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                                    Benefits and Risks of an Offshore Wind Project 

Myth and Fact Regarding the Atlantic Shores South Project off Long Beach Island (LBI) and 
Brigantine, NJ. 

Introduction. 

There has been and continue to be much misinformation about the benefits and damage from 
offshore wind projects. Based on Save LBI’s professional level research over the past four years 
with respect to the Atlantic Shores project, we provide below what we believe represents both the 
unfounded and well-founded information regarding that project. Many of the issues for that project 
are found in others. 

We hope that offshore wind project proponents will read this, and if their goal is reducing 
greenhouse gasses, consider the many other alternative ways of doing that that are far less costly 
and environmentally damaging. 
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1. Climate Change  

Myth: Offshore wind projects will reduce climate change. 

Facts and Evidence: These projects have virtually no effect on climate change.  
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The environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Atlantic Shores project itself states that 
the project will have a “negligible” impact on climate change.  

 
The Vineyard Wind EIS concedes that there will be no climate mitigation impact, stating that 

“Overall, it is anticipated that there would be no collective impact on global warming as a result of 
offshore wind projects, including the Proposed Action alone”.  

 
The Revolution Wind draft EIS also acknowledges that the full build out of all projects in total 

will have “no measurable influence on climate change”. 
 
No reports have been put forward by proponents showing any specific mitigations of climate 

change from the projects, only vague unsupported statements of “addressing”, “tackling” or “dealing 
with” climate change. 
 
2. Greenhouse Gases 

 
           Regional Reductions; there is no basis presented in the final environmental Impact 
statements or elsewhere for these projects to assume that greenhouse gas emissions on a 
regional scale will be reduced at all. This is in fact, contradicted by the consultant, Levitan & 
Associates Inc., engaged by a number of states to do these types of analyses. In its report to the 
Maryland Public Service Commission of March 17, 2017 titled, “Evaluation and comparison of US 
wind and Skip Jack proposed offshore wind project applications”, it stated regarding the “regional” 
state –interconnected PJM transmission grid, and the US wind project, on page 92 that:  
 
          “The market response that will displace 372 megawatts of planned onshore wind resources 
in western and central PJM will cause carbon emissions to increase in western and central PJM 
due to increased coal generation. Since coal generation is more than twice as carbon intensive as 
gas fired generation, the decrease in gas fired emissions in MMAC region is outweighed by the 
increase in coal emissions in western PJM, and overall emissions in PJM would increase due to 
the US Wind project”. 
 

    Since the Atlantic Shores offshore wind project is also offsetting gas-fired generation in 
New Jersey and is part of the same PJM regional network, a similar situation exists for that and 
other projects. Therefore, it is anticipated that regional greenhouse gas emissions may increase 
and not decrease, contrary to the unsupported statements in the final EISs. 

 
               Alternative GHG Reductions; if one is looking for greenhouse gas reductions, there are 
many less expensive and more effective ways to go about it, as shown in the chart below. It shows 
the cost per ton of GHG removed, moving from the left with energy conservation measures that 
ultimately save money to the increasingly expensive options. Offshore wind is the most expensive 
of all. Adding commercial level energy storage to it, which some are proposing, would dramatically 
increase that cost even more. 
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Note: the cost per ton for offshore wind is 97 euros per metric ton of CO2e (using Whitestrand 2024 
cost and EIS carbon dioxide reduction numbers). 

3. Sea Level Rise 

Myth: Offshore wind projects will reduce or stop sea level rise. 

Fact: An offshore wind project will not stop or reduce sea level rise, only delay whatever is 
coming by a matter of days. 

               The graph below, using data from International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
Reports shows that a small decrease in the land temperature by 2100 from greenhouse gas 
reductions, coupled with a slightly increased time results in the same sea level rise. That is 
because sea level rise involves heat transfer from the land to the ocean and ice caps which 
fundamentally depends on the temperature difference between them and the elapsed time. So, 
this project does not reduce sea level rise at all, it only delays whatever sea level rise is coming by 
about 9 days based on the IPCC data and the GHG reductions for the project EIS. 
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               This estimate is confirmed by another study titled: “Estimation of Climate Change 
Damage Functions for 140 Regions in the GTAP9 Database” by Roberto Roson and Martina 
Sartori Development Economics, Development Prospects Group of June 2016. Their formula for 
sea level rise (SLR) is: SLR = [(α+βΔt) (T −2000)], where Δt is the change in average global 
temperature with respect to the baseline [1985-2005], and T is the year period. A panel estimation 
of equation gives a value for the α coefficient of 0.000954281, whereas the corresponding value 
for β is 0.003421296.  

                The formula shows the same effect as the IPCC data, that when the change in global 
temperature decreases but the time period increases proportionately, you get the same sea level 
rise. So, the only effect now of greenhouse gas reductions is to delay, but not to stop or reduce 
sea level rise. Their formula, using a value of 3.3 degrees centigrade for the expected change in 
global land temperature by 2100, shows a delay of 2 days in sea level rise from the project. Two to 
nine days of delay in future sea level rise is hardly worth a $19 billion investment. 
 
4. Electric Rates; 
 
Myth: Offshore wind projects will lower energy costs. 
 
Fact: Offshore wind is the most expensive of all commercial electric generation sources 
today, and can only increase electric costs. 
 
Based on a comparative study by Whitestrand Consulting, it costs $250 for an offshore wind 
project to deliver one unit of electric energy- a megawatt hour. This is much higher than the $100 
for a small nuclear reactor, $169 for a natural gas peaking unit, and $25 for an onshore wind 
project. 
 
Based on another study by White Strand Consulting of the impact of the Atlantic Shores South 
project on electric rates, it is shown that electric rates will increase NJ-wide by 11% for residential 
use, 13% for commercial users and 15 % for industrial users from that project alone. 
 

