Cape & Islands Offshore Wind Stakeholder Process

Seventh Stakeholder Meeting

Wednesday, June 2nd, 2004

Convener: Massachusetts Technology Collaborative

Facilitators: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd. and Suzanne Orenstein

Meeting #7: Summary

64 people attended the meeting, which began at 9:00 am and concluded at about 3:30 pm.  See the attached attendance list. 

I. Documents Distributed and Presented

a. Agenda
b. Stakeholder Group:  Draft Purpose, Charge, and Groundrules

c. DEIS Draft Table of Contents (paper copy only)

d. Presentation reviewing DEIS Table of Contents and timeline, Karen Adams, ACOE
e. MEPA Update, Arthur Pugsley, MEPA
All documents presented electronically can be found on the project website at:   http://wind.raabassociates.org
II. Introduction, and Review of Agenda and Groundrules

Greg Watson from the Massachusetts Technology Collaborative welcomed the attendees and MTC board chairman, Karl Weiss.  Mr. Watson stated the purpose of this meeting is to inform stakeholders how to effectively have their voices heard and questions answered following the release of the upcoming Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)/Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) (or often referred to in the meeting as just the DEIS or EIS).  

Jonathan Raab reviewed the agenda, and the following groundrules on stakeholder participation:

4. Stakeholder Group members can participate in all discussions and deliberations.  Other attendees (e.g., resources/advisors) who are not from Stakeholder Group member organizations will also be given a chance to express their opinions and make suggestions at appropriate junctures, as determined by the Stakeholder Group and the Facilitators.

6. Stakeholder Group members are charged with constituting and participating in a constructive forum where diverse points of view are voiced and examined in a professional and balanced way.  Personal attacks are not permitted.

A complete version of the Draft Purpose, Charge, and Groundrules of the Stakeholder Group can be found on the website or by clicking here.

The attendees then went around the room and introduced themselves (attendance list is attached).  

III. Cape Wind Environmental Impact Review / Environmental Impact Statement

Karen Adams, Chief, Permits & Enforcement Branch, of the Army Corps of Engineers then took the floor and reviewed the status and table of contents of the DEIR / DEIS ( Note that the DEIR / DEIS is also referred to as the EIS throughout this meeting summary), as well as the process and timeline for its release.   Click here to view the presentation.  Draft versions of the table of contents of the DEIR/DEIS report were distributed to meeting participants, and Karen explained that the DEIR /DEIS will be between 1000 and 2000 pages.  Following the meeting, a draft version of the table of contents was posted on the Cape & Islands Offshore Wind project website.

In reviewing the alternative sites described in the DEIR/DEIS, Ms. Adams added that the Martha’s Vineyard alternative site had been reconfigured (from where it was during the last meeting) to the southeast due to the expected presence of unexploded ordinance at the original site.  She also said that the New Bedford site only has the capacity of 25 turbines.

After reviewing the section on alternative sites analysis, Ms. Adams stopped and took questions from stakeholders.  Questions are in italics below, and responses by Ms. Adams (except where otherwise noted) are below each question.  

Are transmission ti-ins outside the scope of this analysis? 

No.  Several alternative transmission lines were included in the analysis, and the DEIR/DEIS looks in depth at the connection to the grid in Barnstable.  ACOE looked at addressing overall electricity need, but how the grid is being managed is not part of the scope of the analysis.  

Was consideration given to segments of a given site, or decentralization of wind turbines?

We are looking at what would happen if you look at two sites to get the approximate capacity of the proposed project.  These are at New Bedford and a reduced footprint in Nantucket Sound.

  When is the deadline for submission of alternative sites?

The ACOE will accept proposals for alternative sites up until the time that the DEIS goes into production.  We will consider anything suggested to us.

Did you consider the possibility of looking at multiple land-based sites, or combined land and ocean sites?

There were no sites where sites were close enough together to allow them to be managed as a single entity.

Ms. Adams continued to review the table of contents, and then took questions on the table of contents when she was finished:

(Referencing a slide outlining a presentation by the ACOE to the Oceans Commission) When was Colonel Koning’s presentation presented?

It was presented in July 2002, regarding the jurisdiction for federal approval of activities in waters of the United States.  One of Colonel Koning’s recommendations to the Commission on Ocean Policy on behalf of the Corps of Engineers was: “Create a policy for non-extraction ocean energy and commercial ventures.”  
Does Army Corps expect to comment on this draft?

