM anticipates that 
developers would implement BMPs to minimize seabed disturbance from foundations, scour, and 
cable installation. Adverse impacts on offshore water quality would be localized, short term, and 
minor. Presence of structures would not be expected to appreciably contribute to overall impacts on 
water quality.”   After acknowledging impacts to currents, water temperature, wave heights, and 
mixing, the conclusion is simply made that these impacts will be minor with no data to support that.  
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These are in fact significant issues that will impact the water quality, and food sources for the 
critically endangered NARW and have the potential to have ecosystem wide impacts including the 
water around Nantucket and Nantucket Harbor.  More information is clearly needed here.   

J. This statement on page 3.5.2-26 is false.  “Once construction is complete, the presence of the WTG 
and OSP foundations could result in some alteration of local water currents, which could produce 
sediment scouring and alter benthic habitat. Local changes in scour and sediment transport close to 
a foundation may alter sediment grain sizes and benthic community structure (Lefaible et al. 2019), 
though this impact is expected to be minimal due to the use of scour protection for each foundation. 
These effects, if present, would exist for the duration of the Proposed Action and would be reversed 
only after the Project has been decommissioned, although they may be permanent if scour 
protection is left in place.” The DEIS and COP both clearly layout that the intention is leave the 
foundations in the seabed and thus scour protection would continue to be needed.   

K. One maintenance trip per year per turbine is not enough to know if turbines are leaking oil in 
enough time to cure the situation.   

6. Bats and Birds: 

A. The document states birds will be attracted to the area.  With spinning blades the size of football 
fields there is no way that is beneficial. The turbines will be bird blenders.   

B. There is no acknowledgement that the wind turbines are in the flight paths of various bat species. 

C. How will dead bats and birds be monitored in the water?  This is omitted. 

D. The impact to birds has simply not been laid out.  The document makes many statements about 
potential peril to birds, including those listed through the ESA such as Piping Plovers.  We read that 
at nighttime, some species use the aircraft lighting to avoid turbines, however, ADLS is proposed.  
We read that birds can be attracted to the turbine areas as more prey “may” be available.  However, 
collisions seem to be a bigger problem.  This statement is particularly egregious “It is generally 
assumed that inclement weather and reduced visibility cause changes to migration altitudes (Ainley 
et al. 2015) and could potentially lead to large-scale mortality events.”  The DEIS promises only to 
monitor for bird impacts providing very little detail on said monitoring or potential mitigation. Since 
mitigation procedures involve shutting off turbines when migrating birds are present, the 
greenhouse gas analysis cannot possibly be correct or thorough.   

E. After explaining how the proposed action “B” would impact birds, the document states “The 
cumulative impacts on birds would likely be moderate because, although bird abundance on the OCS 
is low, there could be unavoidable impacts offshore and onshore; however, BOEM does not 
anticipate the impacts to result in population-level effects or threaten overall habitat function. In the 
context of reasonably foreseeable environmental trends, the Proposed Action would contribute an 
undetectable increment to the cumulative impacts on birds.”  This statement makes no sense.  The 
impact is moderate or undetectable - it can’t be both and it seems moderate is the correct answer.   

F. As far as birds covered by the ESA, the DEIS states that the analysis for impacts to these three 
species has not yet been conducted.  This is unacceptable and is in violation of NEPA and ESA.   
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7. Visual Impacts: 

A. Nantucket is the largest and one of the oldest US National Historic Landmarks.  The section 106 
process requires federal permitting agencies to take into account the effects of their permitting 
activities on historic properties.  Section 110 (f) requires federal agencies to require all possible 
planning to minimize National Historic Landmarks.   

B. The visual impacts to Nantucket are MAJOR.  In no instance are they moderate or minor as 
document suggests. 

 
C. An unobstructed view of the horizon and ocean is a “balm to the soul” and central to the 

expectations that Nantucketer’s and visitors have when viewing the water.  This will be gone 
forever.  Anything other than placing the WTGs 43 miles offshore is unacceptable from a visual 
standpoint.     

D. The document is presenting the cumulative impacts of the no action alternative in a confusing 
manner.  There is a “no action alternative” for which the visual impacts are moderate and a 
“cumulative no action alternative” in which the visual impacts are major.  Regarding Nantucket, 
even one project, the existing VW1 for instance, has major visual impacts.  The reader needs to read 
four separate sections on impacts, the fourth of which always implies the SouthCoast/Mayflower 
project, in the context of all the other projects that are not yet approved, has only a minor impact.  
This seems intentionally confusing and inaccurate.    

E. Table 3.6.2-2 makes it clear that the risks to Nantucket are high and the change of its ocean views 
from unobstructed to industrial places Nantucket’s listing on the NRHP at risk.   

F. Nantucket is a cultural resource for which unobstructed ocean views or a setting free of modern 
visual elements is a contributing element to its historical integrity.  The document states that the 
proposed Project may have moderate visual impacts on the Nantucket Historic District NHL.  The 
impact will in fact be major. In describing the “no action alternative”, it states that other 
construction is likely to happen.  This makes no sense.  Nantucket’s Historic Landmark status affords 
it strong protections under NEPA from not only SouthCoast Wind, but any other projects in its 
viewshed.     It is simply not acceptable to assume this that Nantucket’s would have impacts from 
other projects regardless of the proposed action.  The only approved project impacting Nantucket in 
this regard is in dispute. 

G. The document correctly states that the WTGs would adversely impact the Nantucket Historic District 
NHL and that the presence of visible WTGs from the Proposed Action alone would have long-term, 
continuous, widespread, impacts on these resources. However, the document states that these 
impacts would be moderate and there is no basis for that claim.  The impacts are clearly major.   

H. After stating that the Nantucket Historic District NHL would be subject to viewshed impacts, with 
portions of up to 743 WTGs theoretically be visible from the southern shores of the district and the 
closest WTG approximately 14.8 miles (23.8 kilometers) away from the resource, the document 
states that the intensity of cumulative visual impacts on these historic properties would be limited 
by distance and environmental and atmospheric factors such as meteorological conditions like low 
cloud cover, fog, or haze. However, clear calm days are when the viewshed is most likely to be 
enjoyed.  Therefore, the impacts are major.   
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I. The document goes back and forth between describing the impacts to Nantucket as both moderate 
and major.  Finally, it admits “However, mitigation of both physical and visual adverse effects on 
historic properties would still be needed under the Proposed Action. Therefore, the overall impacts 
on historic properties from the Proposed Action would likely qualify as major because a notable and 
measurable impact requiring mitigation is anticipated.”  The only mitigating factor that could reduce 
the impact from major would be to move any WTGs out to a distance where they cannot be seen.  In 
the case of 1066 ft turbines, that distance is likely 45 miles.   

J. In appendix H, table H-1, when describing levels of impacts, i.e. moderate versus major, it is stated: 
“If the value, susceptibility, and viewer concern for change is high, then evaluate the nature of the 
sensitivity to determine if elevating the impact to the next level is justified.“  Nantucket’s economy is 
based entirely on tourism.  People come for the unobstructed views of the ocean and the integrity 
of the natural environment.  These projects will severely impact the natural environment and will be 
jarring to visitors expecting to see the unobstructed view of the horizon.  In Nantucket’s Historic 
Landmark Application, it states that this unobstructed view provides “a balm to the soul”.  Given 
Nantucket’s NHL status and the concerns of its residents and visitors, the impacts to the viewshed is 
major.   

