The Village of Bald Head Island
September 12, 2021
Via electronic submission at http://www.regulations.gov
Michelle Morin, Chief
Environmental Branch for Renewable Energy
Office of Renewable Energy
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management
U.S. Department of the Interior
45600 Woodland Road
Sterling, Virginia 20166
Re: Docket No. BOEM 2021-0055, Notice of Intent to prepare a supplemental Environmental Assessment
to consider additional wind leasing options offshore North Carolina
Dear Ms. Morin:
This letter responds to the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management’s (BOEM) announcement on August 13,
2021 that it intends to supplement the 2015 environmental assessment (EA) evaluating wind energy lease
sales offshore North Carolina. In the Notice, BOEM discloses that it is considering a lease sale for the
Wilmington East Energy Area (WEA). On behalf of the Village of Bald Head Island (BHI, Bald Head, or
the Village), I appreciate this opportunity to comment on offshore renewable energy development affecting
North Carolina.

I. Introduction

Bald Head Island is situated at the mouth of the Cape Fear River, directly north of the WEA. The WEA
begins approximately 15 nautical miles south of Bald Head Island. 1 As such, our community will be among
those most directly impacted by the contemplated lease sale.
We have engaged with BOEM on North Carolina wind energy lease issues at every opportunity since
BOEM announced the North Carolina wind energy areas in 2014. Bald Head has actively participated in
the North Carolina Renewable Energy Task Force. As Mayor, representing residents of and visitors to this
community, I have often offered comments expressing Bald Head’s views and concerns about leasing in
the Wilmington WEAs. On February 23, 2015, I submitted Bald Head’s comments on BOEM’s EA
evaluating environmental impacts from leasing in the three North Carolina wind energy areas. 2 On
November 9, 2015, I wrote to then Secretary of Interior Sally Jewell registering our concerns about potential

See BOEM, Announcement of Area Identification, Commercial Wind Energy Leasing on the Outer Continental
Shelf Offshore North Carolina at 1, 6 (August 7, 2014).
2
Letter from J. Andrew Sayre, Mayor, Village of Bald Head Island to James F. Bennett, BOEM (February 23, 2015);
see also Letter from Kit Adcock and Trisha Barnard, Bald Head Association to Program Manager, BOEM (February
20, 2015).
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visual impacts of wind turbines on Bald Head Island residents. 3 As you know, visual impacts were not
evaluated in the 2015 EA, but these impacts are the single most important issue to Bald Head and other
local residents and governments. 4
On December 29, 2015, I commented in response to BOEM’s request for input regarding administration of
the renewable energy program. Those comments expressed appreciation for BOEM’s presentation to
Village leaders, and asked for more and better communication, and greater transparency in BOEM’s
decision-making processes. 5
In a July 5, 2018 letter, when responding to BOEM’s April 6, 2018 Federal Register notice, I reiterated
Bald Head’s concerns about visual impacts, and expressed BHI’s opposition to wind turbines closer than
24 nautical miles to the North Carolina coast. On October 5, 2015, our Village Council adopted a resolution
formalizing this opposition. 6 Other communities and organizations in the region adopted similar
resolutions, including the Town of Kure Beach, the Town of Caswell Beach, Ocean Isle Beach, the Town
of Sunset Beach, and the Old Baldy Foundation. The Village adopted a new resolution on May 21, 2021,
emphasizing the importance of siting wind turbines at least 24 nautical miles from the shore. To date, similar
resolutions have been adopted by the Town of Caswell Beach (June 10, 2021), the Town of Sunset Beach
(July 12, 2021), Ocean Isle Beach (July 13, 2021), and Brunswick County (August 2, 2021). These
resolutions are enclosed with this letter at Appendix A.
Most recently, I wrote on August 27, 2021, in response to BOEM’s scoping notice for the environmental
impact statement being prepared for the Kitty Hawk Offshore Wind project. 7 Those comments reiterate
BHI’s support for offshore wind energy development, its opposition to wind turbines within 24 nautical
miles of the North Carolina shore, its concerns about visual impacts, and its requests for more transparency
and stakeholder engagement.
Congress has been receptive to North Carolina stakeholders, especially with respect to viewshed concerns
arising from potential offshore wind turbines. During the past five fiscal years, Congress has consistently
instructed BOEM to work with local stakeholders to address viewshed concerns. The relevant language is
quoted in the following table:
Fiscal Year
2021
Explanatory Statement
to accompany P.L.