No

Larry Rosenberg, ACOE, quoted Col.Koning: "Non-extraction energy projects and commercial ventures in US waters need a complete policy formulation.  Wind and wave energy projects in ocean waters are currently not subject to lease.  This could allow for long term "ownership" of seafloor real estate to build the structures at no cost to the developer.  The permitting of these structures currently only exists in ocean waters under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Acts.  This makes the USACE the lead federal agency for the NEPA process.  Historically the Department of the Interior would have authority to lease federal lands to private developers.  If MMS becomes lead in ocean waters then they should also be given NEPA lead in state waters. Otherwise in state waters USACE would be the federal (NEPA) lead agency, requiring the federal government to have two agencies with staff trained for these EIS processes.  As we begin to recognize the value of the off-shore land, we need a mechanism to determine land-usage priorities."

Will you (ACOE) comment on new commission regulations?

We are happy to see the US Commission on Ocean Policy adapt our recommendation – and we see no reason to comment any further than what was said on the record to the Commission on July 24, 2002.  The Oceans Commission has just published a draft report, we don’t expect to see and new regulations soon.

Was there a call for a moratorium on this project?  Does the DEIR/DEIS include the consultation information on compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA)?

There is no recommendation for a moratorium.  The EIS does address the Endangered Species Act and will include the required Biological Assessments.

Will there be separate review hearings by US FWS or NMFS on the ESA issues?

A representative of the US FWS / NMFS said these organizations don’t typically hold public hearings on Endangered Species Act findings, and typically there is not a lot of public involvement. A draft ESA consultation report will be given to the Corps, and it will be up to them to decide how to distribute.  Ms. Adams said the Biological Assessments will be in the DEIS.

MA had an Ocean Management Task Force.  Oceans and resources are held in trust for the public.  Federal and state commissions are urging to improve the regulatory process, and I’m concerned about the rationale for continuing with the EIS and permitting processes before this is resolved. 

Legislators have to decide what to do with the recommendations they received.  We only have authority that Congress has granted us to date.

How is the DEIR/DEIS organized with respect to alternative sites analysis in section 5?  Are alternative sites compared to the proposed site, or are they analyzed more generally?

Section 3 compares the alternative sites.  Section 5 focuses on Horseshoe Shoal location and goes into much more detail on potential benefits and impacts.  

Would permit conditions you may be considering show up in the draft?

No, they would come up in the comments and addressed in final EIS.  

Greg Watson of MTC wanted to emphasize that changes will need to be made in the overall permitting process, and the stakeholder process aims to provide input to the agencies as they grapple with the difficult issues.
What will mitigation sections entail on each section?

The mitigation section will cover what leads to permit condition and what would be considered for mitigation.  Ms. Adams added that this section will just be a starting point.

The representative from CLF wanted to clarify that CLF and other conservation groups believe that an absence of a more comprehensive framework works as a deterrent to new renewable energy.  It would be desirable to have a comprehensive framework that addresses off-shore development rights, and incorporate what we know about new technologies going forward.  However, CLF also stated that its view is that the Cape Wind review need not wait for these changes but instead should be reviewed under the existing processes.

The Ocean Policy Commission said there were inadequate conditions for other regulatory areas as well such as dredging or fishing.  Is the Corps involved in moratoriums in dredging or fishing?

No.

Please explain changes to Martha’s Vineyard site?

There may be unexploded ordinance in the area, moving it southeast makes it less complicated and more likely to be a feasible site.

You said the private consulting company, TRC, is working under a 3rd party contract.  How does that work?

They are paid by Cape Wind, but work under the direction of the Corps.

Ms. Adams then reviewed the schedule for the DEIS review process and distribution.  Following this section, stakeholders and resources had the following questions:

Do we have that timeline (you presented) in a handout?

All presentations will be posted on the Cape Wind website. Greg Watson added that MTC will e-mail the schedule to all Stakeholders and Resources.

Will the draft version of EIS be on line?  What about the comment form?

The DEIS will not be available on line, as it is an enormous document.  However, we will send a copy on CD to anyone who requests one free of charge.  Comments can be submitted via email at: wind.energy@usace.army.mil.

