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A B S T R A C T   

The Atlantic Coast of the United States represents one of the most promising development environments for 
offshore wind installation in the world due to the convergence of several geographic factors. These include, but 
are not limited to, population size and density, electricity prices, ocean depth, wind speed, and the dynamics of 
the region’s current energy infrastructures. However, these have not been sufficient to kickstart a mass move-
ment to offshore energy generation despite two decades of affirmative discussions and some entrepreneurial 
starts. Planned projects now total over 6 GW. Presently, market variables and institutional controls have become 
more hospitable for development though undertested except in small pilot projects. Socio-cultural concerns 
including interaction with the fishers, coastal tourism and real estate, Native American Tribes, and environ-
mental and aesthetic factors have been studied, but applicable information remains limited to reliance on 
comparisons with European offshore wind research, hypothetical analyses, and attention to small pilot projects. 
This gap as well as a fundamentally differentiated patchwork of state and local stages means that the current 
research direction will need to be extended through the development of the first utility-scale projects with 
attention to new case studies as well as new perspectives, framings, and questions. This report outlines important 
physical and social policy factors of offshore wind development and then explores several case studies.   

1. Introduction 

Many US Atlantic Coast states have set rigorous goals for offshore 
wind power generation and developers have responded by leasing 
established wind energy areas from the federal government. The total 
project generation under contract has surpassed 6 GW across several 
established wind energy areas (Fig. 1). Under the Biden administration, 
the US has redoubled efforts to improve and accelerate permitting and 
job creation as well as support new infrastructure and other research and 
development initiatives (The White House, 2021). US energy generation 
has shifted over decades to a greater reliance on natural gas and now 
various sources of renewable power, including wind and solar. The 
spatial elements of renewables (primarily that their footprint scales with 
electricity generation) often mean they garner public attention more 
than other energy infrastructure (Calvert, 2015). For wind energy, this 
perception has contributed, in part, to moving offshore where 

land-based issues drop off. Offshore wind, which has not yet seen 
utility-scale deployment in the US, poses unique spatial challenges 
related to -among other aspects - peoples’ ideals for the ocean. The 
policy realm around offshore wind in the US has had to develop quickly 
to overcome challenges and face new questions arising as project de-
velopments advance. It is likely that the federal government’s role in all 
of this will be large, however, the success of any policies will be 
dependent upon local contexts (Schulz and Rode, 2021). 

With offshore wind, there are three primary factors relating to 
physical location. One is the dimensions of the technology itself. Wind 
technologies scale with desired power production through building 
more powerful and taller turbines (limited by physics and material sci-
ence) and adding more turbines. Second, economics dictate that turbines 
be geographically located in places with higher wind speeds given the 
cubic relationship between wind speed and power. That may put them 
near sensitive communities or ecosystems. Third, power production cost 
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increases dramatically with water depth and distance from shore 
(Samoteskul et al., 2014). That the US is planning to move so much 
generation offshore is unprecedented in its energy policy history, but 
developers are moving ahead despite lingering challenges and unasked, 
let alone, unanswered questions. 

Although many developers are international organizations with 
experience from earlier rollouts found in Europe, the US has its own 
politics, energy market structures, and regulatory frameworks. There are 
also unique ecosystem and cultural considerations. Macro-level and 
micro-level policies and preparations for offshore wind need to foster a 
sustainable transition processes and evidence-based decision making 
that will help identify territorial and industrial bottlenecks to energy- 
efficient technology adoption. 

US offshore wind research has had to rely on small, non- 
representative cases and studies of the perceptions of proposed future 
projects. Over time, studies have transitioned from the abstract idea of 

US offshore wind towards more specific implications of individual 
project or regional developments; however, true measures of policy 
effectiveness, including for building and sustaining positive community 
perceptions, will only come after major offshore wind projects are built 
out. Toward that end, we ask the following questions:  

1. What are the important considerations related to US Offshore Wind 
development in terms of social and spatial implications of 
development? 

2. What effects have these factors had on US offshore wind develop-
ment to date? 

In answering, we touch on literature that incorporates the complex 
interplay of different social and environmental factors specific to the US 
coast, noting that, although some literature reviews aggregate these 
topics, they often include both onshore wind and other renewables as 

Fig. 1. Map of the US Atlantic Coast including wind energy lease areas. The smaller map shows 2007–2013 average wind speeds at 100-m height for the area. 
(Source: Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). MarineCadastre.gov. 
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well as rely on studies predominantly focused outside the US. We seek to 
look at US-focused approaches where possible, but include other per-
spectives where gaps exist. We first describe the US east coast’s geog-
raphy and the policy framework that developers and communities must 
navigate. We then highlight the literature on important social consid-
erations, distinguishing studies of US communities. Finally, we discuss 
these topics in relation to several US cases as examples. 

2. Background US East Coast 

Though the approximately 37,000 km of coastline spanning between 
Maine and South Carolina are geographically diverse, the US Atlantic 
Coast is the most active location for up-and-coming offshore wind de-
velopments (OWDs). This is not coincidence, as the physical character-
istics of the outer-continental shelf lands including the seabed, water 
depth, and prevailing meteorological conditions are favorable for 
development, including consistent and high offshore wind speeds. The 
coastal states are also population-dense and land that could be used for 
new local power generation is often priced at a premium or has lower 
average wind speed. For decades, the prevailing argument has been that 
wind energy’s competitiveness in terms of price per megawatt will have 
improved to a point of offsetting the costs of development offshore 
(Musial and Ram, 2010). The argument grows stronger if the social costs 
of carbon intensive energy generation are included (Millstein et al., 
2017). 