 
K. Another problem with the description of “viewer concern” relating to the impacts, is that very few 

people on Nantucket have been shown the visual renderings or have any understanding of what is 
to come.  The developer should be required to have a readily available display with all the various 
images for people on Nantucket to view at their convenience.  This could be accomplished at a 
public place such as the town hall,  the Atheneum (library), the high school, Dreamland Theater, 
Whaling Museum just to name a few public spaces that might accommodate an exhibit.  It is 
unacceptable that this has not happened.    

 
L. Reflective paint for the turbines will make them even more visible when hit by sunlight.   
 
M. “The WTGs and OSPs would be lit and marked in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration 

(FAA) and U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) lighting standards and consistent with BOEM best practices. 
Mayflower Wind would implement an Aircraft Detection Lighting System (ADLS) to automatically 
activate lights when aircraft approach. Lighting would be placed on all structures and would be 
visible throughout a 360-degree arc from the surface of the water. Tower marking would include 
unique rows and columns of letters and numbers to maximize charting effectiveness. Reflective paint 
and lettering materials would be used to provide visibility at night.” USCG lighting standards are on 
at all times, and this is not mitigated in anyway.  This is a problem for Nantucket where there is a 
tradition of viewing and studying dark skies.   

N. The no action alternative is described as “Development of future offshore wind projects would 
increase the amount of offshore anthropogenic light from vessels, area lighting during construction 
and decommissioning of projects (to the degree that construction occurs at night), and use of aircraft 
and vessel hazard/warning lighting on WTGs and OSPs during operation. Up to 901 WTGs, 
associated with other offshore wind projects excluding the Proposed Action, with a maximum blade 
tip height of 1,171 feet (357 meters) would be added within the geographic analysis area for 
cumulative visual effects on historic properties between 2023 and 2030 (Appendix D, Table D2-
1).”  Again, these projects have for the most part not been approved. This is not an accurate picture 
of a “no action alternative”. 
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O. Regarding construction lighting, the impacts are described as short term.  However, the construction 
time frame for this project is 7 years and at least 10 years for the cumulative projects.  This does not 
equate to short-term.   

P. Once again, ADLS is promised, but there are no instances in the US where it has been successfully 
implemented near a major airport.   

Q. Regarding construction lighting, the document state the impacts will minor.  This is supported by 
claims that the construction will be short term when in fact the duration has been increased from 4 
to 7 years.  It also states that lighting impacts will be reduced by atmospheric and environmental 
conditions such as clouds, fog, and waves that could partially or completely obscure or diffuse 
sources of light. However, clear calm evenings are when the dark skies of Nantucket are most often 
enjoyed. The dark nighttime sky is a character-defining feature that contributes to the historic 
significance and integrity of Nantucket.  The impacts to Nantucket’s nighttime skies will clearly be 
major.    

R. Once again, the claim that since other projects will have lighting, the contribution from this project 
is negligible is misleading, confusing, and erroneous since none of these other projects have been 
built.   

S. The claims about ADLS are unsubstantiated, the system has not been implemented in the US near 
any busy airport and marine lighting will be always present.   

T. In section 3.6.8 the following statement is made and it adds significant confusion with regard to 
lighting as no mention of ADLS is made.  Perhaps this the true scenario Nantucket should expect.  
“Lighting: Construction-related nighttime vessel lighting would be used if offshore wind development 
projects include nighttime, dusk, or early morning construction or material transport. In a maximum- 
case scenario, lights could be active throughout nighttime hours for other offshore wind projects in 
the geographic analysis area simultaneously under active construction (Appendix D). Vessel lighting 
would enable recreational boaters to safely avoid nighttime construction areas. The impact on 
recreational boaters would be localized, sporadic, short term, and minimized by the limited offshore 
recreational activities that occur at night.  

In the geographic analysis area, permanent aviation warning lighting required on the WTGs would 
be visible from beaches and coastlines of Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket and could have impacts 
on recreation and tourism in certain locations if the lighting influences visitor decisions in selecting 
coastal locations to visit. FAA hazard lighting systems would be in use for the duration of O&M for up 
to 901 WTGs. The amassing of these WTGs and associated synchronized flashing strobe lights affixed 
with a minimum of three red flashing lights at the mid-section of each tower and one at the top of 
each WTG nacelle in the offshore wind lease areas would have long-term impacts on sensitive 
onshore and offshore viewing locations, based on viewer distance and angle of view and assuming 
no obstructions. Atmospheric and environmental factors, such as haze and fog would influence 
visibility and perception of hazard lighting from sensitive viewing locations (Section 3.6.9, Visual 
Resources).“  Once again, haze and fog are introduced as mitigating, but it is on clear nights that the 
environment is usually enjoyed by the public.   

U. Table 3.6.9-14 indicates that two areas, KOP-8-N  Tom Nevers Field-Nighttime and KOP-12-N Cisco 
Beach-Nighttime, would result in “major’ impacts.   
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The following areas are listed as moderate:  

KOP-8-N Tom Nevers Field-Daytime  
KOP-10-N Nobadeer Beach 
KOP-11-N Miacomet Beach and Pond  

KOP-12-N Cisco Beach-Daytime 
KOP-13-N Hummock Pond Road Bike Path 
 KOP-16-N Head of Plains  
KOP-17-N Bartlett’s Farm 
KOP-18-N Ladies Beach 
KOP-20-N Madequecham 
KOP-22-N Madaket Beach at Sunset.   

However, given the importance of these area to visitors and residents of Nantucket, the historic 
nature of the unobstructed viewshed, and the simulations provided in Attachment H, these 
areas should also be listed as major.  The next group which is listed in this chart as impacted in a 
“minor’ way should be moved to “moderate” impacts.  It is unclear if any residents or visitors to 
Nantucket have been consulted in this is matter . 

V. In addition, the DEIS needs to assess the discomfort of watching blades rotate, reduced breeze, 
higher air temperature and audible noise to humans at the shore from turbine operations.   

8. Socioeconomic Factors: 
 
A. The socio-economic impacts to Nantucket are grossly understated and further study is needed.  The 

document correctly states that 100 % of Nantucket’s economy is based on tourism, but it fails to 
acknowledge the impact to low wage, seasonal workers who tend to be from underrepresented 
groups such as immigrants and people of color.  Independent study and research are clearly needed 
to understand the impact to this fragile, island tourism economy.   

 
B. On Nantucket there will not be any benefit to employment – only loss of tourism related jobs.  The 

insinuation that there may be some increase in tourism as some vacationers or day trippers may 
come solely to see the wind turbines is unfounded.  Based on the plan laid out, WTGs will be 
ubiquitous on the east coast. The time and expense of getting to Nantucket to see them would not 
be worth it.  However, if there are no turbines in view, visitors would continue to come to Nantucket 
for the natural unobstructed views of nature.   

C. On page 3.6.8-10 the following statement is made “As a result, although lighting on WTGs would 
have a continuous, long-term, adverse impact on recreation and tourism, the impact in the 
geographic analysis area is likely to be limited to individual decisions by visitors to the shorefronts of 
Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket and elevated areas, with less impact on the recreation and 
tourism industry as a whole. “ It appears that Nantucket will be bearing most of the impacts on 
tourism with none of the purported economic benefits.   