How do you distinguish between reasonable and unreasonable comments?

We will try to address everything.

The timing is difficult for the public to absorb the EIS in 60 days, especially at end of August, when Cape Codders are finishing the busy summer season and then catching up.  

We knew that the 45 day minimum requirement would be too short.  The comment period will last at least 60 days.  We want to make sure everyone has a copy on CD and will be sent at no cost to stakeholders and other interested parties.  We will discuss this afternoon what can be done to help stakeholders absorb information in a 60 day period.  

You may want to consider getting creative with format for the public hearings, having experts at different tables or stations where people could ask questions and potentially receive comments via videotape, in case people can’t stick around for a 3-4 hour hearing.

This comes at the end of our fiscal year, so we can’t commit to more than three fairly traditional hearings.   The hearings will be in Nantucket, Martha’s Vineyard, and on the Cape.   We are relying on MTC for creativity and to help fill a void for us.  It is fortunate that MTC has provided some other resources beyond our program to provide information to people.  

You may give some thought to making the executive summary available more widely, or make discrete sections available on your website, to provide broader public outreach.

Sure, we can do that.

Greg Watson of MTC said MTC is looking to the Stakeholders and Resources to help with the task of disseminating information with creativity.  MTC provides a stakeholder forum and resources for it.  Certainly the Corps can post an executive summary on their website, but it would also be helpful if other organizations here would post the table of contents and perhaps the executive summary on their websites to broaden public outreach.

Can you speculate when in 2005 a final decision will be made?

Depends on comments that come in, and how long it takes to address those comments.

I understand the EIS/EIR is one combined document.  If the Corps is responsible fpr preparing the EIS, and the proponents need to respond to the EIR, how are you keeping the two distinct?

There are things the applicant needs to supply as part of NEPA process, and the agencies go over who does what as we come up with each section in the process.  However, it will not be clear who has prepared what in each section of the document.

Arthur Pugsley, a Senior Environmental Analyst with the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act Office (MEPA) gave a presentation reviewing the process, scope, and status of the EIR process. Click here to view the presentation.

Following his presentation, Stakeholders, Resources, and Advisors asked questions regarding MEPA and other matters.  Questions are italicized, and responses are from Mr. Pugsley, unless otherwise noted.

Is there a public comment period on Final EIR?

Yes, there is on both the draft and final EIR.

Is there a public comment period on FEIS?

Ms. Adams replied the ACOE is not obligated to have public hearings but there is a comment period.. 

Will you be coordinating public hearings or holding your own?

MEPA will be there with the Corps on EIS to take comments on the sections related to MA.   There will also be at least one meeting where MEPA and the Cape Cod Commission will take the lead on developing the format for a meeting, likely to be held in Barnstable or Yarmouth.  Most of MEPA and Corps assessments overlap, but not all, and most of MEPA and the Cape Cod Commission overlap but not all.  The purpose of these meetings is to generate public comments.

Are you going to address questions on the CZM process?

Alexander Strysky of the MA Office of Coastal Zone Management will address CZM.

Can you discuss what section 9 will address with respect to mitigation?

Mainly underwater cables in MA territorial sea and interconnect to the Route 6 substation.

The state Commission on Ocean Policy didn’t focus at all on federal waters in Nantucket sound.  Not sure how you will draw perfect 3 mile line.  You do have authority under the Ocean Sanctuary Act to protect the ocean sanctuary.  Does this mean that you can not address esthetics or the visual impact beyond 3 miles?  Also, the federal government has delegated marine management of federal waters in Nantucket Sound to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  Bifurcation is illogical and confusing.
We’ve wrestled with this problem in deciding what’s federal, state, and joint.  The Ocean Sanctuary Act originally asserted jurisdiction over the entire Nantucket Sound.  But since then, federal courts have ruled that MA only has jurisdiction within the 3 mile limit now.  MEPA jurisdiction includes visual impacts, but can only look at portions in MA.  The point of a joint review was to coordinate review with federal agencies to provide review of impacts in state and federal waters.

How are you going to deal with impacts that come from project if not allowed to look at them?

There are two areas where the state has delegated authority from federal government, and the state division of marine fisheries has authority and will also report into Coastal Zone Management process.

Will the consolidated review be a written document?  

Yes.

Suppose something happens outside the 3 mile limit that affects zone inside 3 mile limit.  