2.1. Atlantic Coast geography 

Of the physical characteristics along the US East Coast, reliable high 
wind speeds relative to onshore are the largest draw for construction 
there. Higher offshore wind speed is due in large part to the lack of 
surface friction over open water. Because wind velocity largely controls 
potential power production from wind turbines, faster and more 
consistent wind speeds make OWD attractive. Wind speeds offshore are 
reliably 7–12 m per second (Fig. 1) (Musial et al., 2016). While fast and 
reliable wind speeds tend to be ubiquitous offshore and, especially, in 
higher latitudes, other physical factors also control project feasibility. 
Other than a few floating demonstrations, turbines are mounted to the 
seabed using various engineering strategies, but these are all made more 
cost-effective if water is shallow and the seabed material is optimal. Due 
to the shallow waters of the ‘Mid-Atlantic Bight’, a region where the 
continental shelf extends a great distance from shore without a steep 
drop-off, turbines can be mounted to the seafloor more easily than, for 
example, to that of the Pacific Coast. Floating turbines remain a more 
expensive option but give access to more offshore locations such as off 
the coast of Maine, the west coast, and in the Great Lakes. 

The population characteristics of the region also influence the desire 
for offshore wind generation. Many Atlantic states, especially those in 
New England, are densely populated and have historically relied on 
carbon-intensive generation mixes (Musial and Ram, 2010). The accel-
erating energy system transition of the 21st century has put pressure on 
these coastal areas to balance costs and infrastructure limitations against 
state and regional clean energy goals. Initiatives for supplying cleaner 
power to the population face difficult sourcing decisions including 
importing power from the heartland and contending with thorny issues 
around transmission (Gallaher et al., 2021). This issue is particularly 
prominent in relation to coastal demand centers like New York City 
(Musial and Ram, 2010). 

2.2. US policy environment 

The Department of the Interior (DOI), acting through its Bureau of 
Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) is the lead federal agency respon-
sible for managing the Nation’s energy and mineral resources on sub-
merged lands between 3 and 200 miles (4.8–322 km) offshore, known as 
the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS), in an environmentally and 

economically responsible way. Proper management of the OCS is 
necessary because human activities in those areas can affect commu-
nities on land including natural ecosystems, coastal communities, and 
Native American Tribes located along the coast (Brown et al., 2015). 
BOEM used to be called the Minerals Management Service (MMS) until 
May 19, 2010, when the name was changed to the Bureau of Ocean 
Energy Management, Regulation and Enforcement (BOEMRE), which 
was later divided up into three separate entities: one of those separate 
units being BOEM. 

According to the Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 2005, BOEM “… may 
grant a lease [for] energy from sources other than oil and gas … in a 
manner that provides for safety and protection of the environment” 
(Energy Policy Act, 2005). Furthermore, the Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act (OCSLA) requires that BOEM issue energy leases competi-
tively by using competitive auction processes to award lease areas in a 
manner that protects “… vital national resource[s]” and provides 
“expeditious and orderly development, subject to environmental safe-
guards” (BOEM, 2020b; Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, 1953). In 
2009, DOI finalized the regulations that govern BOEM’s OCS Renewable 
Energy Program and that ensure BOEM meet statutory obligations with 
certainty and flexibility provided for the renewable energy industry 
(BOEM, 2020a, p.12). It is important to note that BOEM acts as the 
management agency for the US federal government and works within 
federal waters which start approximately 4.8 km from the coasts, 
meaning that if states choose, they can manage their own developments 
within that distance. This is the case with the Block Island Offshore Wind 
Project (BIOWP), which was a product of a state-led Ocean Special Area 
Management Plan. Development in federal waters will likely be the 
norm to ensure adequate distance from coastal communities, however 
the federal government must still coordinate with states especially 
where grid interconnection is involved. The regulatory model has been 
described as ‘bulky’ (Firestone et al., 2015) with a permitting process 
founded on preventing the catastrophic failures associated with oil or 
gas extraction and maximizing short-term revenue that is deposited into 
the Federal Treasury through lease auctions. Developers have had to 
blaze trails where unanticipated questions and challenges arise as in-
dividual projects progress through the regulatory environment. 

OWD in the United States under BOEM has intermittently started and 
stalled over time without leading to broad commercial success. Outside 
of cost competitiveness and federal or state incentivization, it is arguable 
that some of the early difficulty has been attributable to an evolving 
regulatory apparatus. BOEM’s permitting process is adapted from 
another offshore industry, oil and gas, which has different needs and 
priorities. Unlike oil and gas, wind projects are developed not based on 
prices set by global markets and regional refining but rather must 
contend with specific state level electricity markets and local marginal 
prices, and regional transmission organizations, which govern inter-
connection to the land-based grid. This additional layer of complexity 
arises out of the system of electricity independent system operators 
(ISOs) who are integral to planning and interconnection of any offshore 
wind. 

One of the more complex aspects of any infrastructure siting strategy 
is the interaction with relevant stakeholders. For offshore wind, coastal 
community and stakeholder engagement strategies are outlined in many 
regulations and guidelines. BOEM’s engagement strategies with key 
stakeholders throughout renewable energy development (e.g., early 
communication, opportunities to comment, spatial considerations, etc.) 
are critical to managing potential conflicts, but also integral to devel-
oping an understanding of the different geographical and institutional 
dynamics at play in renewable energy siting. Renewable energy projects 
on the OCS generally go through four distinct phases of development 
outlined in BOEM’s renewable energy program: (1) a one-to-two-year 
planning and analysis, (2) leasing, (3) site assessment, and (4) con-
struction and operations (Fig. 2). Part of the development timeline for 
BOEM includes opportunity for public input on lease sites so that social, 
cultural, environmental, and geophysical concerns related to certain 
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projects are considered before the next stages of the permitting process. 
Though the public may engage in the latter two stages of the process 
where much of the environmental impact analysis happens, most 
discourse between the public and federal or industry planners occurs 
during the first two phases of development (American Wind Energy 
Association and Special Initiative on Offshore Wind, 2020). It is here 
that the interplay of concerns over wind farm siting and public attitudes 
becomes most apparent. 