Language
North Carolina Offshore Wind Leases.-According to information provided by
the Bureau to the Senate Appropriations Committee, the Bureau does not
anticipate lease sales will be held for offshore areas of North Carolina during
fiscal year 2021. The Bureau is directed to work with local stakeholders,

Letter from J. Andrew Sayre, Mayor Village of Bald Head Island, to Hon. Sally Jewel, Secretary of the Interior
(November 9, 2015).
4
See Consensus Building Institute, Draft Final North Carolina/South Carolina Offshore Wind Stakeholder
Assessment at 8-9 (April 2018).
5
Letter from J. Andrew Sayre, Mayor, Village of Bald Head Island, to Abigail R. Hopper, Director, BOEM (December
29, 2015).
6
Letter from J. Andrew Sayre, Mayor, Village of Bald Head Island, to James Bennett, BOEM (July 5, 2018); An
Ordinance of the Village of Bald Head Island, North Carolina Amending Section 10-82 of the Code of Ordinances to
Clarify the Statement of Purpose for the Village of Bald Head Island’s Regulation of Artificial Lighting, No. 20151205 (December 11, 2015); Village of Bald Head Island Resolution in Opposition to Issuance of Wind Energy Leases
Within 24 Nautical Miles of North Carolina’s Shores (October 5, 2015)
7
Letter from J. Andrew Sayre, Mayor, Village of Bald Head Island, to Michelle Morin, BOEM (August 27, 2021).
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Fiscal Year
116-260, Book 2
(Divisions G-L).

Language
industry, and State task forces to address potential local concerns related to
visual impacts of any proposed leasing activity in subsequent fiscal years.

2020
Report 116-123 to
accompany S.2580.

North Carolina Wind Leases.—According to information provided by the
Bureau to the Committee, no lease sales will be held for offshore areas of
North Carolina for wind energy during fiscal year 2020. The Committee
directs the Bureau to follow this commitment and to continue to work with
local stakeholders, industry, and State task forces to address local concerns
related to the visual impacts of any proposed leasing activity in subsequent
fiscal years.
**The explanatory statement accompanying P.L. 116-93 instructs the Bureau
to follow the direction of Senate Report 116-123**
2019
Offshore Wind Energy Development.—The Conferees understand that the
Report 116-9 to
Bureau is continuing to work in North Carolina with local stakeholders,
accompany H.J.Res.
industry, and State task forces, and that there will be no lease sales for
31.
offshore areas in North Carolina during fiscal year 2019.
2018
Offshore Wind Energy Development.—The Committees understand that the
Explanatory Statement Bureau is continuing to work in North Carolina with local stakeholders,
to accompany P.L.
industry, and State task forces and that there will be no lease sales for offshore
115-141, Book II
areas in North Carolina during fiscal year 2018.
(Divisions G-L).
2017
Offshore Wind Energy Development.—The Committees understand that the
Explanatory Statement Bureau is continuing to work in North Carolina with local stakeholders,
to accompany P.L.
industry, and State task forces and that there will be no lease sales in the
115-31.
Wilmington Wind Energy Area during fiscal year 2017.

II. Summary of Comments

Bald Head’s views – and its input into the process – have remained consistent during BOEM’s consideration
of wind energy leasing offshore North Carolina. The Village supports offshore wind energy development,
and specifically, would not oppose a lease sale in the Wilmington East WEA, unless the lease would allow
wind turbines to be sited closer than 24 nautical miles to the North Carolina coast. This distance from shore
is consistent with BOEM’s approach to the definition of the Kitty Hawk WEA identification in 2014, and
addresses the concerns of Bald Head Island and its neighboring coastal communities. BOEM should take
the opportunity now – before environmental evaluations commence and before potential bidders invest
resources – to clarify that any lease sale for the Wilmington WEAs will be for turbines located a minimum
of 24 nautical miles (or more) from the shore.
We also urge BOEM to recommit to active stakeholder engagement and greater transparency in its decisionmaking process. We recognize that hearing and addressing stakeholders’ concerns require a significant
commitment on behalf of BOEM’s representatives, but we believe this engagement will reduce the potential
for conflicts and delay in the leasing process. More importantly, Congress has directed BOEM to consult
with local communities, and BOEM has committed repeatedly to do so. Despite these commitments, some
of BOEM’s decision-making has been abrupt, without warning or explanation to local governments. This
lack of transparency is detrimental to working relationships and will complicate resolution of local
concerns.
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III. Redraw the Boundaries of the Wilmington East WEA