5. Job Creation & Loss:  
 
Myth: Offshore wind projects will create thousands of jobs. 
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Fact: A project will only create at most a few thousand temporary (2-3 year) construction 
jobs at the expense of lost permanent jobs in the tourism industry and in the commercial 
and industrial sectors from higher electric rates. 
 
                Temporary Construction Jobs; we would surely expect a project such as the Atlantic 
Shores South wind project with a $19 billion capital cost to create some jobs, but the New Jersey 
jobs created are relatively few and temporary with most going overseas for the manufacturing of the 
turbines. Based on a scaling back of all reported job-years (NJ and overseas) by the company to 
New Jersey jobs based on a study in the State’s Offshore Wind Strategic Plan, the actual job gains 
in the State would be 183 during seven years of development, 1,154 jobs over a three-year 
construction period, followed by 219 jobs over the operational life of the project,  

               Job Losses Tourism; these modest, mainly temporary gains however are more than 
offset by about 5,000 job losses in the tourism industry over a long time period, based on a 
Bureau of Ocean Management (BOEM) sponsored tourism impact study and a NOAA shore 
employment data base.  

               Jobs and Revenue Loss Electric Rate Increases; a study, titled the Cost and 
Economic Impact of New Jersey’s Offshore Wind Initiative, by Beacon Hill Institute at Suffolk 
University, June 2011, found that a 2 percent increase in electric rates in New Jersey results in an 
annual loss of 2,219 jobs, with an average decrease in wages of $111 per year. It also causes a 
Statewide loss of $330 million in annual disposable income. A 12 percent rate increase from the 
Atlantic Shores South projects projected by an economic consultant, White Strand Inc. would 
result in an annual loss of 13,314 jobs, an average decrease in wages of $ 666 per year, and a 
Statewide loss of $1.98 billion in annual disposable income. Over the life of the project, this results 
in a total present (2024) value loss of $40 billion. (Economic Analysis of the Atlantic Shores South 
Offshore Wind Projects, Edward, P. O’Donnell, White Strand Consulting LLC, August 2024). 
 
6. Visible Impact 
 
Myth: Offshore wind turbines will be barely or rarely visible. 
 
Fact: The Atlantic Shores Turbines Will Cause Irreparable Harm to Citizens Access to 
Unobstructed Views of New Jersey’s Oceans. 
 
           With 1000- plus foot -high turbines starting just 9 miles from the shore, this project would be 
the most visible modern wind project in the entire world. It would destroy the natural beauty of an 
unvarnished ocean vista from an 18 mile long, 5000-year-old barrier Island.  
 
           Despite the extensive use of a consultant study in the EIS Appendices using an unrelated 
meteorological study of visibility of an unknown object onshore and purporting to show that the 
turbines will be visible only rarely, the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) actually 
admits to such visible impacts in other studies for smaller turbines farther away.  
 
            The BOEM concluded in its NY Visual Assessment Study that the Jones Beach scenario of 
577-foot-high turbines, 15 miles offshore, would have its worst “dominant” visual impact ranking of 
a 6. 
 
            A visibility level 6 means that “the turbines dominate the view because the study subject 
fills most of the visual field for views in its general direction. Strong contrasts in form, line, color, 
texture, luminance, or motion may contribute to view dominance. An object/phenomenon with 
strong visual contrasts that is so large that it occupies most of the visual field, and views of it 



  
 

cannot be avoided except by turning one’s head more than 45 degrees from a direct view of the 
object. The object/phenomenon is the major focus of visual attention, and its large apparent size is 
a major factor in its view dominance. In addition to size, contrasts in form, line, color, and texture, 
bright light sources and moving objects associated with the study subject may contribute 
substantially to drawing viewer attention. The visual prominence of the study subject detracts 
noticeably from views of other landscape/seascape elements”.  
 
        The Vesta-236 turbines approved by the NJ BPU for the project off LBI would have an even 
worse and disturbing visual impact.  
 
         Rotating Blade Effect. The EIS does not address this at all. The Construction and 
Operations Plan (COP) refers to a separate study done but does not present or cite it. Rotating 
turbine blades are visible at distances slightly less than that for the stationary turbine. Therefore, 
the turning blades will be clearly visible under the dominant, unavoidable view conditions 
discussed just above. The human impact of a view of that rotation is disturbing because of the 
disparity between what the brain expects to see at the seashore and the actual view, it could 
cause visible induced vertigo or other physiological effects. It may force the viewer to turn away 
from the shore and face down beach or the dunes, hardly the thing people come to the shore to 
do. 
  
           It is undisputable that geometrically the Atlantic Shores turbines will be visible for up to 40 
miles, essentially fencing in the majority of Atlantic & Ocean County beaches. Brigantine NJ is 
among the closest points to the Atlantic Shores South Project. According to Atlantic Shores COP, 
the character of Brigantine will be changed forever. “With the proposed Project in place, the view 
is dominated by a large and highly visible array of WTGs that extend across a large portion of 
the ocean view to the southeast from this location…Panel members indicated that the WTG’s 
become dominant elements in the view. They reduce the view’s sense of openness and add a 
large number of built features to what was previously an open, undeveloped ocean view.” 

          According to the COP, “the presence of the turbines tends to enclose the view and adds 
substantial visual clutter. This effect is enhanced by the transition of the WTGs from an apparent 
disorderly organization to a regimented alignment across the field of view. The movement of the 
rotor blades will also attract viewer attention and make the turbines the focus of this view.” 
Attachment E, Visual Simulations, pp. 38. 
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 According to Atlantic Shores this is what the Atlantic Shores South project turbines will look like 

from Brigantine.  