Given the growth expected in the industry over the next few years, 
BOEM and developers are working together to try and streamline the 
process by leading the Offshore Wind Permitting Subgroup under the 
White House Interagency Working Group on Offshore Wind in 2016 (US 
Department of Energy; US Department of the Interior, 2016). In general, 
the site assessment phase of renewable energy projects on the OCS can 
take the most time: up to five years (American Wind Energy Association 
and Special Initiative on Offshore Wind, 2020). It is guided mainly by 
requirements outlined in the National Environmental Protection Act 
(NEPA), but there are other major laws that federal and state entities and 
developers must comply with to ensure the protection of environmental 
and cultural resources. The myriad of regulations and multiple players 
involved can cause complications throughout the development of a 
renewable energy project as multiple uses and users of the ocean space 
compete for consideration in the final planning and scoping of different 
projects. One option for communities is to take advantage of proactive 
planning for changes to the ocean. This includes formalized marine 
spatial planning (MSP), which is the public process of management 
planning for human activities in marine spaces with the goal of pro-
tecting natural environments and advancing resource objectives (Dahl, 
2009). MSP is not a panacea, however, with some studies outlining 
potential downsides (Flannery et al., 2020). A more comprehensive re-
view of marine and coastal resource conflicts is provided by Alexander 
(2019). 

3. Working within coastal communities 

3.1. Global lessons for siting 

Despite the importance of learning as much as possible within each 
community as a unique case, there are established considerations which 
have been researched globally that are widely applicable. These include 
practices around procedural justice and fairness of process related to 
siting, and recognition of general lessons related to engaging with 
communities. Due to their dependence on meeting certain siting criteria, 
it will likely not be possible to remove every component of offshore wind 
from the view of people. Therefore, it is widely accepted that renewable 
energy acceptance is fundamentally linked to social acceptance and that 
visual perceptions are a huge component of that (Smardon and Pas-
qualetti, 2016). These include not only the appearance and symbolic 
nature of the turbines themselves, but of their integration into the sea 
and landscapes (Russell et al., 2020). 

Social scientists find widespread general support for installation of 

wind turbines among the public (Bell et al., 2013), however, this does 
not address the potential local or regional complexities involved for 
communities when wind power comes close to home. Various groups 
feel differently about these impacts and can create a barrier for public 
engagement to overcome. This may be because people can think both 
locally and globally about big issues, like climate change risk, and come 
to different conclusions (Devine-Wright, 2013). Importantly, the issue is 
not as simple as a pejorative term like ‘NIMBY’ might suggest. In fact, 
one of the most important global lessons regarding siting is the recog-
nition of diversity and community nuance. 

People who live near the coasts do so with an appreciation for the 
ocean. Some inhabit coastal communities year-round while others own 
secondary or seasonal residences. Some coastal dwellers also earn their 
livelihood by working on or near the ocean and coasts. In either case, 
coastal communities are a primary concern for offshore developers 
because support, acceptance, and favorable attitudes can mean the dif-
ference between project failure and success (Liebe and Dobers, 2019; 
Rand and Hoen, 2017). As with other renewable energy technologies, 
contextualizing the specific values, beliefs, apprehensions, and needs of 
locals is a pathway to success. Other researchers have also noted that 
this kind of attention in research or public engagement generally has not 
been the norm (Gee, 2010; McLachlan, 2009). 

Appreciation for local nuances and place-relations is contingent 
upon attention to what is happening with spaces. Critically, place is not 
the physical environment alone, but rather the “normally unnoticed 
phenomenon of person-or-people-experiencing-place” (Seamon, 2014). 
In this regard, place is defined as a space imbued with meaning 
(Cresswell, 2014). OWD, like that of onshore wind, is often perceived as 
disruptive to people’s relationship with their ‘place’ (Devine-Wright, 
2009; Devine-Wright and Howes, 2010). How to determine who is local 
to offshore wind is also variable as cost effects may be spread beyond the 
immediate vicinity of the project, whereas the visibility of turbines has 
been shown to be very important (Krueger et al., 2011; Ladenburg and 
Lutzeyer, 2012). There is an argument to pay particular attention to not 
only residents within a given project’s viewshed, but also those who may 
not see the turbines, but feel affected, such as through electricity price 
changes and vacation site disruptions (Batel and Devine-Wright, 2015; 
Wolsink, 2018). 

People’s relatedness to place often drives their response to ongoing 
or potential changes. The concept of place attachment incorporates 
people’s emotional, physical, and social ties to a place (van Veelan and 
Haggett, 2017). Some research contends that place identity (derivation 
of emotional self in part from place), together with place dependence 
(physical reliance on a place) (Lewicka, 2011), deserve distinction and 
that, together with attachment, make up a ‘sense of place’ (Jorgensen 
and Stedman, 2001). Additionally, any disruption to place-relation may 
provoke place-protective behaviors including protest (Devine-Wright, 
2009; Rand and Hoen, 2017). As well, people may judge a change in the 
status quo as consistent or inconsistent with place (Russell et al., 2020). 
Therefore, it is not simply the impact of a wind project on a single in-
dustry or the place-relatedness of a community, but also the outward 

Fig. 2. Summary of BOEM’s Renewable Energy Program phases. (Source: BOEM, 2020b).  
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projection that can be concerning. 
Specific spatial considerations for the coast are highly contextual and 

variable, and the ways offshore wind developers and policymakers 
handle place- and space-based situations is critical to any long-term 
success. This also includes offshore wind developments’ relationship 
with different communities of practice. When turning to the idea of 
communities of practice, we find it useful to rely on the definition by 
Wenger (2011) stating “communities of practice are groups of people 
who share a concern or a passion for something they do and learn how to 
do it better as they interact regularly.” (p. 1) Place takes on more 

complexity as the distinction of the sea as a place one visits or lives near 
often only incorporates the near shore (McLachlan, 2009) whereas those 
who work the sea have a differing relationship. Notable communities of 
practice include fishers and other maritime industry laborers who may 
consider themselves to be in direct competition with offshore wind for 
access to resources (Haggett et al., 2020). 