As you are aware, the Village of Bald Head Island commented on the 2015 EA, criticizing the draft
document for not including a discussion of the visual impacts of offshore wind turbines. BOEM responded
that the EA addressed only the impacts of conducting a lease sale, which by itself will not have visual
impacts. BOEM explained that visual impacts will be considered in future environmental reviews, in
particular, in the environmental impact statement (EIS) for the eventual lessee’s construction and operation
plan. However, by that time, after the lease sale winner has paid millions of dollars to obtain the lease, and
has invested additional millions in site assessment and in developing a construction and operation plan, it
may be too late to do anything about adverse visual impacts identified in the EIS.
BOEM’s position – that it is premature to consider visual impacts now because the lease sale itself will not
have visual impacts – misses the point. While this preliminary NEPA process may not be suited to address
eventual visual impacts, BOEM is not precluded from addressing visual impacts right now, and has done
so early in the planning process in other cases. As we pointed out in our July 5, 2018 comment letter, BOEM
addressed visual impacts in the Kitty Hawk Call Area at the very beginning of the process, during area
identification. In response to concerns raised by the National Park Service and the Town of Kitty Hawk,
BOEM sited the Kitty Hawk WEA with a setback of 33.7 nautical miles specifically to protect the viewshed
of the Bodie Island Lighthouse, and no closer than 24 nautical miles to the nearest point on the shoreline. 8
The National Park Service requested 33.7 nautical mile setback not only to protect the Lighthouse, but also
because of the adverse visual impacts of wind turbines on visitors to the Cape Hatteras National Seashore.
Bald Head Island is not a national park, but our concerns about visual impacts are no less important, and
are at least as compelling as those raised by the Town of Kitty Hawk. Our lighthouse – Old Baldy – has
been on the National Register of Historic Places since 1975. At 204 years old, it is the oldest lighthouse in
North Carolina, built in 1817 at the mouth of the Cape Fear River to guide ships past the Frying Pan Shoals.
Old Baldy replaced an even older lighthouse on which the colony of North Carolina began construction
before the Revolutionary War, but which was completed in 1794 by the United States. Today, thousands of
visitors take the passenger ferry to Bald Head Island every year to climb Old Baldy and visit the adjoining
museum in which they learn about these lighthouses, and about Bald Head Island’s role in the Revolutionary
and Civil wars, its Native American inhabitants, and other aspects of its unique history.
Although only 40 miles from Wilmington, BHI is remote, an attribute that is valuable to residents and
visitors wishing to experience the abundant wildlife, the beaches, and the natural beauty of the island. Bald
Head Island can only be reached by ferry, and motor vehicle traffic is limited to public safety and emergency
vehicles. When the current Village was established in the 1970’s, the original landowners deeded threefourths of island acreage to the State of North Carolina to be conserved in perpetuity. This large natural
area supports numerous wildlife species and attracts scientists, conservationists, bird watchers, and other
visitors from across the country.
The Village and the other beach communities of Brunswick County are united in their message to BOEM:
we can support BOEM’s efforts to expedite wind energy development, but not at the expense of our most
valuable resource: the oceanside experiences that bring 200,000 people to our beach communities every
Revised Environmental Assessment, Commercial Wind Lease Issuance and Site Assessment Activities on the
Atlantic Outer Continental Shelf Offshore North Carolina, BOEM 2015-038 at 1-10, 1-11 (September 3, 2015);
Announcement of Area Identification, Commercial Wind Energy Leasing on the Outer Continental Shelf Offshore
North Carolina at 1 (August 7, 2014).
8
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year. The potential visual impacts of offshore wind energy are the central concern of BHI and other
Brunswick County stakeholders. We have raised this objection persistently since at least 2015, with no
response or clarification from BOEM regarding how it may (or may not) address the concern. This is
unacceptable. We question why BOEM redrew the boundaries of the Kitty Hawk WEA at the outset, based
on a request from the National Park Service and a resolution by the Town of Kitty Hawk, but declines to
address similar concerns for the Wilmington WEAs.
We request that BOEM act now to reconfigure the Wilmington East WEA with a setback from shore of 24
nautical miles, before conducting the EA. This action will address the concerns raised by Brunswick
County, Bald Head Island, and other local governments, and turn potential opponents into supporters of
wind energy development offshore North Carolina. Taking the action now has the important additional
benefit of focusing and simplifying the EIS that will have to be prepared before construction can begin. It
will reduce concerns about visual impacts and potential mitigation to de minimis features of the EIS, rather
than overriding concerns that will continue to energize local opposition to the project.
Alternatively, BOEM could reduce concerns about this lease sale without reconsidering the configuration
of the WEA by restricting the lease sale to portions of the Wilmington East WEA that are at least 24 nautical
miles from the shore.