         The above simulation is not even a fair representation of what it will actually look like from 
the Brigantine beach. Because of the scale used in presenting these visuals in the EIS, in an 
actual view the turbines would be a third larger and higher. In addition, this visual only contains 34 
percent of all the visible turbines after all the planned projects are completed.  

7. Airborne Noise Levels at the Shore. 
 
Myth: The turbines are far enough offshore so that they won’t be heard onshore. 
 
Fact: Pile driving noise will be heard at the shore from closer pile locations during more 
typical stable atmosphere conditions, and from farther locations during inversion 
conditions. Operational turbine noise will be heard during inversion conditions. In both 
cases, indoor noise levels over large areas at the shore during inversion conditions are 
expected to exceed the levels at which sleep disturbance, annoyance and health effects 
can occur. 
 
         Airborne noise assessments from offshore wind activities have been done for several 
projects, for example, the Revolution Wind, Kitty Hawk Wind, South Fork and Sunrise projects. 
However, no assessment was done for the Atlantic Shores South project, which is the closest to 
shore of all the projects on the East Coast. This required Save LBI to engage its own noise expert 
consultants to do its own assessment of noise propagation over the water. 
 
         It was found that the assessments being done use standardized models that do not account 
for inversion conditions that enhance noise transmission over water. Those assessments use a 
standard International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 9613 model which states in its User 
Manual that: “inversion conditions over water surfaces are not covered and may result in higher 
sound pressure levels than predicted from this part of I. S. O. 9613-1”.  
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         Therefore, estimates of that increased noise due to those conditions was included from other 
studies. It was found that such conditions occur frequently at night and on about one-third of 
summer days, and can add up to 11 decibels (dB) to received onshore noise levels based on 
industry observations as reported in a review study done for Save LBI by Rand Acoustics, Inc. 
 
            The underwater noise exposure modeling reports for the project say that pile driving will 
begin in the day, but may continue into the night. Those reports say that it will require 8.5 hours to 
drive one 15-meter diameter foundation into the seabed, but that assumes continuous operation 
with pile strikes every two seconds. Considering downtimes, it is likely that pile driving will 
continue into the night. The pile driving is also concentrated in the summer to avoid the January 
through April migration period of the North Atlantic right whale. The pile driving and turbine 
operating noise is also concentrated at lower frequencies which more readily penetrates houses. 
 
           The noise impact modeling done by Save LBI’s consultant considered both the increasing 
pile driving energy and noise source levels from the beginning of the pile driving operation to the 
end, as well as the decreasing height of the noise source during that same period. 

 
          The modeling results were compared to local noise residential standards, 50 dB for outdoor 
nighttime for LBI, 50 dB for Brigantine, NJ all the time, and to a 40 dB indoor level at which sleep 
disturbance and other annoyance is expected. 
 
         The results are rather startling as shown below. For pile driving, the standard model, without 
atmospheric inversions, shows exceedance of the 50 dB outdoor level during certain phases of 
the pile driving operation for closer pile locations. Under inversion conditions, outdoor levels above 
50 dB can be expected for those and other pile locations over large onshore areas. Accounting for 
noise attenuation by houses, those outdoor levels are expected to cause indoor levels above the 
40 dB level resulting in sleep disturbance and other annoyance.  
  

 

                                                            

Noise contour maps  3000 KJ source term, 15km to

shore, dB(A)
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           Onshore Noise form Turbine Operation; the standard noise modeling conducted by the 
acoustics company shows levels at the shore from the multiple turbine operation of the wind 
complex just below the 50 dB level. So here again, under inversion conditions large onshore areas 
can be expected to exceed the 50 dB outdoor level and the 40 dB indoor level. In addition, the 
noise here occurs all the time that the turbines are operating, day or night. It also has a pulsating 
character to it caused by the turbine blades passing the tower which makes it even more 
perceptible and annoying. 

         Onshore Noise, Health Effects: Save LBI also employed an expert in the health impacts of 
noise who concluded that; “Industrial wind turbines emit a unique form of environmental noise, 
which at sufficient levels causes high annoyance and adverse health effects in a substantial 
percentage of exposed populations. I have a high degree of confidence that the reported 
information and data in the Save LBI and XI-Engineering reports provide a solid basis on which to 
assume that the proposed wind turbine project off the shores of Long Beach Island will result in 
adverse health effects in a substantial proportion of onshore residents if either of the proposed 
(200- or 136-turbine) projects is approved”. 
 

8. Onshore Air Quality from Offshore Construction. 

Myth: Pile driving operations are far enough offshore to pose no threat to onshore air 

quality. 

Fact: Those Operations Involve intense vessel and Diesel Engine activity, and the 

emissions from them can contravene onshore air quality standards. 

        This is particularly the case for sensitive onshore areas such as the Brigantine National 

Wilderness area near the Atlantic Shores South wind project.  The air quality modeling done for 

that showed daily fine particulate concentrations approaching the stringent prevention of 

significant deterioration (PSD) criteria for that area. But the modeling used an “average” 

emission rate and did not disclose whether the air emissions modeled from the equipment and 

vessels being used accounted for the energy needed to pile drive the foundations, which can 

vary by a factor of ten from the beginning to the end of the pile driving cycle. In addition, the 

modeling report did not disclose the daily schedule for the pile driving, which if extends towards 

or into the evening, would couple the highest pile driving energy and emissions with nighttime 

inversion conditions that can significantly enhance the propagation of pollutants to the shore.  

       The daily standard for fine particulates is based on the second highest value for the year, 

so unless the modeling accounted for these factors, it likely underestimated the concentrations 

at the wilderness area, and proper modeling could readily result in exceedances of the PSD 

criteria. 