D. Additional impacts to recreational impacts are discussed on page 3.6.8-13 with the statement 
“Presence of structures: The placement of 901 WTGs (excluding the Proposed Action) in the 
geographic analysis area would contribute to impacts on recreational fishing and boating. The 
offshore structures would have long-term, adverse impacts on recreational boating and fishing 
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through the risk of allision; risk of gear entanglement, damage, or loss; navigational hazards; space 
use conflicts; presence of cable infrastructure; and visual impacts.”  

For hire recreational fishing is a major attraction on Nantucket.  There is no analysis the DEIS as to 
how this industry, especially regarding how deep-sea fishing (Tuna) would be impacted.  It appears 
that some fishing grounds would be inaccessible, and others would require re-routing significant 
distances to reach.   

E. The DEIS attempts to make correlations to studies on much smaller turbines in Europe, smaller wind 
farms such as Block Island (only 5 turbines close to shore), and studies where visual simulations have 
not been provided, to the impacts to tourism on Nantucket.  It is known that visitors to Nantucket 
are there for the natural setting, including unencumbered views of the ocean.  In the same section, a 
University of Delaware Study is mentioned. It is our understanding that this study has been 
discrediting for referencing much smaller turbines and for not asking follow-up questions.  A NC 
study that shows greater impact is not mentioned.  Given the importance of Nantucket as a NHL, a 
study unique to Nantucket should be independently conducted.   
 

F. The document also states generally that “WTGs visible from some shoreline locations in the 
geographic analysis area would have adverse impacts on visual resources when discernable due to 
the introduction of industrial elements in previously undeveloped views. Based on the relationship 
between visual impacts and impacts on recreational experience, the impact of visible WTGs on 
recreation would be moderate, long term, continuous, and adverse. “  However, for Nantucket, 
where tourism is based on the natural environment, the impact is undoubtedly major.   

G. The following statement on page 3.6.8-21 makes it apparent that no attempt has been made to 
understand the reason for tourism to Nantucket, whose natural environment draws visitors from 
the throughout the United States and the world.  For example, “beaches with views of WTGs could 
gain trips from the estimated 2.5 percent of beach visitors for whom viewing the WTGs would be a 
positive result, offsetting some lost trips from visitors who consider views of WTGs to be negative 
(Parsons and Firestone 2018).“  That 2.5% of beach visitors would like to take a sightseeing trip to 
see turbines is preposterous to state as a benefit. In fact, that means 97.5% do not want to take 
such a trip.  

H. After providing no data or studies to show how for hire recreational fishing on Nantucket might be 
impacted, the document states on page 3.6.3-26 “across the Massachusetts and Rhode Island lease 
areas, up to 1,069 offshore structures, 149 of which would be attributable to the Proposed Action, 
would affect employment and economics by affecting marine-based businesses. Presence of 
structures would have both beneficial impacts, such as by providing sightseeing opportunities and 
fish aggregation that benefit recreational businesses, and adverse effects, such as by causing fishing 
gear loss, navigational hazards, and viewshed impacts that could affect business operations and 
income”. The implication that people would incur the time and expense to travel to Nantucket, a 
place where repeat business to enjoy the natural environment is the norm, to take a one-off 
sightseeing trip to see WTGs is just silly.  Without the data to back this up there is no basis to make 
the claim.  Perhaps at least interview local business and maybe the Chamber of Commerce.  This 
entire section shows no attempt to understand the unique tourism economy that encompasses 
Nantucket.   
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I. It is clear from the document that Nantucket will incur the greatest visual impacts, the greatest 
negative impacts to tourism and no economic benefit from “offshore wind related employment”.  
Further study of impacts to Nantucket’s economy is needed before any permits are issued.   

J. In section 3.6.8 Nantucket tourism on Nantucket is summarized as follows: “Nantucket County is 
south of Cape Cod and encompasses approximately 44.97 square miles of land 
(U.S. Census Bureau 2021d). It is 14 miles long and 3.5 miles wide (Town & County of Nantucket, MA 
2022a). The county consists of the Island of ‘, which is an extremely popular summer tourist 
destination. In the summer months, the population of the Island of Nantucket increases by a factor 
of five due to tourists and seasonal residents (COP Volume 2, Section 10.3.1.1.1; Mayflower Wind 
2022). The county is home to many beaches, such as Brant Point Beach, which is home to the Brant 
Point Lighthouse. One of the most popular beaches on the island is Jetties Beach, which has a café, 
restaurant, and tourist shop during the summer (Town and County of Nantucket 2022b).” The 
statement makes no mention of the island’s popular South Shore beaches, such as Surfside, Cisco, 
Madaket and Ladies, some of which have been named to leading travel publications “Most beautiful 
beaches in the world”.  There is also no mention of the sunsets on the West side of the island.  It is 
convenient for BOEM and misleading to readersto only mention beaches with views to the North.   

K. Table 3.6.2-1.  This table that covers significant historical events, makes no mention of Nantucket, its 
whaling history, or its importance as the largest National Historic Landmark.  The impacts to tourism 
on Nantucket do not seem to be a consideration at all.  From a social justice standpoint, many lower 
paying tourism jobs are what will be lost.  Nantucket’s economy will be severely impacted, and this 
is not addressed.   

 
L. The idea that wind turbines would generate tourism interest in Nantucket is a fairy tale.  Especially if 

one agrees with the premise of the document that wind turbines will be widespread off the coast of 
MA and RI.  The type of repeat tourism that Nantucket experiences, and that its economy depends 
upon is related to the natural beauty and the “unobstructed view of the ocean that is a balm to the 
soul” (from NHL document)  Occasional trips to view wind farms could never come close to replacing 
what will be lost.   

 
M. An independent study of lost tourism dollars is necessary to protect Nantucket’s economy. 
 
N. Considering the importance of the view shed to Nantucketer’s and its visitors, all scenic impacts to 

the NHL are MAJOR. The visual analysis explains that a criterion for assessing the impact to 
viewshed is the concern to the audience. The views on Nantucket are of utmost importance to 
Nantucketer’s and its visitors.   

O. On page 3.4.2-22 the following statement is made “In a year, the Proposed Action would generate a 
maximum of 700 crew vessel trips, 30 jack-up vessel trips, 100 heavy transport vessel trips, 280 
airplane trips, and 2,080 helicopter trips” These number are outrageously high considering that the 
crew transfer vessels will not be required to keep safe speeds for NARWs and that the impact to 
peaceful enjoyment of Nantucket will be greatly diminished by nearby constant flying of helicopters.   

9. Misc: 
 

A. Inter-array cables only buried 3-8 feet.  Not much given shifting nature of sandy bottom. Un 
acceptable that cables will not be removed at decommissioning.  Sand shifts too much.   
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B. Unacceptable for foundations to remain 15 feet below seabed in areas for shifting sands and 
prone to eventual rusting.   

C. Why is it assumed that new structures in an otherwise sandy environment are beneficial?   
 

D. Invasive and atypical species will be colonized.  This includes filter feeders which will alter the 
micro-organisms in the water.   

 
E. From cable placement, noise and presence of structures, impact on fish and invertebrates is listed 

as moderate.  That is too great.   

F. Fishing impacts are listed as a major disruption, this is not acceptable.   

10. Chapter 4 : 

A. In Chapter 4 ,the following statement is made in introducing Table 4.1-1 “All impacts from planned 
activities are still expected to occur as described in the No Action Alternative analysis in this EIS, 
regardless of whether the Proposed Action is approved.”  This is once again a questionable 
statement as the only approved projects are in dispute and construction has not commenced on any 
projects other than the near shore Block Island Wind.  