IV. Recommit to Transparency and Meaningful Interaction With
Local Communities

BOEM regularly states its intention to work with local stakeholders and to be transparent about its decisionmaking, but regrettably that often has not been the case. BOEM’s on-again, off-again communication record
is a stumbling block to gaining the cooperation and support of Bald Head and other local communities.
As you know, in 2016, BOEM made the decision to proceed with a lease sale for the Kitty Hawk WEA,
and also announced that “the Wilmington East and Wilmington West WEAs, … due to their proximity and
shared attributes, have been coupled with the planning and leasing process for the South Carolina Call
Areas.” 9 However, a quick look at BOEM’s website confirms that there has been no public-facing planning
or leasing process since 2016 for the South Carolina Call Areas. In 2015, BOEM had published a Notice of
Intent to prepare an EA evaluating leasing in the South Carolina Call Areas. 10 However, no draft EA was
ever published, and there is no further mention of the EA at BOEM’s website.11
On April 7, 2016, former BOEM Director Hopper wrote me, confirming the reorientation of the Wilmington
WEAs into the South Carolina planning process, and concluding:
Please be assured that BOEM will engage and involve its North Carolina and South
Carolina Task Forces, including the members representing Bald Head Island and
other potentially affected communities, as we move forward. This will ensure that

Interior Announces Milestone for Wind Energy Development Offshore North Carolina, 08/12/2016, available at
https://www.doi.gov/pressreleases/interior-announces-milestone-wind-energy-development-offshore-northcarolina
10
80 Fed. Reg. 2015 (November 25, 2015).
11
https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-activities/south-carolina-activities.
9
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the new leasing strategy is implemented in a transparent manner and incorporates
stakeholder concerns such as yours into our decision-making. 12
On May 17, 2016, BOEM held a meeting of the South Carolina Intergovernmental Task Force, at which it
presented a plan to combine the Wilmington East and West WEAs with the Grand Strand Call Area.13
BOEM also presented this plan at an April 19, 2016 meeting of the North Carolina Renewable Energy Task
Force. 14 The presentation emphasized the proximity of the Wilmington WEAs to the Grand Strand area,
and raised concerns about, among other things, negative impacts of “wake effects” on neighboring wind
facilities. However, despite BOEM’s commitment to engage with the North Carolina and South Carolina
task forces, the North Carolina Task Force was combined with a similar Virginia group, and the succeeding
combined Task Force meetings focused on the Kitty Hawk lease and on Virginia leasing activities, and did
not address the Wilmington WEAs at all.
As for the South Carolina Task Force, it ceased having meetings altogether. After May 17, 2016, there were
no further South Carolina Task Force meetings for the next five years, until July 21, 2021, when BOEM
held a meeting of something it is now calling the, “Carolina Long Bay Task Force,” to announce its plans
to conduct a lease sale in the Wilmington East WEA. Notably, information about this new task force and a
link to its July 21 meeting materials can only be found at the BOEM website’s wind leasing information
page for South Carolina. There is no mention of this meeting on BOEM’s North Carolina page.
During this five-year period of BOEM inactivity, the Bureau did commission a “North Carolina / South
Carolina Offshore Wind Stakeholder Assessment” to learn the views of local governments, residents, and
other stakeholders near the border between North and South Carolina about offshore wind development.
The communities near this border will be most affected by wind energy development in the Wilmington
WEAs, WEAs yet to be identified in the Grand Strand Call Area, or in a Wind Energy Area combining
Wilmington WEAs with portions of the Grand Strand Call Area. The facilitator, Consensus Building
Institute (CBI), held numerous meetings in 2018 with stakeholders – including Bald Head Island – to obtain
input, and provided a draft of its April 2018 report to participants.15 The report’s purpose was “to help