 
       Likewise, the operations and maintenance air quality modeling did not show and may not 
have accounted for the frequency of major turbine, repairs or component replacements, which 
again could involve substantial engine activity. The air quality impacts from ultimate turbine 
removal were also not considered, which could involve substantial abrasive cutting of steel and 
other materials and significant particulate and hazardous air pollutant emissions. 
 
           All of these defects were provided by Save LBI to the EPA Environmental Appeals Board 
and were a major factor in having the Clean Air Act permit remanded back to the EPA. 
 
9. Harm to Marine Mammals- Vessel Surveys 
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Myth: there is “no evidence” that wind vessel surveys using high intensity noise devices to 
characterize the seabed were the cause of recent increases in whale stranding and death. 
 
Fact: There is substantial evidence that recent increased whale deaths are strongly 
correlated with the increased presence of wind energy vessel surveys. 
 
                A statistical expert, working with Save LBI, has produced research findings which offer 
highly compelling statistical evidence demonstrating that offshore wind activity was the primary 
cause of the rapid increase in whale mortalities. As show in the chart below there was an 11.8-fold 
statistically significant increase in humpback whale mortality rates in the region off NJ and NY 
during 2023 which precisely  
 
harmonizes with a tripling of offshore wind survey vessel traffic from an annual average of 58,895 
vessel miles (2015-2022) to 171,440 vessel miles in 2023. General shipping traffic exhibited only a 
marginal increase – from 1,800,359 to 1,973,891 vessel miles per year (less than 10 percent), 
clearly insufficient to produce the sharp increase in mortalities.  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In addition, as shown in the map below, below both the time and place of the recent whale 

deaths correlate with vessel presence (See the Save LBI Report titled Impact of Vessel Survey 

Noise on Marine Mammals, July ,2024). 
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That report also describes numerous overseas incidents primarily involving oil and gas surveys 
primarily using air gun noise devices that were tied to marine mammal stranding. It shows based 
on published reports, that while the air guns used there do have a louder noise source level, much 
of their energy is propagated downward, whereas the sparker units used in the wind surveys 
propagate noise in all directions. As shown below, the noise levels in the horizontal direction away 
from the source where most of the animals are are similar. Consequently, the evidence of the 
correlation of the overseas survey noise with the strandings in those incidents cannot be ignored. 
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           In further support of the impact of vessel surveys, it must be noted that the National 
marine Fisheries Services (NMFS) uses low noise source levels and high noise loss rates in 
predicting the extent of elevated noise from the vessel. For the Atlantic Shores South surveys it 
used smaller surrogate devices to define the source level as opposed to measurements from 
the larger sparker devices being used. It assumes a 20 decibel (dB) noise loss per 10-fold 
distance increase based on “spherical noise spreading” everywhere even though physically that 
spreading only occurs during the distance that it takes for the noise wave to hit the seabed. After 
that the noise waves must travel more horizontally confined between the seabed and the sea 
surface. The noise spreading there is characterized by “cylindrical spreading” with a 
transmission loss rate of 10 dB.  
 
          The combination of the two arbitrary assumptions significantly reduces the elevated noise 
range that was used to approve the vessel surveys. For example, using a measured noise 
source level for the Dura-Spark 240 unit that was used by Atlantic Shores and a 15 dB noise 
loss rate that the NMFS has properly used in the past to represent the transition from spherical 
to cylindrical spreading, the elevated noise range from the vessel increases from 0.1 miles to 
1.6 miles. Considering the large area covered by the vessel, this would result in significant 
increases in the number of animal disturbances or Takes. 
 
10. Harm to Marine Mammals- Pile Driving 
 
Myth. There will be no harm or deaths to marine mammals from pile driving, only some 
disturbance which they can recover from. 
 
Fact: There will be hearing loss, death and other serious injury to marine mammals from 
the loud noise and thousands of strikes necessary to drive the large foundations into the 
seabed. 
 

Predicted marine mammal “Takes”, i.e., incidences of death or serious harm (Level A 
Takes) and of disturbance of behavior (Level B Takes) via offshore wind pile driving are 
significantly underestimated in Agency documents. This is due to the use of understated noise 
source levels at the turbine site, understated animal densities, overstated noise transmission 
loss as the noise propagates, overstated disturbance noise level criteria, and inappropriate, 
scientifically unsound auditory weighting functions purporting to describe the whale’s sensitivity 
to various frequencies,  

 
In the decibel scale a change of plus or minus 10 decibels means that the actual noise 

energy or intensity experienced is ten times more or ten times less than what it was before. 
Therefore, unsupported optimistic decibel assumptions cause exponential increases in the 
elevated noise area and number of animals affected. When such assumptions occur at all the 
steps in the impact calculation and are combined, it results in a significant underestimate in the 
spatial extent of the elevated propagating noise and its impact on marine mammals. Those 
assumptions are summarized below. 

 
They rely on a 10 dB noise source reduction from bubble curtains or similar systems that 

is not supportable for the low frequency noise from pile driving because that noise largely 
propagates down the foundation into the seabed and re-emerges downstream bypassing the 
bubble curtain system. 
 
            For the North Atlantic right whale (NARW) at the Atlantic Shores lease area, they rely on 
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a new dramatically lower density presence of the whale in the area taken from a preliminary 
Duke University report that is not recommended for management use by the author. Such lower 
densities also do not account for the number of whales migrating and defy recent observation of 
greater NARW presence in the area, not just during migration but year-round. Such lower 
densities even contradicted those in the Atlantic Shores Incidental Take Authorization (ITA) 
application itself a year earlier, as shown below. 

                                                    

 
 
 

             They rely on a scientifically unsupported noise loss of 30 dB from 1 to 10 kilometers 
which cannot be explained by noise spreading or seabed attenuation. Actual measurements by 
Rand Acoustics and others show losses less than 20 dB. 
 