There is an act which delegates authority to MEPA in these situations.  CZM is the coordinating body.  This would also include the entire Cape and the Islands.

Did MEPA evaluate and rule on the new undersea cable to Nantucket?  How different would that undersea cable be than the power cable being considered for the cape wind project?

MEPA has reviewed three other undersea cables, and certified that state permitting agencies (i.e., DEP) can act.  The most recent one is still in the permitting process, where DEP needs to issue a chapter 91 protection.  This does provide a useful precedent.  This case reviews a cable from state waters into federal, and back into state waters.

How many land sites will be reviewed?

Ms. Adams said there are 6 sites under review.

Hypothetically, if a developer was developing a project across the border of western MA in VT, does MEPA have jurisdiction over the MA border into VT?

No.  But there is a precedent for other projects across state lines.  For a recent golf course on the RI and MA border, MEPA had to base its assessment on 10.5 holes of golf on the MA side only.  

Do you know of a case in your tenure where a developer has agreed to submit case for you for your consolidated review where they were not required to do so?

A little bit on the golf course on the RI –MA border, but not to the extent that this project has been through.

What are drying rocks and how do they affect jurisdiction?

Drying rocks poke above the mean low water level (MLW) or the mean sea level.  This was determined by an international treaty, demarking jurisdiction at 3 miles beyond the most landward rock that pokes above ocean surface.

Who makes decision over which rock to use?

The Legislature gave that task to the Massachusetts Highway Department.

Will the drying rock decision be in the report?

Not at this point. 

There is an existing prohibition on electrical generation within ocean sanctuaries.  How does that play in to your decision?

There is a prohibition on electrical generation within ocean sanctuaries, but it is not applicable in this case because this project is outside Commonwealth.  There is some precedent –a gas pipeline that goes through the ocean sanctuary north of Boston.  I would defer questions on this and the Necessity and Convenience law in general (chapter 132) to the Division of Conservation/DEM. 

Philip Weinberg of MA DEP later added that the Public Necessity and Convenience law is at 302 CMR 504 in the DEM regulations.

Phil Dascombe, a planner with the Cape Cod Commission (CCC), then explained the role of the CCC and its joint review with MEPA.  He briefly explained that the CCC reviews projects of regional impact to the Cape.  The joint review process is created by a MOU between the CCC and MEPA.  The purpose is to streamline the process so that overlapping portions of review are minimized.  The joint review process allows issues relevant to the CCC review not covered by MEPA to be addressed early in the process, such as economic development and community character impacts.

Mr. Dascombe then reviewed a chart illustrating the joint MEPA/CCC Review process for projects requiring an Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  The CCC will hold 3-4 public hearings reviewing the Cape Wind proposal.  

Stakeholders, Resources, and Advisors had the following questions (in italics) for Phil Dascombe about CCC process, and responses by Mr. Dascombe (unless otherwise noted) are below each question:

Will the CCC issue a permit under DRI for regional impact of cable landing?  

Our jurisdiction comes from the state.  Only one DRI decision is issued by CCC.

Are you only looking at transmission lines and landfall within the 3 mile limit?

Yes, our jurisdiction is within 3 miles but it’s likely that the Commission members will consider the whole project 
Has the Commission looked at economic implications and community character implications in past?

Yes, and the Commission is likely to be looking at these in its report on this project.

What economic development issues will you look at that other agencies won’t (directed at MEPA and ACOE)?  Also, can Karen tell us what the ACOE will be looking at regarding economic development in section 6 of the EIS?

Mr. Dascombe said he is not an expert on economic development, but the standards are in the CCC’s regional policy plan, and available on the CCC website.

  MEPA will look at existing conditions and how the project is likely to impact fisheries communities, recreation, tourism, and other impacts to the local economy.  Ms. Adams added that section 6 is a state section, and the ACOE will not be working on it.

Is there a mention of impacts on electricity rates?  Will these potential rate impacts be discussed in the EIS?

Ms. Adams said impacts on electricity rates will be discussed in the report, but at a general level.

The EIR won’t be decided until June –July 2005, when will MEPA make its final decision?

Mr. Pugsley said that MEPA will make its official decision after the EIR decision has taken place.

When will wetland permits, and other local and state permits be issued?