explore, detail, and capture local and state stakeholders’ perspectives,” and to “identify if there is any
collaborative process that might aid in designating WEAs acceptable to most stakeholders.” 16 The study
area was identified as “stretching south from Wilmington, NC to Georgetown, SC.” 17
A large portion of the draft report documented the concerns of stakeholders about visual impacts of wind
turbines; indeed, it is fair to say that these concerns dominated the report. CBI recommended a number of
options BOEM could consider to address stakeholder concerns, including: (1) create a white paper on the
background and status of the current WEAs, “including accompanying rationales for [] setback distances;”
(2) refine existing tools and create new tools, including simulations, maps, and charts, to help shore
Letter from Abigail Ross Hopper, BOEM to J. Andrew Sayre, Mayor, Village of Bald Head Island at 2 (April 7,
2016).
13
Combining the Grand Strand Call Area with Wilmington East and Wilmington West Wind Energy Areas, BOEM
Powerpoint Presentation (May 17, 2016), available at https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/renewableenergy-program/State-Activities/SC/SC-TF-Presentation-realignment.pdf.
14
https://www.boem.gov/renewable-energy/state-activities/sixth-boem-nc-renewable-energy-task-forcemeeting-april-2016
15
Consensus Building Institute, North Carolina / South Carolina Offshore Wind Stakeholder Assessment (April
2018).
16
Id. at 4.
17
Id.
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communities better understand and assess visual impacts; (3) convene the North Carolina and South
Carolina task forces jointly to consider CBI’s report and discuss next steps; (4) convene a “region-wide”
workshop or sub-regional workshops on potential refinement of the Wilmington WEAs and the South
Carolina call areas; and (5) hold individual meetings with communities to further explore concerns.
BOEM’s response to this report: silence. None of these things ever happened. BOEM has not refined or
created new tools to address visual impact concerns. It never convened a joint meeting of North and South
Carolina task forces, scheduled workshops, or took any other actions to implement (or reject) CBI’s
recommendations. Most tellingly, BOEM never released a final version of the CBI report. We have made
at least five written requests to see the final report, including as recently as August 27, 2021. BOEM has
never acknowledged or responded to those requests.
After these extended years of inaction both on South Carolina planning, or realignment of the Wilmington
WEAs, BOEM finally scheduled the July 21 meeting described above – five years after its last South
Carolina task force meeting – for something it called (for the first time) the “Regional Carolina Task
Force.” 18 (The meeting agenda calls the meeting the “Intergovernmental Renewable Energy Task Force for
Carolina Long Bay.”) 19 The meeting agenda promises a background presentation on development of the
“Carolina Long Bay Wind Energy Areas,” but BOEM has not identified any wind energy areas in South
Carolina. The only identified WEAs in the “Long Bay” are the Wilmington WEAs, located in North
Carolina. Accordingly, the July 21 meeting did not address BOEM’s planning efforts (or lack of them) over
the previous five years, or explain any current or upcoming efforts, or explain the status of identifying wind
energy areas in South Carolina, but rather functioned soley as BOEM’s announcement of its intention to
conduct a lease sale in the Wilmington East WEA. 20
We note with concern that BOEM chose not to publish its August 13 notice in the Federal Register. The
notice instead was posted at BOEM’s website. We understand that NEPA regulations arguably do not
require this notice to be published in the Federal Register, see 40 C.F.R. § 1506.6, but it is notable that
BOEM did use the Federal Register to give notice of the original EA (77 Fed. Reg. 74218 (Dec. 13, 2012)),
and also the South Carolina EA (that was never completed)(80 Fed. Reg. 73817 (Nov. 25, 2015)). We are
not aware that BOEM published the notice in any local newspaper, or gave notice through other local media.
BHI officials and representatives have signed up at various BOEM-sponsored events to receive email
notices of developments on North Carolina wind energy, especially regarding the Wilmington WEAs. The