Coastal and ocean tourism, historically important given the pre-
ponderance of human settlement near the coasts, has also grown quickly 
during the 21st century (Hall, 2001). Not surprising then, is the growth 
of concern regarding the impact of near shore or offshore wind turbines 

Table 1 
Branches of literature regarding offshore wind social science including samples. US-based studies are denoted by (*).  

Branch of Literature Subtopic Focus Example References Location of Study Focus 

Ocean as special Values, beliefs, and symbols Bidwell (2013) * Michigan coastal residents, USA  
BIOWP, USA 

Bidwell (2017) *   
North Wales, UK 

Devine-Wright and Howes (2010)    

Gee (2010) Germany   

McLachlan (2009) Cornwall, UK   

Russell et al. (2020) * BIOWP, USA  
Global and local disconnect Devine-Wright (2013) Global   

Haggett (2008) North Wales, UK   

Kempton et al. (2005) * Cape Cod, USA 
Participation in Process Fairness Firestone et al. (2012) * Massachusetts and Delaware, USA  

Australia 
Gross (2007)   

Europe 
Wolsink (2007)   

Engagement Firestone et al. (2020) * BIOWP, USA   

Frulla et al. (2012) * US East Coast   

Klain et al. (2017) * New England, USA 
Communities of Place Place-relatedness Brownlee et al. (2015) * South Carolina, USA  

North Wales, UK 
Devine-Wright and Howes (2010)    

Firestone et al. (2012) * Massachusetts and Delaware, USA  
BIOWP, USA 

Firestone et al. (2018) *   
BIOWP, USA 

Russell et al. (2020)   
Visual Disamenity Devine-Wright (2009a) North Wales, UK   

Krueger et al. (2011) * Delaware, USA   

Ladenburg and Lutzeyer (2012) Denmark  
Local Context Glaeser (2004) Germany   

Jay (2010) The Netherlands   

Kempton et al. (2005) * Cape Cod, USA 
Communities of Practice Recreational fishers Hooper et al. (2017) UK 

BIOWP, USA  
ten Brink and Dalton (2018) *  

Commercial Fishers Haggett et al. (2020) * UK and US East Coast 
Perry and Heyman (2020) * US East Coast  

Recreation and Tourism Ferguson et al. (2021) New Hampshire, USA  
BIOWP, USA 

Smith et al. (2018) *   
Delaware, USA 

Parsons and Firestone (2018) *  
Sovereign Interests Tribal concerns King et al. (2020) * US East Coast   

Spinelli (2010) * Nantucket Sound, US  
US Great Lakes 

Carr (2013) *  
United States Government Accountability Office (2019) USA  
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on the tourism and recreation industries (Gee, 2010; Rudolph, 2014). 
Issues range from aversion to industrialization of pristine locations to 
concern for sensitive ocean species given the noise generated during 
construction or that the turbines themselves are perceived as threat-
ening to birds and bats. In response, the industry and regulators seek to 
develop best practices where adequate distance from shore and cohab-
itation with other established users are an important component in 
diminishing both visual and biological disamenities. 

Another critical aspect of public perception regardless of where or 
who is involved includes whether the developer, community, and poli-
cymakers can engage each other to achieve the most favorable outcomes 
for everyone. This includes concepts within procedural justice such as 
perceived fairness, transparency, and trustworthiness of the developer 
and development process (Walker et al., 2014; Walter, 2014). On the 
other hand, distrust can be detrimental to project development or even 
result in failure (Kunreuther et al., 1993; Lesbirel and Shaw, 2005). 
Moreover, renewable energy developers must contend with fluctuating 
levels of social trust in major institutions (Kasperson et al., 1992). With 
offshore wind, concerns about outside interests being imposed in com-
munities are also recorded (Haggett, 2008; Kempton et al., 2005), with 
some community members expressing doubts that a wind project would 
influence a major problem like climate change at all (Firestone and 
Kempton, 2007). 

Next, we highlight lessons learned regarding both hypothetical and 
real projects in the US. We include Table 1 for contextualization and 
organization of exemplary literature sources. 

3.2. US lessons and knowledge gaps 

One of the principal difficulties for US offshore wind policy and 
approaching the public is a lack of concrete evidence about the effects, 
either positive or negative, of development. In general, people still must 
use their imaginations or get aid from pictures (Krueger et al., 2011) 
although new technologies like virtual reality are helping (Cranmer 
et al., 2020). This issue, referred to by Renn (2017) as ‘epistemic un-
certainty’, may drive populations, who see themselves as vulnerable, 
towards opposition (Rudolph, 2014). Loss aversion and cognitive 
dissonance, where people overestimate the negative results of change 
can accentuate these tensions (Kermer et al., 2006). Related research by 
Huijts et al. (2019) notes that perceptions can become more positive 
after a low-carbon technology is installed, but in situations with steep 
initial funding requirements, getting things right the first time is critical. 
On the other hand, the mystery of a vast ocean wilderness is a unifying 
element of the perception of almost all who interact with it and 
acknowledging the specialness of the ocean is important in studying it 
(Kempton et al., 2005). That wind turbines might be perceived as 
diminishing that or causing “a loss of something intangible, where all 
[one] sees is the ocean” (Firestone et al., 2018) is a facet the industry and 
future policy regulations will need to consider. 