Ms. Adams said that local and state permits have to be issued before ACOE can issue a permit.  Record of decision and permit issuance is one action.

The southern coast of Barnstable and Yarmouth are loaded with drying rocks.  What are the implications?

Mr. Dascombe said that he had no prior knowledge of the drying rocks issue, but that the CCC would follow MEPAs determination.

Ms. Adams does not anticipate that the 3 mile line will change very soon There is a review process by MMS before anything will change.

Mr. Pugsley said that MEPA is interested in the drying rocks as there are implications for the line demarking state and federal boundaries.  The landward most drying rock is used to set the boundary, seaward of mean low water.  This was agreed to by an international treaty.

How does the process take place to change demarcation of state water boundaries?  Have we known about this issue for last 2 years?

Ms. Adams said that the ACOE has just learned about this issue in the last few months from Minerals Management Service.  Mr. Pugsley added that the state Highway Department who has the resources and jurisdiction needs to be brought into the discussion.

You mentioned that drying rocks would affect only 1 of 3 locations, which one?

Mr. Pugsley of MEPA replied that it was the proponents preferred location.

IV. Other Cape Wind Related Review Processes

Greg Watson stated he invited Diedre Matthews of the Energy Facilities Siting Board to provide an update.  Ms. Matthews said that board has not reached a decision yet, but provided Greg Watson with an update via telephone.  Mr. Watson confirmed the following written version of the update with Ms. Mathews and read it aloud:

“The Energy Facilities Siting Board is a nine-member review board charged with ensuring a reliable energy supply for the Commonwealth with a minimum impact on the environment at the lowest possible cost. G.L. c. 164, §69H. The Siting Board’s primary function is to license the construction of major energy infrastructure in Massachusetts, including large power plants, electric transmission lines, natural gas pipelines and natural gas storage facilities. The Siting Board also represents Massachusetts before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission on cases involving the construction of energy infrastructure in Massachusetts, and coordinates state and local permitting of Massachusetts hydropower projects. The Siting Board is staffed by the DTE’s Siting Division. Siting Division staff also review requests filed with the DTE for zoning exemptions, eminent domain, and permission to construct electric transmission lines. 
Late last year the Energy Facilities Siting Board closed the record on the Petition of Cape Wind Associates, LLC and Commonwealth Electric Company d/b/a NSTAR Electric for approval to construct transmission facilities for the delivery of energy from an offshore wind energy facility to an NSTAR Electric substation located in the Town of Barnstable, Massachusetts. 
Typically the Board would issue a decision of some sort soon after the record is closed. At this time there is no prediction of when a decision on this case will be issued.”
- From discussions with Diedre Matthews, Director, Energy Facilities Siting Board 

Alexander Strysky of the MA Office of Coastal Zone Management then provided an update on the Coastal Zone Management (CZM) process.  He explained that the CZM process is unusual in that it gives states some jurisdiction over federal actions, including federal permitting decisions, federal projects, and federally-funded projects.  These federal actions must be found to be consistent with the state’s coastal policies. CZM has been participating in MEPA and Army Corps permitting processes all along and continues to review EIR and make comments concerning CZM coastal policies.  CZM formal review typically starts once a statement is issued by MEPA.  CZM generally has 6 months from that time to issue a consistency concurrence or an objection.  The CZM won’t complete its review until all state permits related to project are received.  He added that CZM’s concurrence is a prerequisite for the ACOE to issue a permit.

Phil Weinberg of the MA Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) then reviewed MA DEP’s review process.  He said that DEP jurisdiction is limited to MA territorial waters, and, on this project, specifically to the underwater cable within the 3 mile boundary.  Mr. Weinberg said this is a change from DEP’s initial comments in the ENF.  Previously, the Nantucket cable fit the definition of an infrastructure crossing facility (ICF).  If the ICF is water dependent, there is a low level of public review.  In response to a public comment, further review determined that this proposed cable did not travel between opposite banks, this became an infrastructure facility, and a non water dependent project, thus requiring a variance.  

Mr. Weinberg then reviewed MA DEP’s regulatory jurisdiction and explained chapter 91 regulations governing the cable through the seabed, wetlands, and water quality impacts from related dredging.  

Stakeholders, Resources, and Advisors had the following questions (in italics) for Mr. Strysky (CZM) and Mr. Weinberg (DEP).  Their responses are below:

Is the cable a chapter 91 license or a permit?