Council on Environmental Quality NEPA regulations do require that notice be provided directly to persons
who have requested notice on an individual action. 40 C.F.R. § 1506.6(b)(1). Indeed, BOEM communicated
directly with Task Force members by email on July 1 to give notice of the upcoming July 21 Task Force
meeting, but we received no emails or other correspondence announcing BOEM’s intention to prepare a
supplemental EA. Especially because of the abruptness of BOEM’s action, these efforts to provide notice
to the public are lacking.
With due respect, this is not transparency. Rather, the above narrative documents five years of opacity in
BOEM’s plans and decision-making about the Wilmington WEAs. Now, with a new administration that
has prioritized offshore wind energy development, BOEM is rewriting the history of its indecision and
https://www.boem.gov/regional-carolina-long-bay-intergovernmental-renewable-energy
https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/documents/renewable-energy/state-activities/Carolina-Long-Bay-TFAgenda.pdf
20
https://www.boem.gov/sites/default/files/documents/renewable-energy/state-activities/Carolina-Long-Bay-AllPCB-EBRE.pdf
18
19
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inaction over the last five years. BOEM is constructing a record that is intended to look like transparency,
as if the Bureau has actively and consistently engaged with stakeholders. But the facts tell a different story.
BHI and others have been kept in the dark about BOEM’s planning and its intentions regarding the
Wilmington WEAs for years. Bald Head learned about BOEM’s recent and abrupt change in direction in a
meeting we requested with BOEM officials on April 23, 2021. In that meeting, in response to a direct
question, Bald Head learned for the first time that BOEM had abandoned its intention to combine
Wilmington WEAs with the Grand Strand Call Area.
To be fair, BOEM officials made clear in this meeting that the Bureau intends to move forward quickly
with leasing, and strongly suggested that the Wilmington East WEA may soon be opened to leasing. And
of course, BOEM can decide to proceed differently than it has previously indicated. That is the prerogative
of government. However, it bears repeating that we obtained this information only because we requested a
meeting, and then asked for it directly. There was no transparent BOEM planning process that led to this
change in direction. There were no joint Task Force meetings. BOEM has characterized the July 21 meeting
as if the “Intergovernmental Renewable Energy Task Force for Carolina Long Bay” were an actual entity
that existed and held meetings before that date. There was no follow-up to the stakeholder engagement that
happened in 2018. There is no final CBI stakeholder report. BOEM may change its mind, but its discretion
to do so is not unlimited. BOEM’s new decision-making must have a rational basis. The rational basis for
this decision is not currently evident.
Perhaps more distressing than BOEM’s abrupt reversal of policy is its continued unwillingness to actively
engage with us and address local concerns about the visual impacts of its decision-making. After all, this is
Bald Head’s single most important concern, and likely the only serious objection we may have to leasing
in the Wilmington East WEA. BOEM has repeatedly committed to engage on this issue, and to be
transparent in its decision-making. We are waiting for those promises to be kept. To be clear, BHI has
repeatedly expressed concerns about visual impacts, and BOEM has acknowledged the concerns. We
appreciate the recognition, but it is not enough. We want a conversation about how those concerns could be
addressed, and how they may or may not be addressed by BOEM, and waiting until you prepare the EIS on
a construction and operation plan – years from now – is not acceptable. We request that BOEM engage
with us now to have that conversation. That’s what transparency would look like to the Village of Bald
Head Island.
We look forward to continuing this discussion with the Bureau. Additionally, we appreciate this opportunity
to comment, and request that BHI remain on your distribution lists for all information related to energy
development offshore North Carolina. We look forward to continued involvement in BOEM’s
deliberations.
Sincerely,

Enclosures