As offshore wind projects are not something the US public has much 
experience with, people often rely on systems of values and beliefs 
(Bidwell, 2017; Gee, 2010; McLachlan, 2009) as well as notions of what 
the coast is meant for (Russell et al., 2020). Since the Block Island 
Offshore Wind Project was the first and is still one of only two projects in 
US waters, researchers have grounded their work there. In one study of 
the Block Island Offshore Wind Project, Bidwell (2017) finds that un-
derstanding community beliefs and values is valuable in seeking to 
understand and possibly resolve community opposition. Other research 
around Block Island has measured how different perceptions relate to 
support or opposition. Firestone et al. (2018) and Russell et al. (2020) 
find that support is high for both the nearer island population of Block 
Island and the more distant populations of coastal Rhode Island. 
Moreover, support is related to prior disposition to wind power as well 
as feelings about turbine appearance while measures of place related-
ness were less correlated with support or opposition (Firestone et al., 
2018). In their follow-up study, Russell et al. (2020) introduced the 

concept of ‘consistency with place meaning’ finding that the project was 
generally thought to be more consistent than inconsistent and that this 
measure is correlated with support. The islanders and coastal residents 
do differ regarding the importance of perceived turbine appearance and 
symbolism versus aesthetic impacts on the land/seascape. 

Outside of the two existing projects, US researchers have relied on 
studies of hypothetical projects. Bates and Firestone (2015) compared 
coastal populations in the states of New Jersey and Delaware. Their 
findings, showing high support for projects, also indicated that different 
communities have different relationships with the sea with shared 
perceived offshore wind benefits to wildlife, job creation, and electricity 
costs. In a study of coastal Michigan residents, Bidwell (2013) found that 
altruistic and traditionalist values influence project support and that 
such values translate to other US locations, including New England 
(Bidwell, 2015). 

The primary US east coast communities of practice are those people 
who work and otherwise spend time on the water. For fishers, perhaps 
more than any other group, wind turbines in the ocean can disrupt an 
established status quo regarding the ocean’s use. Commercial fishers, 
who are often referred to as stakeholders in offshore wind, can also see 
themselves as competitors for space and established protected users of 
the ocean (Haggett et al., 2020). They utilize coastal spaces for storage 
and commerce as well as residence, but they also spend a large portion of 
their time on the water. In that respect, they are part of a “community at 
sea” (Martin and Olson, 2017). Because fishers themselves are not a 
homogenous group, there are many ways discontent could arise, though 
a prevalent concern is the fear of losing access to quality fishing grounds 
in or near the project area. Primary concerns may be that turbines create 
areas that are off-limits to established fishing activities and that turbine 
construction and operation may be detrimental to marine habitats 
(Lipsky and Gabriel, 2019). Another concern is that offshore wind, by its 
footprint, will disrupt the quality of fisheries science and management 
practices leading to more conservative stock assessments and lower 
catch allowances (Haggett et al., 2020). 

One of the most important future advancements for the offshore 
wind industry will be the development of policies and best practices 
which help these two groups coexist. Examples include cooperation and 
collaboration on decision-making instead of simple notification and 
comment collection as well as the possibility of co-location. Another is 
the possibility of incentivization for support where offshore wind de-
velopers offset potential losses to fishers. On the other hand, many 
fisheries around the world are in decline due in part to climate change. 
Research regarding the perceptions of fishers towards offshore wind’s 
carbon-neutrality in light of these changes ought to be explored as well. 
The relationship between OWD and established uses like fishing is also 
made more interesting when viewed through the lens of government 
subsidization of either industry. Taken together, an option may be to 
adjust subsidization of one industry to offset impacts on another. 

Recreational fishers, although different from career fishers, hold 
many of the same concerns about OWD (Hooper et al., 2017). These 
include navigational rights and safety, and that the fishery remains 
plentiful. This has, to some extent, been successful as recreational 
fishers, including spear fishers, have been attracted to Block Island’s 
30-MW, five-turbine project due to fish congregating at the foundations 
(ten Brink and Dalton, 2018). Because recreational fishers employ less 
and smaller gear, in most situations they do not experience the same 
trepidation around projects as commercial fish crews. There are also 
opportunities to bundle fishing with turbine tourism as a sort of dual 
experience (Prevost, 2019). 

Studies of impacts on tourism, specifically, have found that wind 
turbines produce little impact, especially when sited beyond four miles 
(6.4 km) from shore (Krueger et al., 2011; Landry et al., 2012). At dis-
tances relevant to the lease areas for offshore wind regulated by BOEM, 
negatives would likely be overcome by trip gain and new tourists 
participating in curiosity trips (Parsons and Firestone, 2018). The po-
tential for sustained ‘turbine tourism’ in the US has not been established 
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but may prove interesting as more projects become operational (Lilley 
et al., 2010). In the state of New Hampshire, Ferguson et al. (2021) find 
that recreationalists perceptions of OWD were generally positive and 
that they did not feel that developments would negatively impact their 
recreational activities. Their results suggest that future siting processes 
should incorporate perceptions of recreationalists about both negative 
and positive potential outcomes. 

3.2.1. Fair process 
Perception of fairness and the ability to have a say in procedure have 

been found to be critically important (Firestone et al., 2020; Wüs-
tenhagen et al., 2007). In one study, Firestone et al. (2012) used a survey 
of near project residents’ opinions on procedural fairness, local com-
munity voice and trust in developers relating to planned projects. Their 
findings suggest that general attitudes regarding wind may give way to 
more site-specific concerns such as developer openness and perceived 
community voice in decisions. For the Block Island Wind Project, Fire-
stone et al. (2020) found that trust in state government affects percep-
tions of process fairness and, consequently, project support. 
Additionally, fair process was described as a distinct source of value 
regardless of the outcome (Firestone et al., 2020), although other re-
searchers have found that provision of community benefits will be 
important going forward (Klain et al., 2017). 