They rely on a scientifically unsupported single criteria of 160 dB for whale disturbance 
and ignore a more reasoned probabilistic approach based on actual observations of behavior 
under noise which shows significant disturbance at lower levels. 

 
 They rely on auditory weighting functions which purport to describe the whale’s reaction 

to different frequencies of the noise based on a National Marine Fisheries Service report that 
contradicts whale calling-our frequencies and which was repudiated a year later by its own 
authors alluding to political influence affecting that report. 
 
           When all this unwarranted optimism at each stage of the calculation is combined it 
results in Take estimates that are significantly underestimated and have no relation to what the 
whale will actually experience. In the decibel scale a change of plus or minus 10 decibels 
means that the actual noise energy or intensity experienced is ten times more or ten times less 
than what it was before. Therefore, unsupported optimistic decibel assumptions cause 
exponential changes in the elevated noise area and number of animals affected and results in 
impact numbers that are orders of magnitude less than what they should be-one example from 
data in an Agency document shown below. 

 
           Underestimate of NARW Deaths; even the agency documents themselves get caught 
up in these inconsistencies. For example, the Level A Take exposure range for the NARW and 
the number of Level A Takes in the Atlantic Shores Biological Opinion (BiOp) are inconsistent 
with the calculation method described and are significantly underestimated. The discussion in 
the BiOp of how the exposure range for a Level A permanent threshold hearing loss was 
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calculated does not lead to the number of 0.72 kilometers in Table 7.1.8. The BiOp states on 
page 192 that the exposure range was calculated assuming an animal stayed there for the full 
pile driving duration to reach the accumulated energy criteria of 183 dB. It states on page 167 
that the pile driving duration is 7 to 9 hours so the time spent contribution to the accumulated 
energy would be 10 times the log of 9×3600 or 45 dB.  
 
          That would mean that the one second sound energy level at the 0.72 km point would 
have to be 183 minus 45 dB or 138 dB. Tables F.6 through F.12 in the August 10th Jasco 
Applied Sciences modeling reports, even assuming the 10 dB source reduction and auditory 
weighting, show that it would require a distance of about 9 km to decrease to 138 dB, not 0.72 
km. This 81-plus fold increase in the elevated noise area (assumed circular area, 9 times 9) 
would increase the Level A Take number in Table 7.1.13 for the NARW from 0.14 to 11 
deaths or serious injuries leading to that, well above its biologic removal rate. 
 
              Even with all these underestimates and not considering operational noise impacts as 
discussed below, the project documentation acknowledges severe impacts to the whale. 
According to BOEM, the adverse impact of the proposed Atlantic Shores South plan on the 
endangered North American Right Whale (NARW) BOEM will be “major” and “could have 
severe population-level effects.” FEIS 3.5.6-85.  In its most recent submission concerning the 
Atlantic Shores North project, Atlantic Shores admits the turbines it plans to construct will be 
directly in the whale migration area. It states “[t]he Lease Area is located within the NARW 
migration biological important area (BIA) (Figure 4.7-1).” Atlantic Shores North Construction and 
Operations Plan, pp 4-212.   
 
          “Small numbers” Violations, the Marine Mammal Protection Act; the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) allows by rulemaking the incidental taking of “small 
numbers” of a species for a period of five years or less. NMFS defines a small number as 33% 
of the species stock. The Act also requires that the total of such taking during each five year or 
less period have a negligible impact on the species (bold emphasis added). 
 
           The MMPA approval for the Atlantic Shores project allowed 1,949 takes of the northern 
migratory coastal bottlenose dolphin in one year or 29.4% of its population. Over the five-year 
span of the project it allowed for 3,087 takes or 47% of the population. 
 
           There appear to violations of the law here. First, 33% is not a small number, a previous 
court case said it should be less than 12%. In statistics and marketing a number less than 10% 
is usually considered to be small. The single year take violates the court’s 12% criterion. The 
total take of 47% clearly violates the Agency’s own 33% criterion, nevertheless the project was 
approved. 
 
11. Harm to Marine Mammals- Turbine Operation. 
 
Myth: Noise from turbine operation is not a problem, it will dissipate down to safe levels 
within short distances. 
 
Fact: The operational noise from a large turbine of today is exponentially greater than 
smaller turbines, is amplified by several hundred turbines operating together, will disturb 
whale behavior miles from the wind complex, and impair and potentially block 
migrations. 
 

https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/documents/renewable-energy/state-activities/new-jersey/Atlantic%20Shores%20North_OCS-A%200549_COP%20Volume%20II_03-01-2024.pdf
https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/documents/renewable-energy/state-activities/new-jersey/Atlantic%20Shores%20North_OCS-A%200549_COP%20Volume%20II_03-01-2024.pdf
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          The Agency documents contain pages of discussion about the lower operational noise 
levels from smaller turbines which are not problematic, apparently trying to turn a new large 
turbine, which are, into a small one.  
 
          They ignore the best science available to predict the noise source level from the larger 
turbines. These are two studies from Stober (Uwe Stober and Frank Thomsen, How could 
operational underwater sound from future offshore wind turbines impact marine life? The 
Journal of the Acoustical Society of America 149, 1791 (2021), and Tougaard (Tougaard, 
Hermannsen, Madsen, How Loud is the Underwater Noise from operating offshore wind 
turbines, Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, 148,2888(2020)) of measurements of 
small and moderate size turbines that show a clear linear increase in decibels source level with 
turbine power.  Those clear linear trends are shown below.   
 

                        
 
 
            Extrapolation of the straight-line lower broadband trend for monopile foundations to a 
projected 13.6-megawatt turbine operation of the planned Vesta-236 turbine shows a source 
level of 180 dB.  A similar regression analysis by XI-Engineering engaged by Save LBI showed 
a level of 181 dB. Extrapolation of the lower frequency band more relevant to the whales 
hearing would result in a single turbine noise source level of of 192 dB.  
 