(DEP) I’m not sure, but I think it’s a permit.

Does the Department consider an underwater cable as being water dependent?

(DEP) If it qualifies as an infrastructure crossing facility and the Secretary determines that there is not an alternative, then it’s water dependent.  But we determined that it’s not water dependent because it is not bank to bank.

Is there a schedule laid out including all of the permitting processes?

Ms. Adams said she doesn’t have one, but perhaps the applicant does.  

There are 6 locations of cable crossing—is one a tie in to the Nantucket project, and how would that impact this process?

( DEP) Don’t have that level of detail, but it would be in the alternatives analysis.  Ms. Adams added that the tie in to Nantucket is not one of the 6 options.  The cables cross outside of Hyannis harbor and that is not a useful connection point for this project.

What level of criteria will feed into your determination?

(CZM) CZM’s decision will be based on the project’s consistency with CZM’s enforceable policies.  Comments from other state agencies may also be considered.  For example, CZM doesn’t have a fisheries policy, but would rely on the expertise of the Division of Marine Fisheries (DMF) on that subject.  However, CZM can’t make a decision based solely on fisheries issues.  

 I think we need more clarity on how jurisdiction decisions get made.

One stakeholder responded that this was the subject of a lawsuit brought by the Alliance.  The representative from the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound responded that there were 2 lawsuits, only one of which is the Alliance’s.

What is the motivation or reason for something being water dependent or non water dependent, and how is that related to the infrastructure crossing?

(DEP) Chapter 91 looks more favorably to approve water dependent structures than non water dependent structures.  Regulations go through what types of uses fit into the water dependent category.  One part of the definition is that the structure is bank to bank.

COMMENT--Can we bring up consistency question this afternoon, between state’s Ocean Task Force and federal Oceans Commission?  We can’t make decisions based on political boundaries if they are unclear.

COMMENT--Public trust in federal waters is different than private land issues.  DMF transferred from federal government to state government should not only look at fish resource, but also what impacts fisheries.  So as CZM determination unfolds, DMF is a direct participant.

Do you have a policy on renewable energy to help guide consideration?

(CZM) Yes, we do have energy policies that recognize the benefits of renewable energy.  However, this is just one of CZM’s policies applicable to this project.  

If it is true that ACOE can’t issue permit until all local, and state permits approved, is there a way they can issue a permit if others are being unreasonable in their delay?

Ms. Adams added that the ACOE would need to wait. There is a waiver process if the state agency is not responding.

Richard Lawrence of the Cape and Islands Self Reliance Corporation announced that he had copies available of “The Prevailing Winds of Denmark,” a DVD documentary of a trip to Denmark sponsored by Clean Power Now, and asked others to contact him if they would like a copy and didn’t get one today.  

V. Suggestions From Stakeholder Committee Members and Resources/Advisors for Post-EIS Release Stakeholder Meeting

After lunch, Jonathan Raab reviewed the DEIS schedule and asked the Stakeholders, Resources, and Advisors for suggestions for the next meeting.  He explained that MTC is currently committed to funding only one more meeting to take place between the issuing of the DEIS/DEIR and the first public hearing.  Dr. Raab specifically asked for feed back on 1) the goals for the next meeting; 2) the relative importance of presentations vs. discussion among the stakeholders; and 3) which topics they would particularly like to see covered at the next meeting (assuming we couldn’t cover every topic in detail).

The following questions were raised by one or more meeting participants during the conversation:

· Is the goal of the next meeting to have a stakeholder discussion or to prepare constituency groups to make comments during public comment period?  

· Will the next meeting be just a forum for answering questions?

· How are costs and benefits evaluated by regulatory agencies?

· How are the “20 public interests” required by NEPA addressed?

· Ms. Adams responded saying they are addressed in the DEIS and weighed in the record of decision

· Who is available to answer questions at the next meeting in addition to the COE and Resource/Advisor panel?  

· Once DEIS out, can there be discussions with regulators?

· Ms Adams responded that there could be and that the Stakeholder meeting would be appropriate.

Suggestions from one or more Stakeholders, Resources, and Advisors for the next meeting:

· ACOE should present contents of Executive Summary in some detail

· Create a matrix of documents and permits with sequencing and timelines for public comment –and review during the next meeting. 