Ensuring access and fairness on the US Atlantic Coast faces some 
inherent challenges as engagement with the public, although mandated 
through NEPA procedures, is criticized for its limited accessibility and 
timeframes. Scoping meetings and public comment periods occur early 
on and infrequently include more than simple ‘notice and defend’ pro-
cedures. Therefore, greater engagement falls to developers, for whom 
the costs of improved outreach must be weighed against other expenses. 
Similarly, water access is often offered at a premium, effectively creating 
segregationist planning procedures (Kim et al., 2019). This is particu-
larly evident in New England, where many states are organized by 
county subdivisions in terms of rights and services. This points to the 
question of whether the existing equity issues in these communities will 
only be further marginalized. 

3.2.2. Tribal sovereign interests 
Given their sovereignty, Native American Tribes are entitled to 

meaningful consultation when major federal actions may affect their 
interests (Carr, 2013; Rowe et al., 2018). Federal and state agencies, 
along with developers, must plan to engage early, often, and meaning-
fully with the appropriate Native American Tribes who may have an 
interest in the region where development will occur. However, given the 
history of human migration patterns, Native American Tribes that are 
not located directly near a development site may still have attachment to 
ancestral lands, so the geographic scope of projects may reach wider 
than the specific coastal area being developed. 

The Mid-Atlantic OCS presents some unique considerations due to 
the potential presence of paleo-cultural artifacts buried beneath the 
seafloor (King et al., 2020); indeed, Robinson et al. (2018) acknowl-
edged that there is a need to implement more best practices for identi-
fying paleo-cultural artifacts potentially found along the OCS. Much of 
what is now considered the OCS was exposed and inhabited by indige-
nous peoples that have been present in the area for 10,000 years or 
longer, as coastal habitation was possible sometime after the Last Glacial 
Maximum (Brown, 2015). As a result of this cultural history, the role of 
place-based attachment in these areas is underscored in the wake of 
potential impact of renewable energy projects. 

Among typical informal relationship building and collaboration ef-
forts, policies, regulations, and guidelines have been vital to laying the 
groundwork for improving engagement and formal consultation prac-
tices with Native American Tribes (United States Government 
Accountability Office, 2019). For example, Executive Order 13175 is 
one directive that guides federal agencies like BOEM in proper tribal 
consultation practices. Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act (NHPA) requires the lead federal agency to consult with the 
appropriate Native American Tribe that may be potentially impacted by 
major infrastructure projects (Hodsoll, F., et al., 2007). Also, NEPA 
procedures attempt to reduce environmental and cultural impacts 
through the assessment and review of potential impacts. 

The improper consideration of tribal interests can be a major 
obstacle to renewable energy development, as seen in the Cape Wind 
project – the first proposed offshore wind power project in the US, which 
was delayed for nine years in part due to opposition from coastal com-
munities and Native American Tribes (Spinelli, 2010). In the case of 
Cape Wind specifically, the concept of place and how decision-makers 
were measuring viewshed impacts was the main issue for the nearby 
Mashpee Wampanoag Tribe. 

4. Cases 

4.1. Cape Wind | factors of demise: Robust local opposition, legal 
challenge, and regulatory uncertainty 

Cape Wind earned two marked titles in its lifetime: the first proposed 
offshore wind project in the US and the highest profile failure of such a 
project to date. The 468 MW development was first proposed in 2001 in 
Nantucket Sound, MA, only 8 km from the nearest MA shore. It quickly 
suffered a fierce opposition campaign founded on concerns about im-
pacts to visual, environmental, fishing, recreational, and cultural re-
sources (Firestone et al., 2012). The opposition was joined by prominent 
politicians, business figures, commercial fishing groups, local munici-
palities, the Alliance for the Protection of Nantucket Sound (an organi-
zation of local wealthy activists), and the Mashpee Wampanoag (who 
joined in 2010); opposition was not diffused at the project’s inception 
and grew as it crystallized, leading to 32 legal challenges and resultant 
delays in the permitting process (Levy, 2020). Coupled with two shifts in 
regulatory oversight, financial complications, and a belated state pro-
hibition on purchase of energy from projects within ten miles (16.1 km) 
from shore, construction deadlines were consistently delayed (Levy, 
2020; Seelye, 2017). The overall narrative for opposition emphasized 
issues with “such an ‘industrial installation’ [which] would create 
negative impacts on a landscape sustaining business, tourism, leisure 
and spiritual aesthetics” (Avila, 2019). This project highlights that 
spatial aspects and attachments to place cannot only manifest as con-
cerns over physical sites (i.e., natural areas, archeological sites, and 
aesthetics), but also involve concerns over how to “maintain the com-
mon productive and political projects of local communities” (ibid). 

In 2015, power-sale contracts covering more than 75 % of the project 
with National Grid and NSTAR’s Eversource, were cancelled due to Cape 
Wind’s permitting setbacks and the developers’ inability to secure a 
contract for the remainder of the project, and hence funding for the 
project (Kamp and Ailworth, 2015). One year later, the Energy Facilities 
Siting Board chose not to extend Cape Wind’s permits originally granted 
in 2009; by 2018, Cape Wind’s lease was officially relinquished. 

On a positive note, because of the Cape Wind saga, the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts created zones for potential wind development 
in state jurisdictional waters as well as a siting review process for OWD 
(Rooney et al., 2012). 