B. In Table 4.1-1 the impacts in the categories of “Demographics, Employment, and Economics” do not 
include the loss of tourism revenues and jobs on Nantucket.   

 
C. Table 4.1-1 shows that the impacts to Nantucket’s ecosystem and economy will be significant.   
 
D. This statement is never backed up with data “To the extent that the Proposed Action displaces fossil-

fuel energy generation, overall improvement of air quality would be expected.”  Specifically, which 
forms of fossil-fuel burning will be displaced?  Are there any planned shutdowns of fossil fuel plants 
in the New England ISO?   

E. Table 4.1-1 also admits, even while it labels the impacts as not irreversible, “Irreversible impacts on 
marine mammal populations could occur if one or more individuals of an ESA-listed species were 
injured or killed or if those populations experienced behavioral effects of high severity. With 
implementation of mitigation measures, developed in consultation with NMFS (e.g., timing windows, 
vessel speed restrictions, safety zones), the potential for an ESA- listed species to experience high-
severity behavioral effects or be injured or killed would be reduced or eliminated. No irreversible 
high-severity behavioral effects from Project activities are anticipated; however, due to the 
uncertainties from lack of information, these effects are still possible. Irretrievable impacts could 
occur if individuals or populations grow more slowly as a result of displacement from the Project 
area.”  The chart should label the impacts as they are shown in the document as “irreversible”.   In 
addition the mitigation measures will not be effective as: 

• Timing windows do not eliminate the presence of NARWs.   
• Vessel speed restrictions do not apply to the majority of vessel trips (crew transfer vessels).  
• PSOs cannot see whales that are under water and PAM devices cannot hear whales that are 

silent for hours at a time.   
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• Pile driving, including soft start warnings, could send whales out of important foraging areas and 
into more traveled shipping lanes.   

• There has been put forth NO mitigations that guarantee the safety of NARWs.   

F. Table 4.1-1 attempts to address social justice but fails to address the loss of tourism jobs on 
Nantucket, which will impact low-income people as well as people of color and other disadvantaged 
workers.  

G. Section 4.3 discusses the long-term benefits of the offshore wind projects; both the project being 
analyzed and the cumulative impacts.     

• The first benefit is  “Promotion of clean and safe development of domestic energy sources and 
clean energy job creation.” The document provides no back up for “clean” or ‘safe”.  The 
sourcing of rare earths is never discussed nor is reliance on US adversaries needed to secure 
them.   Nor are the tons of steel, fiberglass, and concrete needed to build the wind power plants 
discussed in terms of environmental impacts.  The millions of gallons of diesel fuel, oil, 
firefighting foam, and other substances are not put into context of how they will impact the 
environment.  It is not enough to “state” that this is a clean source of energy. It must be shown 
and the DEIS does not have the data to support that this is a clean energy source, especially 
when compared to dual cycle natural gas that is delivered via pipeline.   

• The next bullet “Promotion of renewable energy to help ensure geopolitical security, reduce GHG 
emissions to combat climate change, and provide electricity that is affordable, reliable, safe, 
secure, and clean.” Is also not supported when compared to domestically sourced natural gas.  
The US will be dependent on adversaries to secure the necessary parts and rare earths to build 
and repair the WTGs.    

• This statement is not a benefit.  “Delivery of power to the Massachusetts (and broader northeast 
U.S.) energy grid to contribute to the state’s renewable energy requirements.” This is merely a 
political statement with no data to back up that offshore wind will be “renewable”. In fact, 
offshore wind turbines have not been shown to last the 35 years provided for in the DEIS. 

• The last bullet,  “Increased habitat for certain fish species” is a minor/trivial benefit that is does 
nothing to offset the harm to many more species of birds, bats, marine mammals including 
NARWs, invertebrates and fish. 

11. : Closing Statement: 
For the reasons set forth above, the DEIS for the SouthCoast(Mayflower) project is deficient and does 
not meet the minimum analytical standards of NEPA.  .  The method used to layout cumulative, and no 
action alternatives is confusing, indecipherable, appears designed to minimize or hide the impacts of the 
proposed action, and fails at its fundamental purpose of informing the public about the myriad serious 
environmental consequences of the SouthCoast (Mayflower) Wind project and its additive impact on the 
wind lease area.   
 
BOEM must address each issue described herein and release a new draft of the document, thereby 
providing the public with a proper opportunity to understand and judge the Project on its true merits.  

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.  
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Vallorie Oliver 

President 
Nantucket Residents Against Turbines 
 





 

 

 
April 18, 2023 
 
Karen Baker, Chief 
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 
Office of Renewable Energy Programs 
45600 Woodland Road 
Sterling, Virginia  20166 
 
Karen Crawford 
ICF 
Section 106 Lead 
1903 Reston Metro Plaza 
Reston, VA 20190 
 
Re: SouthCoast Wind Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Finding of Adverse Effect, 

Technical Reports, and Proposed Memorandum of Agreement  
 Docket No. BOEM-2023-0011 
 
Dear Ms. Baker and Ms. Crawford: 
 
We write on behalf of the Town of Nantucket (“the Town”). Our comments below address 
BOEM’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS); associated technical reports including 
the Area of Potential Effects Memorandum, Analysis of Visual Effects to Historic Properties, 
Visual Impacts Assessment (VIA), Cumulative Historic Visual Effects Assessment (CHRVEA), 
the Seascape, Landscape, and Visual Impact Assessment (SLVIA); and Finding of Adverse Effect; 
and Draft Memorandum of Agreement for SouthCoast Wind. 
 
The Town has consistently expressed its support for responsible wind energy development and the 
growing need for sustainable energy sources in Massachusetts as well as the United States. Its aim 
in consultation with BOEM is to ensure that BOEM’s permitting process follows the law, and that 
BOEM selects an alternative that preserves the integrity of the project’s surrounding area to the 
greatest extent possible. BOEM, however, has a responsibility under federal law to consider all 
environmental impacts and resolve all adverse effects to the historic integrity of the surrounding 
area, including the Town, the whole of which is a National Historic Landmark (NHL). 
 
In our experience, due to the enormous pressure placed on BOEM to get offshore wind up and 
running following permit reviews of inappropriately compressed period of approximately two 
years, BOEM is consistently skipping steps in environmental review. Holding aside myriad 
unanswered questions across all wind farm projects about the effects of offshore wind on the 
natural environment, including sea mammals, birds, fish, and other wildlife, not to mention harm 
to local economies and lack of consideration to environmental justice, BOEM has developed a 
pattern and practice of favoring developers at every opportunity and expects adversely affected 
communities to absorb adverse effects even though they receive virtually nothing in return. 
Responsible development must ensure that externalities are avoided, minimized, and mitigated to 
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the greatest extent possible. BOEM’s current permitting review of SouthCoast falls far short of 
this goal. 
 
In addition to demonstrating Nantucket’s significance as a one of the nation’s most well preserved 
historic and cultural resource, our comments address numerous deficiencies: (1) the DEIS is 
inadequate because it fails to take a “hard look” at impacts to historic and cultural resources by 
undervaluing their significance, undervaluing their connections to a pristine ocean viewshed, and 
downplaying adverse impacts to the Town’s economy; (2) the DEIS fails to consider all direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects of SouthCoast Wind and other reasonably foreseeable wind farms; 
(3) BOEM has failed to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act; and 
(4) BOEM has failed to use all possible planning to minimize harm to National Historic Landmarks 
as required by Section 110(f).  If BOEM or any other cooperating agency, such as the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, relies on the DEIS in its current form, any decision the agency makes will be 
arbitrary, capricious, and contrary to law. 
 
