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CZM Briefing: 
Finalizing Ocean Plan - 12/10/14

Public comment on Draft Ocean Plan: top issues for consideration
· After five public hearings, a 60-day public comment period, and a series of information meetings, the general feedback on the 2014 Draft Ocean Plan was very positive.  Attached is a complete summary of public comments and a few comment letters of note. Consistent with the scope of the update, the comments were compiled according to specific themes. 
· Overarching:
· Most comments supported the planning work to date, indicating that the draft was thoroughly researched with rigorous science and data, that it provides an excellent framework for managing new ocean development and activities, and that it was developed with meaningful stakeholder and public engagement.
·  Many comments expressed concern related to the extent of the ocean planning area boundary and advocated for its expanding to coincide with mean high water.
· This can only be addressed through a legislative change.
· Science and data:
· Most comments supported progress in bringing new data and studies into the plan to refine the marine habitat and resource areas .
· A few comments expressed concern that the mapped areas excessively constrain project siting, especially for cables and pipelines.
· Can be addressed by clarifying apparent misunderstanding about the application of existing siting standards. Plan allows for projects to locate in these areas if (1) no less environmentally damaging practicable alternative exists; (2) the project will cause no significant alteration to the resources (compliance may include time of year controls; and (3) public benefits associated with the proposed project outweigh impacts.
· Offshore renewable energy and transmission:
· Broad support for the pre-planning to facilitate selection and permitting of routes with least impacts, including work on the compatibility assessment and screening analysis.
· Broad support for the removal of the 2009 “Provisional” Wind Energy Areas.
· Several comments requested the removal of the Martha’s Vineyard and Gosnold Wind Energy Areas as commercial-scale wind areas in the updated ocean plan.
· Ocean Advisory Commission has recommended that since the removal of the areas was not part of the plan update scope, the issue needs broader public input.
· As an alternative to removal, the final plan could explicitly identify the restrictions but also speak to the potential, albeit limited, for community-scale wind.



· Offshore sand for beach nourishment:
· Strong support from a few coastal communities (Hull, Sandwich, Oak Bluffs).
· Many comments expressed concern on the potential impacts on fish and shellfish resources and commercial and recreational fisheries. A few comments expressed concern for effects on whales and marine birds. Other concerns connected to effects on sediment dynamics and need to link the offshore planning work with similar effort on the landside (erosion rates, demonstrate need for beach nourishment, alternatives, etc.) 
· General misunderstanding of what the Draft Ocean Plan proposes. The plan identifies the areas for further study while many comments indicated that they assumed areas identified were for potential projects.
· Final plan should call for formation of a Beach Nourishment/Offshore Sand Committee to provide guidance to EEA and the Ocean Advisory Commission (as well as the  Coastal Erosion Commission) on important aspects of this issue. Committee would be charged with (1) reviewing the draft plan’s preliminary compatibility and screening assessment and making recommendations for any revisions; (2) identifying existing spatial data and other information that can be integrated into the compatibility assessment and screening; (3) providing advice as to further investigation, survey, and characterization work; (4) helping to develop standards for pre- and post- monitoring that would be required for project proponents; (5) recommending criteria to ensure that potential projects are in the public interest.
· Ocean development mitigation fee:
· Broad support for the establishment of the fee structure and development of implementation guidelines.
· Several comments indicated they are happy that fee schedule does not preclude separate negotiation for mitigation between a developer and affected groups or municipalities.
· Concern that the fee structure does not have a provision for municipal waiver; concerned that fees for basic uses could be passed on to residents. Also recommendation that fee should be able to paid over time regardless of need/hardship.
· Final plan should clarify that the while the Secretary has broad discretion in determining the fee, and in addition to information in MEPA filing(s), mitigation proposed, and comments received, and criteria such as public benefit and impacts of the fee will be considered. The guidance clearly states that relief may be requested.
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