4.2. Bluewater Wind Delaware | factors of demise: lack on investors, 
long-term federal tax credits, and loan guarantees 

Developer Bluewater Wind first proposed the project in Delaware 
Bay in 2007, 22.5 km off Rehoboth Beach, Delaware. After being 
selected after an all-source bidding competition, Bluewater Wind 
entered into a power-purchase agreement (PPA) in July 2008, a neces-
sary step in any planning process to ensure the offloading of power 
produced, with local utility Delmarva Power for the distribution of 200 
MW of clean energy (Hurdle, 2011; Fisher et al., 2010). Bluewater Wind 
was subsequently acquired by NRG. 
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Despite a promising start and support of up to 80 % of the nearby 
population in 2009 (Firestone et al., 2012), Bluewater’s coffin was ul-
timately nailed a shut a few years later by the lack of financial security, 
notably long-term federal tax credits and loan guarantees, that 
dissuaded investors. There were also procedural delays, including a 
2-year construction delay due to the inability to acquire federal permits 
for a requisite meteorological tower (Daniel et al., 2014; Hurdle, 2011). 
The “[failure] to meet development milestones” led to Delmarva 
Power’s subsequent cancellation of the PPA in 2011, and the project was 
officially put on hold in 2012 (Smith et al., 2014; Fisher et al., 2010). 
NRG Bluewater Delaware announced the company would maintain the 
lease while seeking investors, but in 2016, the lease rights were trans-
ferred to Garden State Offshore Energy, LLC; the project’s completion 
date remains unknown at this time (BOEM, 2016; Daniel et al., 2014). 

We learn from Bluewater Wind’s demise that offshore wind success is 
improbable in the face of inconsistent federal tax policies, coupled with 
at the time, higher Levelized Cost of Energy (LCOE) compared to 
cheaper, more competitive power sources (Hurdle, 2011). However, 
another case of such failure grows more unlikely as the LCOE of offshore 
wind continues to decrease with technological improvements. The 
introduction of recent federal and state policies supporting the industry, 
such as the Offshore WIND Act’s establishment of a 30 % investment tax 
credit for developments through 2025, also forecast a better future for 
offshore wind, although disparities between the robustness of state clean 
energy targets may present future obstacles (US Department of Energy, 
2021). 

4.3. The Block Island Wind Project | factors of success: Community 
engagement early and often, unique benefits for a unique location, 
decreased visual impact 

Deepwater Wind’s Block Island Offshore Wind Project (BIOWP) is 
the US’s first offshore wind project, a 30-MW project constructed in state 
waters about 4.8 km southeast of Block Island, Rhode Island. The BIOWP 
came online in 2016, but planning for the BIOWP commenced years 
before, as evidenced by the publication of the Rhode Island Ocean 
Special Management Plan (SAMP) in 2013. The SAMP planning process 
had engaged stakeholders during the next 3 years and is considered one 
of the key reasons that the BIOWP had overwhelmingly high levels of 
support before the turbines even began spinning, as opposed to projects 
that undergo community engagement closer to the installation phases 
(Firestone et al., 2020; Dwyer and Bidwell, 2019; Klain et al., 2017). 
Additionally, the BIOWP success strategy consisted of community re-
lations personnel, consultants, and a liaison hired for his familiarity with 
the project, Block Island, and the concerns of its people (Klain et al., 
2017). 

The project offered ample opportunity for engagement as well as 
unique benefits for a unique area. Prior to the installment of the five- 
turbine project, Block Island relied exclusively on power from 
commercial-size diesel generators that skyrocketed electricity prices, led 
to frequent electrical brown outs, and caused auditory and environ-
mental pollution. The Islanders also relied on dial-up Internet in the 
absence of cables connecting the Island to mainland resources. The 
BIOWP offered more convenient options to these conditions: clean and 
renewable energy, a stable electrical source, and fiber optic cables 
routed along power transmission lines from the turbines to shore, 
though a cable exposure in 2019 and ensuing who-will-pay dilemma 
caused some unrest (Firestone et al., 2018; Klain et al., 2017). 

Dennery (2015) notes that though the turbines are highly visible 
from locations on the Island, there still exist only five; therefore, a 
reduced visual impact (in contrast with an expansive, utility-sized 
project) can be considered an attribute of the BIOWP’s success. An 
offshore wind project’s size and visibility from shore are determinants in 
a subject’s attitudes towards a project; some utility-scale projects, such 
as the Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind Project (CVOW), have adapted to 
this fact (BOEM, 2021). 

4.4. The Coastal Virginia Offshore Wind Project | factors of success: 
Distance from shore, engagement with fishermen 

A joint venture between Dominion Energy and Ørsted, the CVOW 
pilot phase was fully installed by July 2020 with the installation of two 
6-MW turbines 43 km offshore from Virginia Beach, Virginia, and 
became operational during the autumn of 2020) (Dominion Energy, 
2014). The full, commercial-scale project, once constructed, will pro-
duce 2.6 GW of clean energy for the populous Virginia Beach, Hampton 
Roads, and Norfolk area by 2026 (Dominion Energy, 2014). This phase 
is awaiting the green light for construction from the State Corporation 
Commission and BOEM, as the latter conducts an environmental review 
of the Construction and Operations Plan (COP), submitted in December 
2020 (Dominion Energy, 2014). 

The early success and promising future of CVOW is due largely to two 
factors. The first owes to both federal and private financial backing – the 
US Department of Energy (DOE) supported the pilot phase’s construc-
tion with a $47 million grant in 2014, while Dominion Energy has 
agreed to offtake the power, in addition to being the leaseholder and 
project developer (Dominion Energy, 2014). Moreover, CVOW boasts a 
lower visual impact from shore, which is a common concern for 
beachgoers and coastal residents (Firestone et al., 2018; Klain et al., 
2018). At their distance offshore, “the curvature of the Earth will make it 
difficult to see the turbines clearly from shore” (Dominion Energy, 
2021). The distance also mitigates common concerns along the East 
Coast about effects on migratory bird populations, as a comprehensive 
BOEM study finds low abundance of birds and low risk of avian mor-
tality via bird strikes in the area (Klain et al., 2018; BOEM, 2014). 

Dominion Energy’s engagement efforts with the public have identi-
fied common concerns regarding the project; in one interaction, Do-
minion Energy found “the overriding concern from the public was 
fishing access” (BOEM, 2016). In response, a variety of public forums 
have been offered to collect specific feedback from fishermen; this 
public engagement strategy has sown benefits for the public perception 
of CVOW and should continue during the COP review stage (ibid). 