NANTUCKET IS AN UNPARALLELED HISTORIC & CULTURAL RESOURCE. 
 
Nantucket is one of the most significant National Historic Landmarks in the United States with 
close ties to the natural and maritime environment, the lens through which BOEM must evaluate 
SouthCoast’s adverse effects. Whereas most NHL designations apply solely to architecture, 
Nantucket’s designation recognizes irreplaceable cultural heritage that includes historic buildings 
and environmental landscapes. In 1966, the National Park Service cited Nantucket as being the 
“finest surviving architectural and environmental example of a late 18th-and early19th-century 
New England seaport town.”1 Long before the arrival of Europeans, Nantucket provided a home 
to the ancestors of the area’s current Wampanoag tribes, who continue to reside on adjacent islands 
and claim the National Register-listed Nantucket Sound as a 385,000-acre Traditional Cultural 
Property.  
 
Whereas viewshed plays an important role in site integrity of many NHLs, in the case of Nantucket, 
the unblemished viewshed is fundamental to its designation. For some 6,000 years—since 
Nantucket became an island—human occupants have enjoyed the unimpeded natural view of the 
ocean from the island and the island from the ocean. The current view makes it possible, therefore, 
for a person to enjoy a connection with peoples and cultures long past, and to better understand 
and value one’s place and orientation in history. The viewshed plays a critical role in the enjoyment 
of long-time residents and visitors alike and is central to the island’s character and economy. As 
stated in the National Historic Landmark nomination form, “the unencumbered views of the ocean 
offer a balm to the soul.”2 
 
THE DEIS IS INADEQUATE BECAUSE IT FAILS TO TAKE A “HARD LOOK” AT IMPACTS TO 
CULTURAL AND HISTORIC RESOURCES. 
 
By ignoring Nantucket’s significance and its historic oceanfront context, BOEM has failed to 
uphold its obligations to properly inform the public in the DEIS and through public meetings about 
the full range of SouthCoast Wind’s anticipated effects as NEPA requires. NEPA is designed to 

 
1 Nantucket National Register of Historic Places Inventory Nomination Form (1966), at 5. 
2 Nantucket National Historic Landmark Designation (2018), at 57.   

https://nantucket-ma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/37711/National-Historic-Landmark-Registration-Report-PDF
https://nantucket-ma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/37711/National-Historic-Landmark-Registration-Report-PDF
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ensure that the public and decision-makers are provided with the information they need to make a 
considered decision about the best path forward. The statute is also designed to ensure that federal 
agencies have carefully and fully contemplated the environmental effects of a proposed action.3 In 
addition to considering impacts on the natural environment, NEPA requires federal agencies to 
consider impacts on historic and cultural resources.4 By focusing the permitting agency’s attention 
on the environmental consequences of its proposed action, NEPA “ensures that important effects 
will not be overlooked or underestimated only to be discovered after resources have been 
committed or the die otherwise cast.”5 In other words, NEPA requires that federal agencies take a 
“hard look” at the environmental consequences of a proposed action.6  
 
In addition to assessing all impacts to the natural environment, BOEM must fully assess and 
consider all direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on cultural and historic resources. But the 
DEIS falls short of NEPA mandates that require consideration of all adverse effects because 
BOEM has failed to integrate properly its NEPA and NHPA reviews, preferring instead to integrate 
in name only, but not in substance.7 
 
BOEM has not taken a hard look at SouthCoast Wind’s environmental impacts, but rather has 
placed its thumb on the scale in favor of granting approval by considering only alternatives that 
could best be described as supporting SouthCoast Wind’s preferences. The Town of Nantucket is 
a longstanding steward of one of the nation’s most significant NHLs, yet BOEM refuses to 
consider its unique history or consider adequately the Project’s specific impacts to the community, 
including harm to its tourism economy, its financial well-being and tax base, and greater sensitivity 
that heritage tourists have to the loss of historic character and context. 
 
For example, although the DEIS notes that the “scenic quality of the coastal environment is 
important to the identity, attraction, and economic health of many of the coastal communities,”8 
and that tourism in these communities is a multibillion-dollar industry, the DEIS finds the 
“employment and economic impact would be localized, short term, and minor.”9 In fact, the DEIS 
states falsely that the project would have a beneficial impact on tourism, with 2.5% of visitors 
coming to see the wind turbine generators (WTGs). The DEIS fails to contemplate the effect of 
the wind turbine generators (WTGs) on Nantucket’s tourism economy in any serious way—or the 
effect that SouthCoast Wind will have on historic properties within the community that depend on 
visitor revenue—from adverse visual effects other than to dismiss the risk. Nor does the DEIS 
assess the potential  for harm to the Town’s tax revenues due to SouthCoast’s visual blight and 
risk to property values. To the extent that the DEIS suggests that industrial-scale visual turbine 

 
3 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1; N.C. Wildlife Fed’n v. N.C. Dep’t of Transp., 677 F.3d 596, 601 (4th Cir. 2012) (quoting 
Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350 (1989)). 
4 40 C.F.R. §1508.27(b)(3); 40 C.F.R. § 1508.27(b)(8). 
5 Robertson, 490 U.S. at 349. 
6 Citizens Against Burlington v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190 (D.C. Cir. 1991), cert. denied, 502 U.S. 994 (1992). 
7 See NEPA and NHPA: A Handbook for Integrating NEPA and Section 106 
Synopsis, Advisory Council Hist. Preservation, https://www.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/nepa-and-
nhpa-handbook-integrating-nepa-and-section-106.  
8 DEIS, at 3.6.8-1 
9 DEIS, at 3.6.8-17 

https://www.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/nepa-and-nhpa-handbook-integrating-nepa-and-section-106
https://www.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/nepa-and-nhpa-handbook-integrating-nepa-and-section-106
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blight would benefit historic communities,10 our client objects. BOEM’s conclusion is not 
supported by credible research. 
 
The DEIS contains no analysis of how the Town’s tourism economy will be affected even though 
the Town and its citizens as well as workers depend on it for the current and future maintenance 
and preservation of the historic properties under its jurisdiction or control. Under NEPA, BOEM 
must consider a wide range of effects, specifically including impacts that are “historic, cultural, 
[and] economic.”11 Tourism revenue and property values are vital to the Town of Nantucket’s 
economy. Tourism alone is a $10 billion industry in Massachusetts, supporting over 102,100 jobs 
every year. Spoliation of historic landscapes increases the risk of lost tourism revenue and property 
taxes, which are expected to decrease after SouthCoast Wind industrializes the ocean landscape 
with its unavoidable visual clutter and light. Impacts to our client’ tourism economy would be 
devastating to the economic health of the area and put thousands of jobs in danger, creating 
environmental justice risks. Nevertheless, the DEIS ignores these risks in contravention of NEPA. 
 
