Substantive Edits to 11-21-02 Cape & Islands Offshore Wind Meeting Summary
1. p.2 – (Powicki) clarify language in “Assessing cumulative impacts” question

2. p.4 – (Powicki) fix tense in “only go 6 inches?” question response

3. p.7 – (Adams) removed “to five” in fourth bullet from the bottom – no recollection of anyone discussing a five year study.
4. p. 11 – (Olmsted) added comments made by Dr. Manwell during his presentation, so first paragraph in Section VI now reads (new text in italics):
“After lunch, Professor Jim Manwell of the Renewable Energy Lab at UMass-Amherst gave a presentation on the economics of offshore wind technologies. He began his presentation by expressing his view that due to the combination of water depth and the wind regime, offshore Cape Cod is the “best possible spot in the country” for an offshore wind farm.  This is a spectacular wind resource in protected waters.  “Massachusetts is the Saudi Arabia of wind.”  He further explained that with available technology in the industry, locating a wind farm farther offshore would be hard to justify.  His powerpoint is available here on the process website.”
5. p.2 – (Herz) in response to cumulative effects question, text changed to read:

“The methodology depends on the specific marine resource.  Once all the data are in an estimation of cumulative impacts will be included.  Looking at data from Europe will also be helpful.”

6. p.2 – (Herz) in response to the fishing effects question (last question on page) text changed to read:

“Baseline study modeling has been conducted by Woods Hole Group, and site specific scour engineering analysis is currently being conducted.  The results from these analyses will be reviewed to determine the project’s effects on local circulation and physical oceanographic conditions.”

7. p.3 – (Herz) in response to the erosion question (first question on page) text changed to read:
“A site-specific scour analysis is being performed to estimate the near-field erosion potential at representative turbine locations.  Ms. Herz explained that she didn’t have the information with her, but that the Woods Hole Group had done some work in this area and they might be able to provide some useful data.”

8. p.3 – (Herz) in response to whether or not Battelle has been hired by Cape Wind:

“Yes.  Environmental Science Services (ESS) is the primary contractor and is managing and coordinating Battelle’s technical studies.”

9. p.4 – (Herz) in response to recreational data question (first on page):

“Battelle obtained data from 1990-2001 from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey (MRFSS) program for those counties listed on the slide.  Battelle will also be putting together summary figures and tables for the report.”

10. p.4 – (Herz) in response to contaminants in benthic samples, text changed to read:

“The benthic grab samples were collected by ESS for characterization of the benthic community.  Geophysical and geotechnical surveys were conducted on Horseshoe Shoal and along the proposed and alternative submarine cable routes by Ocean Surveys, Inc. (OSI) and ESS in 2001.  Sediment cores were obtained and samples were analyzed for chemical constituents.  The chemistry data and results were provided in 2001 to the Corps.  The results indicated that there were no contamination concerns and that the substrate is very sandy.  From the 46 vibracores, no results indicated contaminants of concern above established sediment guidelines.”

11. p.5 – (Herz) in response to query as to whether or not grabs only went six inches (first on page):

“Yes, but the vibracore samples were advanced 12 to 18 feet deep.  The full length of the core samples was analyzed, particularly if the samples were homogenous.”

12. p.5 – (Herz) on question as to which fish will be repelled and which will be attracted:

“There is information in the literature on artificial reef communities that will be reviewed to help determine the effect of the monopiles on the fish community.”

13. p. 5 – (Herz) response to last question on the page (re. decommissioning) language clarified to include diameter of the piles as an important determinant of environmental impact.

14. p. 8 – (Herz) the species of concern even though it’s not on the endangered species list is long tail ducks, not doves.

15. p. 12 – (Herz) in response to the distance from shore question, it was made clear that 100 ft. depth and 20 mile long cables have not yet been done.

16. p. 12 – (Herz) the question is as to optimal placement, not optional placement.
17. p. 12 – (Herz) optimal distances differ based on downwind versus sideways, so the answer to the optimal placement question was clarified to read:

“One rule on land: if wind direction is constant, each row should be at least 10 rotor diameters apart downwind and 3 rotor diameters apart sideways (so for a 100 yard rotor you need at least 1000 yards between the windmills downwind and 300 yards apart sideways).  You can get 90-95% of energy if the placing is right.”