· Discuss distilling DEIS into a form useful to the public (e.g., highlights of the Executive Summary)

· Presentation on mitigation sections, with discussion

· Stakeholders could identify parts of DEIS they have questions or concerns about either ahead of the meeting or in the morning, so that the appropriate people can be there to answer the questions and generally respond.  Stakeholders should also bring questions from their members.

· Identify how data was generated and analyzed, and by whom.  The meeting could provide a good opportunity to question those who gathered data and conducted analyses

· Review info regarding deregulation of electricity industry and grid workings –including transmission issues and public and green power issues too.

· Review economic analysis, both benefits and costs:  ACOE, CCC

· Provide information  on wind turbine decommissioning and related regulatory requirements

· Consider initiating a listserv / threaded discussion to keep discussion going during 60 day comment period.

· Consider an additional meeting(s), as it will take the day to review the executive summary and delineate issues the Stakeholders et al. would like follow-up information on

· Discuss purpose and need section and NEPA process to date

· Look at broader context—e.g, with the Oceans Commissions

· Look at other offshore wind projects too – provide update on LIPPA RFP off of Long Island

· Balance information on benefits and impacts

· Develop FAQ’s

· Allocate more time for non stakeholder members of the public to ask questions (but not give opinions).  Also, consider having a separate public meeting.

· Develop Format for Answering Questions 

· Have agency experts who did analysis on site so that questions can be adequately answered

· Date of meeting may dictate what you can and can’t do

· Consider broader economic and energy goals beyond Cape Wind project

· The public comment period is too short.  4-6 months would be adequate

· Provide an index of all documents filed for DEIS

· Consider additional state meetings relating to EIR

· Address effects on habitats and fishing industry

· Discuss alternatives with cost benefit analysis of each

Dr. Raab summarized that there appeared to be at least 3 things that the Stakeholders and Resources appeared interested in accomplishing at the next meeting:

I. Review the Executive Summary of the EIS

II. Have Questions Answered and Discuss Key Issues and Concerns of Stakeholders

III. Review Next Steps and Entire Sequencing of Permitting Process

There remained substantial interest in considering two meetings instead of one, and thinking about what could be done to assist the broader public in understanding the DEIS and participating in the ACOE formal process.

During the course of the afternoon discussions, the Alliance questioned the integrity of ACOE’s NEPA review process, which prompted the Convener, Greg Watson of the MTC, to remind the Alliance and the audience that the purpose of the MTC-sponsored Stakeholder process was to help prepare everyone to better participate in the ACOE’s formal process and not to debate how the ACOE’s is running that process.  The Alliance handed Mr. Watson and the Army Corps a memo on this topic and left copies of the memo as well as other materials by the door for others. 

VI. Wrap Up

Jonathan Raab added at the end of the meeting that all documents from this meeting will be posted on the Cape and Islands Offshore Wind website at:  http://wind.raabassociates.org/.

VII. Next Steps / To Do’s 

· Email EIS schedule from Karen Adams presentation to all Stakeholders and Resources (MTC)
· Meeting summary (Raab Associates, Ltd.)
· Post all presentations and DEIS Table of Contents on web site (Raab Associates, Ltd.)
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	X

	Jaci Barton
	Barnstable Land Trust
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Gary Blazis
	Town of Barnstable
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	

	Robert Jones (alternate)
	Town of Barnstable
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	Donald Grissom
	Town of Barnstable
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Chris Powicki
	CIREC
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Megan Amsler
	Cape & Islands Self Reliance
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	Richard Lawrence (alt)
	Cape & Islands Self Reliance
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Charles Kleekamp
	Cape Clean Air


	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	John O’Brien
	Cape Cod Chamb. of Comm.
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X

	Henry DiGiacomo
	Cape Cod Assn of Realtors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Spyro Mitrokostos
	Cape Cod Technology Council
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Fred Fenlon
	Cape Light Compact

	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Robert Mahoney (alt)
	Cape Light Compact
	
	
	
	
	
	     X
	     X

	Jim Gordon
	Cape Wind

	X
	
	X
	X
	   X
	     X
	     X

	Mark Rodgers (alternate)
	Cape Wind
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	Peter Borrelli *
	Center for Coastal Studies
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	X