Despite this risk, the DEIS’ discussion of tourism blithely dismisses potential impacts to 
Nantucket’s economy without any serious discussion or supporting research, preferring instead to 
rely on flawed, incomplete studies and ignoring industry research that shows that 15% of tourists 
will not return to oceanfront communities once offshore wind farms are built. Even if 2.5% of 
visitors travel to see the WTGs as the DEIS suggests,12 the loss of 12.5% of visitors will be 
devastating to the tourism economy. Moreover, visits to see the wind farm are likely to be a onetime 
event, and will not guarantee repeat visits as the current pristine ocean views do. Thus, BOEM 
cannot support its conclusion that the overall impact to tourism will be “minor,” especially when 
Project impacts at the landscape level are expected to range from “moderate” to “major adverse.” 
BOEM must carefully consider the impacts on our client’ unique character as an oceanfront 
community and its historic properties that qualify as a “resource” both to the area’s economy and 
under NEPA’s definition. BOEM must further analyze and quantify these potential adverse effects 
as BOEM develops the Final EIS. 
 
THE DEIS IS INCOMPLETE BECAUSE IT FAILS TO ASSESS ADEQUATELY SOUTHCOAST WIND’S 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. 
 
Multiple wind farms are in development off the coasts of Massachusetts and adjacent states. These 
offshore wind projects will have both separate and cumulative adverse visual impacts upon historic 
properties, sites, and districts listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.  
 
This Project, and how it is evaluated and permitted, will set a precedent for upcoming projects in 
the area and along the entire Atlantic Coast; therefore, it is essential to apply consistent criteria to 
this project and subsequent future sites. Due to the historic integrity of historic properties within 
the Project Area and Area of Potential Effects, BOEM must establish and implement best practices. 
Based on the omissions described above, the DEIS should be amended to reflect—and the Final 
EIS should include—a complete cumulative assessment of all impacts to historic and cultural 
properties and include additional cumulative visual simulations for the Town of Nantucket’s 

 
10 DEIS, at 3.6.8-16. 
11 40 C.F.R. § 1508.1(g)(1).  
12 DEIS, at 3.6.8-21 
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historic properties, including those reasonably foreseeable effects that adjacent wind farms will 
generate. 
 
Moreover, the DEIS fails to incorporate best practices and minimum guidelines that would apply 
to all offshore wind developments near the Town of Nantucket. In specifically requiring 
cumulative impacts analyses, NEPA recognizes the significant effect that reasonably foreseeable 
projects can have on the surrounding landscape beyond the scope of a single development. 
BOEM’s analysis and methodology for assessing cumulative impacts in the DEIS are confusing 
and unclear. Consulting parties and the public have a right to understand BOEM’s conclusions and 
how it arrived at them. Currently, no reasonable person can interpret them. 
 
According to the VIA, CHRVEA, and SLVIA, SouthCoast is expected to cause major adverse 
effects to Nantucket even though BOEM cites “NEPA’s objective of providing Americans with 
aesthetically and culturally pleasing environments.”13 Adjacent wind farms will magnify 
SouthCoast’s adverse effects and along with SouthCoast will change the ocean’s undeveloped 
character to an industrial wind farm environment with major adverse impacts on scenic and visual 
resources. Although BOEM characterizes adverse effects in some cases as “minor” or “moderate,” 
BOEM has failed to rely on worst case visual scenarios, preferring to use atmospheric haze to 
minimize SouthCoast’s visibility.  Considering the sensitivity of Nantucket’s historic properties 
and direct connection to the ocean’s viewshed as one of their character-defining features, BOEM 
should consider all visual effects as “major” and err on the side of caution, rather than in 
SouthCoast’s favor even though risks are not fully known. The DEIS also fails to assess adverse 
effects to Tuckernuck and Muskeget Islands, even though they are part of the Nantucket NHL. Nor 
does the DEIS assess adverse effects—especially nighttime lighting effects—on Maria Mitchell 
Association’s historic observatory, one of the Town’s historic assets that depends on dark night 
skies to continue its historic use.  
 
It is especially concerning to see the lack of minimum guidelines and best practice standards 
established for offshore wind projects in the United States, especially as they relate to adverse 
visual impacts upon National Historic Landmarks and historic properties, sites, and districts listed 
or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, such as Nantucket. It is essential 
to apply consistent criteria to this project and subsequent future sites. Due to the high cultural and 
historic sensitivity of our client’ ocean-facing historic properties, best practice criteria must be 
applied. Minimum standards should include:  

• Requiring the least impactful nighttime lighting, such as ADLS, as a permit condition; 
• Requiring all windfarms in a specific region to use the same non-reflective paint color, 

determined to be most effective in minimizing the visual impacts, per specific 
atmospheric/geographical conditions of the lease sites; 

• Establishing minimum set-back standards from land, with specific considerations for 
historic landmarks and areas with tourism-driven economies;  

• For communities with historical significance, BOEM should help ensure that local 
stakeholders receive fair and direct access to any state and federal agencies or resources, 
which may provide critical regulatory guidance on how best to avoid, minimize, and 

 
13 SLVIA, at H-1. 
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mitigate the local impacts of offshore windfarms. This support would be provided 
independent of the Section 106 process, and would, for example, identify and encourage 
dialogue between communities with their State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP); and 

• Requiring—to the extent to which harm to historic and cultural resources cannot be avoided 
or minimized—appropriate project mitigation measures to offset the impacts to 
communities, such as community benefit agreements, offshore wind mitigation trust funds, 
or other economic development arrangements, as are standard in the offshore wind industry 
globally. At this critical juncture in the development of the U.S. offshore wind industry, 
stakeholders are open minded, if not supportive, of a successful industry that shares 
benefits with local communities who will bear the brunt of adverse impacts and certain risk 
of loss to their economies. 
 

BOEM must correct the DEIS and related technical reports to address these errors and prepare 
adequate visual simulations so that consulting parties and BOEM will understand the true nature 
of SouthCoast’s adverse effects. 
 
BOEM HAS NOT COMPLIED WITH ITS OBLIGATIONS UNDER SECTION 106 OF THE NHPA. 
 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires BOEM to address impacts 
to historic properties and find ways through consultation to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse 
effects. As part of the federal government’s policy of protecting the nation’s historic heritage and 
sense of orientation as an American people, Section 106 requires federal agencies to consider the 
effects on historic properties of projects they carry out, assist, fund, permit, license, or approve 
throughout the country.14   
 
If a federal or federally-assisted project has the potential to affect historic properties listed or 
determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, a Section 106 review is 
required.15 During Section 106 review, once historic properties have been identified in 
coordination with the applicable State Historic Preservation Officer, the federal agency charged 
with permitting the proposed project must find ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects 
to those properties in consultation with parties who have a demonstrated interest in the 
undertaking.16   
 
Moreover, BOEM must undertake all possible planning to minimize harm to all adversely affected 
National Historic Landmarks, pursuant to Section 110(f) of the NHPA.17 This has not occurred.  
Section 110(f) provides:  

 
Prior to the approval of any Federal undertaking which may directly and adversely 
affect any [NHL], the head of the responsible Federal agency shall, to the maximum 
extent possible, undertake such planning and actions as may be necessary to 

 
14 54 U.S.C. §§ 300101-307108; Section 1 of the NHPA, Pub. L. No. 89-665, as amended by Pub. L. No. 96-515.   
15 54 U.S.C. § 306108.   
16 36 C.F.R. § 800.1(a); 36 C.F.R. § 800.4. 
17 54 U.S.C. § 306107. 
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minimize harm to such landmark, and shall afford the Advisory Council a 
reasonable opportunity to comment on the undertaking.18 

 
Notwithstanding Section 110(f)’s mandate, as discussed below BOEM has not demonstrated 
compliance with the heightened level of scrutiny that Section 110(f) requires.  
 