           The operation of two-hundred turbines adds about 23 dB to that source level from the full 
wind complex. So even with the lower single turbine level of 181 dB, you now have a source 
level of around 200 dB and a continuous noise disturbance criterion of 120 dB which is 40 dB 
less than the impulsive noise criteria for pile driving and vessel surveys. The noise level needs 
now to decrease 80 dB which is greater than what you had to do for pile driving or vessel 
surveys. This will require greater distances from the source and involve more animal Takes, but 
inexplicably there was no numerical analysis of operational noise Takes at all. 
 
          Since the agencies did not, Save LBI did its own calculations of the distances needed to 

bring the operational turbine noise from the wind complexes planned off the New Jersey and 

New York coasts down to 120 dB. The approach and results are summarized below. 

 4
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• Prior measurement studies of the trends in turbine noise source level versus turbine 
power allow for a reliable prediction of a noise source level between 181 to 192 dB from 
the turbines and foundations expected. 

 

• Past agency practice and measurements of noise transmission loss, including one study 
on the NJ Continental Shelf, provide reliable noise transmission loss factors of 15 dB for 
noise spreading loss and a 0.35 dB loss per kilometer from seabed attenuation.  

 

• With the lower source level of 181 dB for a single turbine and those noise loss 

parameters, it requires 12 miles from the perimeter of the wind complex for the 

noise to dissipate to 120 dB.  

 

• The results are shown in the map below. The green line represents the North Atlantic 

right whale’s (NARW) historic migration range, within about 55 miles from shore. 

 

• The red lines represent the distance from the wind complexes where the noise level will 

exceed the 120 dB level that disturb the whale’s behavior.  

 
                 Extent of Operational Noise Levels Exceeding the Disturbance Criterion. 

 

 

• There is general scientific consensus that the whale will try to avoid or stand-off from 
continuous noise above 120 dB. 

 

• Given that, there is no route the whale could take within its historic migration range and 
avoid the 120 dB and greater decibel noise levels, thus jeopardizing its migration and 
continuing existence. 

 

• There are no practical, observational mitigation measures that can be applied in an 
operational turbine setting. 

 

• To leave the whale a migration corridor, wind energy projects in either the closer to shore 
New Jersey lease areas or the farther out New York Bight areas must cease.  
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• Save LBI has researched and identified the primary historic corridor of NARW migration 
and submitted a petition to NOAA and BOEM to designate that corridor as critical habitat 
and keep it turbine free to allow this whale to migrate and survive. 

12. Defense Radar Impairment 

 

Myth: the impact of offshore wind projects on onshore radar is manageable. 

Fact, the presence of turbines can significantly impair onshore radar effectiveness, 

particularly those used for air defense. 

 

              A 2020 Radar Interference Report by the BOEM showed 17 installations in the 

Atlantic Region affected by offshore projects. Of particular concern are the ARSR-4 air 

defense system radars at Gibbsboro, New Jersey and Riverhead, New York which are part of 

our NORAD early warning system.  The BOEM study did not include Gibbsboro, but did 

analyze the impact of turbines at the Empire Wind project on the Riverhead, New York, 

radars. 

 

             It found that smaller aircraft, which might include drones, would not be detected at 

lower heights above the turbines. In addition, the return signals from smaller craft at higher 

elevations, or from larger aircraft, would be detected but obscured by the presence of 

numerous false targets created by the turbine operation. No mitigation measures were 

defined in the project Record of Decision to mitigate or reverse the radar degradation, only 

vague discussions of ongoing consultation with the Department of Defense (DOD), which 

should have been concluded prior to construction not afterwards. 

 

             No radar interference study for Gibbsboro, NJ was done but the Empire Wind study 

and a previous study of smaller turbines at the Ocean Wind project site father south points to 

the potential for significant obstruction of the Gibbsboro ARSR-4 radars from the newer larger 

turbine operation at the closer Atlantic Shores  project location.  

            But there was was a review done by an expert defense consultant, West Slope Inc, 

titled Radar Screening Study Report of December 17, 2021 provided in Appendix II– T2 of the 

Atlantic Shores Construction and Operations Plan.  

            For the Gibbsboro ARSR-4 radars, that Report stated on page 47 that: “At a blade-tip 

height of 1,048 feet AGL, 101 of the 105 proposed WTGs in the Project 1 WTA, 59 of the 64 

proposed WTGs in the Project 2 WTA, and all 31 proposed WTGs in the Overlap Area will be 

within line-of-sight of and will interfere with this radar site. See Figure 5. The radar effects will 

include clutter resulting in a partial loss of primary target detection and a number of false 

primary targets over and in the immediate vicinity of the proposed WTGs within line-of-sight”, 

and concluded on page 48 that; 

           “Because wind turbines will be within line-of-sight of the Atlantic City ASR-9, 

Gibbsboro ARSR-4, and the McGuire AFB DASR, West Slope expects that the DOD and 

FAA will have concerns with the proposed WTGs within line-of-sight at blade-tip heights of 

880 feet AGL, 890 feet AGL, and 1,048 feet AGL based on electromagnetic interference to air 

navigation facilities” (bold emphasis added). 
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           In addition, BOEM was advised by DOD by letter of December 15, 2020, that the 

Atlantic Shores project “will adversely affect NORAD’s missions by hampering or degrading 

air surveillance radar performance”. That letter included the map below showing the inner half 

of the Atlantic Shores lease area as an exclusion zone for defense purposes, but that inner 

half of the lease area has been retained without any explanation from the BOEM or the DOD.  

 

           The degree of impairment of both ARSR-4 radar systems at Gibbsboro and River 

Head and what can be done to reverse that impairment remains as clouded as the return 

radar signals, even at this late stage of the process. 