	Steve Burrington
	Conservation Law Foundation
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Seth Kaplan
	Conservation Law Foundation
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	

	Toni Hicks
	Conservation Law Foundation
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Wayne Kurker
	Hyannis Marina
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	X

	Jean Mangiafico
	League of Women Voters
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	Rhonda Tewes (alternate)
	League of Women Voters
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	

	Bill Veno
	Martha’s Vineyard Commission
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Jack Clarke
	MA Audubon Society

	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X

	Simon Perkins (alternate)
	MA Audubon Society
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	E. Heidi Ricci
	MA Audubon Society
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Ron Borjeson
	MA Commercial Fishing Assn.
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Frank Gorke
	MASSPIRG
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	

	John Pagini
	Nant. Plan & Econ. Dvt Comm.
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	David Heimann
	Sierra Club
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Chris Neill
	Sierra Club of Cape Cod

	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Jack McCormack
	Town of Yarmouth
	X
	 X
	 X
	X
	
	
	X

	*Mr. Borrelli was appointed to the committee on 11/21

 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Resources / Advisors
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Name
	Organization
	 10/10
	10/31 
	11/21 
	 12/12
	1/30
	3/12
	6/2

	Margo Fenn
	Cape Cod Commission
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	

	Phil Dascombe
	Cape Cod Commission
	X
	
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Steve Tucker
	Cape Cod Commission
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	

	Dore Fox
	Cape Cod Commission
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Mark Forest
	Congressman Delahunt’s Off.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Jeff Senterman
	MA Aeronautics Commission
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Judith Laster
	MA Attorney General’s Office
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Elizabeth Kouloheras
	MA DEP
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Bill Lamkin
	MA DEP
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	David Hill
	MA DEP
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Philip Weinberg
	MA DEP
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	David O’Connor
	MA DOER
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Jean Cummiskey
	MA DOER
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	Arthur Pugsley IV
	MA EPA Office
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Truman Henson
	MA Office of CZM
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X
	X

	Joan Muller
	MA Office of CZM
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	Alexander Strysky
	MA Office of CZM
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Carolyn Mostello
	MA Natural Heritage & End. Spec.
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	X

	Jack Terrill
	NOAA Fisheries
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Kim Damon-Randall
	NOAA Fisheries
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	Sean McDermott
	NOAA Fisheries
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Vin Malkowski
	MA Division of Marine Fisheries
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Stephanie Cunningham
	MA Division of Marine Fisheries
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	Amanda Kozuck
	NMFS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Julie Crocker
	NMFS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Karen Adams
	US Army Corp of Engineers
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Christine Godfrey
	US Army Corp of Engineers
	X
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	Larry Rosenberg
	US Army Corp of Engineers
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Kevin Blount
	US Coast Guard
	X
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Al Benson
	US Dept of Energy
	
	
	X
	
	X
	X
	

	Richard Michaud
	US Dept of Energy
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Tim Timmerman
	US EPA
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	John Maskal
	US EPA
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	Vern Lang
	US Fish & Wildlife Service
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	Juliana Birkhoff
	National Wind Coor Comm.
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Charlie Salamone
	NStar
	X
	     X
	     X
	
	
	
	

	Mary Grover
	NStar
	X
	     X
	
	
	
	
	

	Dr. Jim Manwell
	UMass - Amherst
	
	
	    X
	
	
	
	

	Dr. Anthony Rogers
	UMass-Amherst
	X
	X
	
	X
	X
	
	X

	Porter Hoagland
	WHOI
	X
	
	    X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Richard Payne
	WHOI
	
	
	X
	X
	
	
	

	Mary Schumacker
	WHOI
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	


The Following individuals were also present at the meeting:

Ed Maroney, Barnstable Patriot

Bill Eddy, Clean Power Now

Jim Leidell, Clean Power Now

Liz Argo, Clean Power Now

John Leaning, Cape Cod Times

Jessica Almy, Cape Wildlife Center

Robert Fearn, Cape Wildlife Center

Fara Courtney, Good Harbor Consulting

Sharon Young, Humane Society

Barbara Hill, MTC

Karl Weiss, MTC

Kristen Burke, MTC

Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd.

Peter Wortsman, Raab Associates, Ltd.

Suzanne Orenstein

Intern from Cape and Islands Self Reliance

2 graduate students from Syracuse University

Wendy Williams
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