BOEM HAS NOT CORRECTLY ASSESSED ADVERSE EFFECTS TO ALL HISTORIC PROPERTIES OR 
RESOLVED THEM APPROPRIATELY. 
 
The documents BOEM provided for review, as drafted, fall short of the NHPA’s mandates that 
require consideration and resolution of all adverse effects. By contrast, BOEM downplays them. 
In reviewing SouthCoast Wind’s visual simulations, our client has serious concerns regarding the 
assessment of adverse effects to these properties. Without additional visualizations to and from 
historic properties, including all NHLs (including Nantucket Island, Muskeget Island, and 
Tuckernuck Islands), consulting parties cannot understand how SouthCoast Wind and projects 
cumulative to SouthCoast Wind will affect their historic properties’ integrity, including their 
context, seaside character, and connection to a maritime setting that has historically depended on 
open views to and from the Atlantic Ocean. The number and density of SouthCoast Wind’s 
turbines will create a visual mass that will have a presence of large-scale modern infrastructure on 
the horizon that cannot be avoided. 
 
However, BOEM cannot reasonably expect consulting parties to understand the full extent of 
SouthCoast Wind’s adverse visual effects. The visual simulations that BOEM has provided are too 
limited in nature and not only preclude meaningful consultation and resolution of adverse effects, 
but BOEM’s continued reliance on them will result in decision making that is arbitrary, capricious, 
and contrary to law. Because current visual assessments and simulations do not show the actual 
impact of the SouthCoast Wind’s turbines and associated infrastructure, BOEM must amend them 
to assess adverse impacts and to determine appropriate avoidance, minimization, or mitigation 
measures.  Failure to do so will result in a record of decision that is arbitrary, capricious, and 
contrary to law. 
 

a. BOEM has not provided adequate visual simulations.  
 
The visual simulations BOEM provided for review are incomplete and inadequate. As a result, 
they fail to show the actual impact of SouthCoast Wind. Consequently, BOEM must include 
additional simulations to assess accurately adverse impacts and to determine appropriate 
avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures. As the lead federal agency, BOEM must provide 
consulting parties and the public with adequate and easily accessible information that informs all 
parties of potential impacts. BOEM’s adverse effect characterizations and visual simulations are 
too limited to show the full extent of SouthCoast Wind’s aesthetic impacts. BOEM and consulting 
parties, therefore, are operating at an informational disadvantage that assures arbitrary and 
capricious decision making. 
 

 
18 Id. 
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BOEM provides visualizations from only five Key Observation Points (KOPs) on Nantucket: 
Sanford Farm Barn, Tom Nevers Beach, Cisco Beach, Head of Plains, and Madaket Beach. 
However, BOEM’s visual simulations except for Cisco Beach are taken only at a single time of 
day during a single season. Cisco Beach is the only visualization that depicts a nighttime view, 
despite noting that Tom Nevers Beach at night will also have a major adverse impact. The visual 
simulations represent a small fraction of adversely affected historic properties since Nantucket, 
Muskeget, and Tuckernuck Islands form the NHL. And all simulations are from a single vantage 
at ground level, even though property owners, the public, and visitors to those properties 
experience the historic ocean viewshed from different vantage points, such as from the tops of 
lighthouses, church steeple balconies, widow walks, or the upper stories or verandahs of houses—
spaces designed intentionally for this type of observation. 
 
In addition, it is impossible for consulting parties to understand the full range of SouthCoast’s 
visual effects because of problems with BOEM’s approach to visual simulations. Contrary to what 
BOEM has provided, visual simulations need to be revised and presented together, rather than in 
separate reports that make comparisons difficult, if not impossible. Visual simulations should also 
refrain from using humid, hazy, or blurry conditions to minimize potential wind turbine visibility. 
BOEM should also revise them so that they all show what SouthCoast and additional wind farms 
will look like during every season at multiple times of day, including at night, rather the piecemeal 
approach that BOEM has adopted. 
 
Furthermore, BOEM has not fully shown consulting parties or the public how SouthCoast Wind 
will address potential lighting impacts, including during the construction phase. Prolonged, 
constant, and bright lights will be required to construct the WTGs, as well, and this lighting will 
cause major impacts to our client’ views for at least close to a decade when all the projects are 
considered cumulatively over decades of their expected lifespans. BOEM must include 
construction impacts, including lighting, in its final analysis of impacts to historic properties so 
that consulting parties and the public can evaluate them. 
 
Our client is especially concerned about lighting impacts to the dark night sky both during and 
after construction and urges BOEM to take a hard look at these impacts, with special attention paid 
to internationally renowned Maria Mitchell Association’s historic observatory, a contributing 
property within the NHL, which depends on visitation revenue for its continued maintenance and 
preservation. In addition, BOEM must consider the visual impacts of all light units on each turbine 
and their reflections on the ocean’s surface, especially during nighttime hazy conditions that will 
magnify their glow19—and how nighttime light pollution will further diminish the integrity of all 
historic properties and NHLs within the APE. 
 

b. Assessment of Adverse Effects 
 
BOEM’s Technical Reports include an assessment of adverse effects. The size and scale of 
SouthCoast Wind within our client’ historic viewshed with its constant daytime view alteration, 

 
19 For example, see Amy Shira Teitel, Why is the Night Sky Turning Red?  Light Pollution Is Turning Our Dark 
Skies Red, DISCOVER (Aug. 23, 2012), at https://www.discovermagazine.com/the-sciences/why-is-the-night-sky-
turning-red; Joshua Sokol, The Sky Needs Its “Silent Spring” Moment, SCIENTIFIC AMERICAN (Oct. 1, 2022), at 
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/the-sky-needs-its-silent-spring-moment/. 

https://www.discovermagazine.com/the-sciences/why-is-the-night-sky-turning-red
https://www.discovermagazine.com/the-sciences/why-is-the-night-sky-turning-red
https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/the-sky-needs-its-silent-spring-moment/
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coupled with nighttime and construction lighting, will inexorably change the historic nature of 
Nantucket’s historic properties, their feeling, their association, and the connections of these historic 
properties to the ocean and its unimpeded horizon. 
 
In addition, considering the magnitude of SouthCoast Wind’s adverse effects on the landscape and 
visual blight SouthCoast Wind will cause, BOEM should consider Nantucket for eligibility as 
traditional cultural property so that BOEM can assess adverse effects more accurately, rather than 
downplaying them. The historic properties located within the Nantucket NHL maintain ties to 
living communities who continue to preserve, maintain, and associate these properties with 
cultural practices, traditions, lifeways, and social institutions—all of which are located within the 
Nantucket NHL and who continue to appreciate, occupy, and use these properties.20 
 
Descriptions about Nantucket are illustrative of the traditional, historic relationship of this 
community to its pristine ocean setting and the connections the living community continues to 
have to their settings and celebrate. BOEM, however, has not explored these connections and thus 
not provided the deeper level of historic property identification and analysis of adverse effects that 
Nantucket merits. 
 