 
13. Vessel Navigation Risk 
 
         As shown above, the right whale will have to go in between the Atlantic Shores lease area 
in the Hudson south area in the NY Bight in an 11-mile-wide corridor. So will vessels to avoid 
the turbines and the Coast Guard has proposed that corridor as a safety vessel corridor, 
originally termed a shipping lane. 
 
         A shipping lane is "an official route that ships must follow when they sail from one place to 
another". Changing the name to "vessel corridor" does not give BOEM or the Coast Guard the 
authority to change the historic safety regulation and rules associated with shipping lanes. The 
United States standard requirements of fixed structures in and around shipping lanes in the Gulf 
of Mexico should be consistent with the Atlantic. "No structure may be placed within two nautical 
miles of any shipping lane". Applying that restriction here narrows the shipping corridor width to 
6.6 miles. 
 
         The implications of that to navigation safety could be enormous, a significant amount of 
East Coast vessel traffic confined to a 6.6-mile-wide corridor with its on-board marine radars 
potentially degraded by turbines operating on both sides of it, according to a recent national 
Academy of Sciences Report. The final Atlantic Shores EIS acknowledged some of the risk: 
 
        According to BOEM, the “construction and installation, O&M, and decommissioning of the 

Proposed Action would have adverse impacts on navigation and vessel traffic. The impacts of 
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the Proposed Action alone on navigation and vessel traffic would be major.” AS South FEIS, 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 3.6.6-30. “Impacts on non-Project 

vessels would include changes in navigation routes, delays in ports, degraded communication 

and radar signals, and increased difficulty of offshore SAR or surveillance missions within the 

WTA, all of which would increase navigational safety risks.” Id. “In addition, the increase in 

potential for marine accidents, which may result in injury, loss of life, and property damage, 

could produce disruptions for ocean users in the geographic analysis area.” Id.   

         According to Atlantic Shores, “The presence of offshore wind project vessels would add to 

the overall Atlantic Coast vessel traffic levels as each offshore WTAs are developed, leading to 

increased congestion and navigational complexity, which could result in crew fatigue, damage to 

vessels, injuries to crews, engagement of USCG SAR, and vessel fuel spills.” (Atlantic Shores 

South_Vol1_FEIS.pdf, Page 3.6.6-16). The presence of WTGs would result in a widespread, 

permanent navigational risk to commercial and for-hire recreational fishing vessels transiting 

through and fishing near offshore wind farms. Maneuverability within wind farms depends on 

several factors including vessel size, fishing gear used, and weather conditions.” (Atlantic 

Shores South Vol 1 FEIS, p. 3.6.1-58). “Structures installed under the Proposed Action would 

pose a long-term navigational hazard and risk of allisions to commercial and for-hire 

recreational fishing vessels transiting through and fishing near the Lease Area.” (Atlantic Shores 

South Vol 1 FEIS, p. 3.6.1-73). 

 

            Vessel Traffic Effect on Whales & other Marine Mammals. The synergistic impact of 

the vessel traffic change and the operational noise impact from the larger turbines will likewise 

have a significant impact on the migration of the North Atlantic right whale and other marine 

mammals. 

           The noise levels in the shipping lane from turbine operation will be above the 120 dB 

disturbance level. Those levels will disorient any whale attempting to migrate through it. 

Worsening the situation further are experimental results showing that one reaction of the right 

whale to such noise is to surface to lessen the noise, which would make it more susceptible to 

strike from those deep draft and other vessels in the lane. 

 

           The synergistic effect of the concentrated vessel traffic and whale migration in the same 

narrow corridor, the disorienting effect on the whale from turbine operational noise, and the 

tendency of whales to surface to avoid that noise could have a devastating effect on marine 

mammals off the coast of New Jersey.  

14. Marine Archaeological Loss. 
 
Myth: Now submerged ancient archeological sites in the project area and along export 
cable routes are not that important. 
 
Fact: The project pile driving will destroy now submerged ancient archeological sites and 
artifacts of potential great value that could have shed light on the first humans to come 
to North America. 
 
         With respect to now submerged. archeological sites in the project area, specifically ancient 
submerged landforms (ASLFs), the final EIS states on page I-27 that: “ASLFs may be 
individually eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or considered 
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contributing elements to a TCP eligible for listing in the NRHP.  ASLFs in the marine area of 
potential effect (APE) are considered archaeologically sensitive. ASLFs are considered by 
Native American Tribes in the region to be culturally significant resources as the lands where 
their ancestors lived and as locations where events described in Tribal histories occurred prior 
to inundation. In addition, BOEM recognizes these landforms are similar to features previously 
determined to be TCPs (Traditional Cultural properties) and that are presumed to be eligible for 
listing in the NRHP under Criterion A”. “Atlantic Shores’ marine geophysical archaeological 
surveys in the marine APE identified a total of 59 geomorphic features representing potential 
ASLFs (Table I-5)”. 
 
        The Marine Archaeological Resources Assessment (MARA) for the Atlantic Shores project 
also states that “the Holocene marine deposits, Holocene-Late Pleistocene transgressive 
channel sequence, and upper Late Pleistocene sequence contain the highest potential for 
archaeological material.” “Pleistocene (U1) represents the late Pleistocene from about 40,000 
to 28,000 cal BP”. 
 
        The Pleistocene period coincides with the time that the first peoples are thought to inhabit 
North America. Therefore, these landforms and artifacts on or under them could be of immense 
archaeological significance. As stated by Daria E. Merwin    t   D    t   t      t          
 t t  U       t     N   Y     t  t    B     in her paper titled, The Potential for Submerged 
Prehistoric Archaeological Sites off Sandy Hook, Published in 2003, B    t      t   
                    t     N          57:1-10, “Data from prehistoric sites dating to the Late 
Pleistocene and Early Holocene now submerged in the Mid-Atlantic Bight will fill substantial 
gaps in our knowledge, and allow researchers to explore issues such as the origins of coastal 
adaptations, settlement and mobility strategies at the coast versus interior, and variation in 
human subsistence patterns.” 
 
             But then after that build-up it states without explanation that: “Atlantic Shores is 
unable to implement the QMA-recommended avoidance buffers for ASLFs (COP Volume 
II, Appendix II-Q, Atlantic Shores 2024) which would allow for the Project to have no effect on 
these historic sites. As such, the undertaking is anticipated to have adverse effects on 59 
ASLFs identified in the marine APE”.  
 
           The recommended buffers referred to were stated in the MARA for the Atlantic Shores 
project:” SEARCH recommends avoidance of each potential submerged cultural resource by a 
minimum distance of a 1-meter (3.2-foot) vertical buffer, a horizontal buffer of 100 meters (328 
feet) from all paleo-landscape targets, and a buffer of 50 meters (164 feet) from the extent of the 
outer edge of the magnetic anomalies or acoustic contacts”.  
 
         It is unclear, for turbines being placed at least 1000 meters apart, why the locations of 
particular turbines cannot be moved 50 to 100 meters in one direction or another to protect the 
sensitive sites.  
 
       The final EIS obscures the significance of the archeological loss here by merely saying on 
page 3.6.2-16 that “the proposed action may have negligible impacts on 22 marine 
archeological resources”, and “negligible to major physical impacts on 59 ASLF’s”.  The cultural 
loss here is much more than that. In fact, archeological information on the origin of human 
habitation of North America will be destroyed by the foundation pile driving.  
 
         No mitigation is provided for those ancient Pleistocene sites. Appendix G of the Final 
EIS on Monitoring and Mitigation for the Atlantic Shores South project includes the following 
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related to submerged archaeological sites: "Establish approximately 164 feet (50 meter) 
protective buffers recommended by the QMA around each identified post-Contact marine 
archaeological resource or potential marine archaeological resource." 

        First, it should be noted that no justification was provided for the original recommendations 
of a 100 or 50-meter buffer zone. This mitigation measure limited the buffer zone to 50 meters 
for all sites without any justification. It also limited it to “post-contact” resources.  

        In the context of Appendix G, "post-Contact" refers to the period after sustained 
European contact with Indigenous peoples in North America, generally beginning in the 
late 15th or early 16th century, depending on the region. Specifically:" Contact" is the point at 
which Indigenous cultures first encountered Europeans—through exploration, colonization, 
trade, or other interactions. "Post-Contact" archaeological resources are therefore: 

o Associated with European colonization, settlement, and activity 

o Include artifacts, shipwrecks, or structures from the colonial period onward 

o Differ from "Pre-Contact" resources, which are strictly Indigenous and pre-

European contact. 

        Therefore, no mitigation at all is provided for the ancient Pleistocene sites which are likely 
to have the greatest archeological value. This deserved a thorough examination, and any pile 
driving for this project should be enjoined pending that examination. 
 
15. Decommissioning and Turbine Removal 
 
Myth: Turbine Removal is the Reverse of Turbine Installation, and can be Readily Done. 

Fact: Once embedded in the seabed, the large, heavy turbines and 50-foot diameter 6-

inch-thick steel monopile foundations of today will more likely never be removed and 

disassembled onshore. 

            There is no legal or regulatory requirement to remove the towers, blades and a turbine 

foundation section at the end of its useful life, as opposed to just decommissioning (taking out 

of service) it and leaving it in place. Current decommissioning rules allow the federal agency, 

the Bureau of Ocean Energy management (BOEM), to require to remove them or leave them in 

place or have them toppled them in place. 

           The technical feasibility of removal of these large, heavy 1,000-foot high, turbines with 

50–foot diameter monopile foundations has not been presented despite requests made in 

comments on the draft EIS to do so. No such turbines have ever been removed. No method 

for sub-seabed cutting of the 50-foot diameter 6-inch-thick steel circumference of the 

monopile foundation has been presented. No study has been put forward showing how the 

exterior boulders and cement used for scour protection would be removed and the foundation 

section extracted. 

           The logistics of removal of a cut foundation section, the tower, and the blades are 

staggering. The availability of the limited number of wind turbine installation vessels needed to 

remain on site for years while foundations are cut and towers and blades are removed is 

highly questionable. 



23 
 

              Even if the tower and foundation section could be brought ashore, there is no onshore 

industrial infrastructure to store, and cut them into manageable sections for rail or truck 

transport to smelting or disposal sites. The mass of steel to be cut in ten large turbine towers is 

comparable to that of a navy warship, which can take a year to disassemble at one of the few 

facilities in the country capable of such a dismantling operation. It is unlikely that companies 

will invest in such industrial infrastructure in the future since there is no regulatory requirement 

for removal and assurance of a return on their investment. Cutting facilities, methods and 

disposal sites for the blades, which will involve toxic air pollutant release, have not been 

identified. 

              Dedicated funding for such an effort is not being provided. Collection of financial 

assurance during turbine operation can be deferred based on the company’s “financial 

strength”. Unlike an operational setting, where a cease operations order would cause a 

financial penalty, no such incentive exists here for the company to do the work once the 

turbines have already been shut down. 

             There is therefore the high likelihood that the turbines will not be removed and for very 

long-term vessel navigation safety risk, the loss of hundreds of thousands of acres of 

productive marine territory with a corresponding long-term loss of marine life, and for visual 

blight from shore for generations. 

Conclusions; The minuscule benefit from this project cannot justify the environmental, 

economic, cultural and social harm from it. Proponents should seek alternate, less costly and 

less damaging means to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, if that is their concern. 