Distinguishing features of Nantucket’s NHL designation—diversity of historic and cultural 
resources and their high level of integrity, overall size of the resource, and centrality of its ocean 
viewshed—mean that among the almost 2,600 properties designated as NHLs throughout the 
country, few comparators exist. Indeed, the only NHLs arguably comparable with Nantucket’s 
significance’s significance may be the French Quarter in New Orleans, Charleston Historic District 
in South Carolina, the Santa Fe Historic District in New Mexico. Internationally, Venice and its 
lagoon, a UNESCO World Heritage Site, is the most similar destination.  Nevertheless, the DEIS 
ignores Nantucket’s significance and downplays the harm that SouthCoast will cause to it. 
 
Going forward in revising SouthCoast Wind’s DEIS and technical reports, BOEM must employ 
common sense in its assessment of Nantucket’s historic properties’ character and setting, and work 
closely with consulting parties (as opposed to consultants) to understand how people in this 
community—including historic property owners who were never notified by BOEM about this 
permitting process— interact with these properties and how SouthCoast Wind will adversely affect 
these properties individually and cumulatively. 
 
BOEM HAS FAILED RESOLVE ADVERSE EFFECTS AND VIOLATED SECTION 110(F). 
 
As evidence of BOEM’s skipping steps in the Section 106 and NEPA process, BOEM has 
submitted to consulting parties a draft Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) before consulting 
parties have had an opportunity to conclude consultation with BOEM on earlier steps in the Section 
106 process. Suggested minimization measures do not qualify as such because BOEM has not used 
all possible planning to avoid or minimize harm, including the evaluation of scenarios with fewer 
turbines on SouthCoast’s front rows closest to the Town.21 Moreover, the MOA has proposed 

 
20 See, e.g., NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATING AND DOCUMENTING TRADITIONAL CULTURAL 
PROPERTIES, NATIONAL REGISTER BULLETIN 38. 
21 SouthCoast Wind appears to take the position that it should receive credit for minimization measures for design 
aspects that SouthCoast Wind would have to do anyway, such as turbine spacing and layout, which is required by the 
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mitigation measures to resolve adverse effects that are not adequate, have not been requested, and 
do not offset the magnitude of harm that SouthCoast Wind will cause. BOEM’s message to 
consulting parties is that whatever SouthCoast Wind wants is a fait accompli and whatever 
consulting parties want does not matter. 
 
Moreover, our client objects to the draft MOA and proposed mitigation plans since they do not 
meet the standard needed for mitigation to offset unavoidable adverse effects and fail to consider 
the creation of appropriately capitalized historic preservation mitigation funds. Nevertheless, so 
that all consulting parties can understand the basis of SouthCoast Wind’s mitigation proposals, 
and so that future consultation can be productive, we request copies before the next consultation 
meeting of all documents on which SouthCoast Wind and BOEM have relied to show that the 
existing mitigation proposals are the result of all possible planning to minimize harm. This 
information is also needed to understand how SouthCoast Wind’s proposed mitigation proposals 
rise to a level of “rough proportionality” relative to SouthCoast Wind’s adverse effects and which 
would be required to offset those effects. 
 
Consultation is the process of “seeking, discussing and considering the views of other participants, 
and where feasible, seeking agreement with them regarding matters arising in the Section 106 
process.”22 Done correctly, consultation presents opportunities for the development of creative and 
innovative measures for the resolution of adverse effects. However, BOEM and SouthCoast 
Wind’s reliance on undefined mitigation measures in the draft MOA is not a workable solution, 
especially where BOEM and SouthCoast Wind have failed to address our client’s concerns.  
 
BOEM’s Draft MOA has proposed the following mitigation measures, the gist of which includes: 
 

• Historic property surveys of neighborhoods along Nantucket Island’s south coast with 
National Register nomination eligibility recommendations; 

• possible Archaeological Overview and Assessment of the above neighborhoods to focus 
on the pre-contact history with an emphasis on areas subject to coastal erosion 

 
SouthCoast Wind’s proposal does not amount to acceptable mitigation for at least twenty-five to 
thirty years of harm to Nantucket’s historic context, the risk that SouthCoast Wind might never be 
decommissioned, and the indirect and cumulative financial harm our client’ historic properties are 
expected to experience.  
 
As our client has already explained to BOEM and SouthCoast Wind, a sufficiently capitalized 
historic preservation mitigation fund tailored to the community, which the Town can deploy for 
needed historic preservation and coastal resiliency purposes to protect its historic properties, is the 
most appropriate and efficient way to offset SouthCoast Wind’s adverse effects that cannot be 
avoided. Moreover, the Town and Vineyard Wind established Nantucket Offshore Wind 
Community Fund specifically for this purpose, and for future developers to use to offset the 
adverse effects that they will cause to the Town’s historic properties and its economy. Therefore, 

 
U.S. Coast Guard. U.S. Coast requirements dictate turbine placement for reasons of navigational safety, not 
minimization of adverse effects under Section 106.  Similarly, atmospheric conditions are not minimization measures, 
either.  Moreover, use of nonreflective paint and Aircraft Lighting Detection Systems have become standard. 
22 36 C.F.R. § 800.16(f). 



 

11 
 

our client objects globally to the proposed mitigation offers that have not developed through 
consultation. What BOEM has apparently endorsed undermines Section 106’s legitimacy. 
Moreover, SouthCoast Wind’s proposals are essentially meaningless and discount the value 
property owners and historic preservation advocates—including local governments—place on 
their historic oceanfront settings.  
 
Finally, BOEM cannot demonstrate that it has complied with Section 110(f) of the NHPA. As 
noted above, BOEM’s visual simulations are not adequate. BOEM has not prepared enough of 
them during different seasons and times of day for consulting parties to consider them as 
representative samples for understanding the adverse effects of SouthCoast Wind and cumulative 
offshore wind developments. BOEM has the duty to assess all adverse effects and to resolve all 
adverse effects; the NHPA does not place the duty on consulting parties to extrapolate, guess, or 
fill in the blanks. Without a comprehensive understanding of visual impacts as a starting point, 
BOEM cannot possibly demonstrate all possible planning to minimize harm because the full extent 
of SouthCoast Wind’s adverse effects is unknown.   
 
Moreover, for Section 110(f) purposes, it is not appropriate for BOEM to default to SouthCoast 
Wind’s preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, ruling out all other 
minimization alternatives—as well as other avoidance and minimization measures—because they 
do not fit with SouthCoast Wind’s self-serving purpose and need. Likewise, BOEM’s apparent 
decision that SouthCoast Wind will not significantly affect our client’s NHL’s historic integrity 
fails to consider their inseparable connection to the Atlantic Ocean or the special sensitivity that 
those who value NHLs have to integrity losses. Section 110(f) demands a heightened level of 
scrutiny that BOEM has not yet met.  Finally, the DEIS contains no evidence that the National 
Park Service has consulted with and agrees with BOEM on its avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures, which Section 110(f) requires. 
 

*** 
 
In conclusion, BOEM must revise the DEIS and associated technical reports for the reasons 
explained above.  If BOEM does not address the Town’s concerns, a Record of Decision based on 
the DEIS will be arbitrary, capricious, and contrary to law. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
 

 
William J. Cook, Partner 
 
cc:   Sarah Stokely, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 

Christopher Koeppel, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Christopher Daniel, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Ruth Ann Brien, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Elizabeth Mahoney, Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources 

 Brona Simon, Massachusetts Historical Commission 
 Betsy Merritt, National Trust for Historic Preservation 
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