However, this review period comes with a caveat. It is approximated 
to stretch two years, allowing time for opposition campaigns or legal 
challenges to develop (Dominion Energy, 2014). In the same vein, while 
opposition campaigns with renewable energy projects are a concern at 
the macro-level, micro-level reactions to renewable energy projects like 
CVOW could present opportunities for radically different groups to form 
alliances or coalitions in support of projects and enable “further dis-
cussions about the ways under which the low-carbon transition should 
take place in the region” by emphasizing the need to “discuss energy 
transitions as a societal matter, rather than a technical and managerial 
issue” (Avila, 2019). 

4.5. Developments up-and-coming | Vineyard Wind I, Monhegan 
Island deepwater test site 

Given the lessons learned regarding public outreach, financing, and 
the permitting process, the future of offshore wind is more promising. 
Fifteen up and coming projects exist along the Atlantic Coast (Table 2) 
and exploration for viable sites offshore the Pacific Coast, Hawaii, and 
the Great Lakes continues (Banister, 2017; Sajadi et al., 2016). However, 
stakeholders must yet remain cognizant of both new and old obstacles to 
bring these projects to fruition, as some projects are more fraught with 
setback than others, both from the public and regulatory environments. 

Vineyard Wind I, an 800 MW farm proposed 24 km from Martha’s 
Vineyard, MA, was preceded by community engagement in sustain-
ability solutions. The Martha’s Vineyard Island Plan, adopted in 2009, 
aims “to produce electricity from local, renewable resources while 
advocating for and keeping the benefits within our island community” 
(similar to the Rhode Island SAMP that antedated the BIOWP) (Vineyard 
Wind, 2021a). Vineyard Wind, LLC won the leasing rights to the area in 
2015 with a discount, due to the proposal’s Community Benefit 
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Agreement. The developers were able to navigate financing obstacles 
presented to previous OWDs, but public and commercial fishing oppo-
sition has produced some recent tumult. Additionally, Tribal concerns 
about Vineyard Wind I’s viewshed impacts also exist, as the spiritual 
practices of the Wampanoag Tribe of Gay Head Aquinnah could 
potentially be affected. 

In response to public comments and federal agencies’ concerns 
regarding the pending approval of Vineyard Wind’s construction per-
mits, as well as the cumulative impacts for an expanded 22 GW of US 
offshore wind energy production, BOEM agreed to produce a Supple-
mental to Vineyard Wind I’s Draft Environmental Impacts Statement 
(EIS) to undertake a more extensive analysis into these impacts (BOEM, 
2020a; Pentony, 2019). This posed a dilatory speedbump for Vineyard 
Wind I; moreover, right before the expected Final EIS in December 2020, 
Vineyard Wind submitted a request to withdraw their COP from BOEM 
review to internally evaluate the need for a new application, given 
Vineyard Wind’s decision to upgrade to larger turbines (Vineyard Wind, 
2021a; Federal Register, 2020). Though BOEM released an announce-
ment in the Federal Register that the review process was terminated in 
December 2020, a January 2021 press release notified the nation that 
Vineyard Wind would rescind their withdrawal request and “look for-
ward to completing the permitting phase of the project” (Vineyard 
Wind, 2021a; Federal Register, 2020). BOEM indeed resumed review 
and on May 11, 2021, the Biden Administration approved the con-
struction and operation of the project, set to be completed in 2023 
(Vineyard Wind, 2021b). 

The New England Aqua Ventus I, a pilot project led by the University 
of Maine (UM), provides yet another example of a forthcoming project 
learning from old lessons and creating new ones (University of Maine, 
2020). Planned for deployment in 2023 three kilometers offshore from 
Monhegan Island, ME, the 12-MW floating turbine demonstration was 
preceded by extensive public outreach, much like the BIOWP and 
Vineyard Wind 1. In 2009, the State of Maine and the Maine Public 
Utilities Commission began working with commercial and recreational 
fishermen, residents, and other stakeholders to identify areas of least 
impact in the Gulf of Maine, while communication was (and is presently) 
assisted by the nonprofit, community-engaging Island Institute, which 
facilitates the Offshore Wind Energy Information Exchange (Vineyard 

Wind, 2021b). 
Community relationships seemed to be in a positive state until 2013, 

when the lease auction was reopened and the holder, Equinor (formerly 
Statoil until 2018), relinquished the lease (Durkin, 2013). The UM then 
won the lease, and with the announcement of a shortened timeline for 
community learning and increased project scale, community relations 
were strained, culminating with the emergence of local opposition group 
Protect Monhegan. By 2016, the group had assisted with the introduc-
tion of a bill into the Maine Legislature to prohibit wind development 
within ten miles (16.1 km) of the Monhegan Lobster Conservation Area, 
though the bill did not pass (128th Maine Legislature, 2017). 

Since then, the Monhegan Energy Task Force (initiated in 2013 by 
the Island Institute) has worked with the local community to pacify 
relationships and acknowledge local concerns (The Island Institute, 
2021). Though Aqua Ventus I is no stranger to public opposition, a 
frequent component of many offshore wind projects, it has still pro-
gressed. Aqua Ventus I’s PPA with Central Maine Power Company was 
signed into Maine law in 2019, while UM secured a partnership between 
developers Diamond Offshore Energy and RWE Renewables in 2020 
(University of Maine, 2020; 129th Maine Legislature, 2019); it remains 
to be seen how the US’s first floating turbines will fare in the dynamic 
world of offshore wind development. 

5. Conclusions and policy considerations 

Future Considerations | Commercial fisheries, grid integration, 
viewshed impacts, social equity, and political climate. 

The offshore wind industry must continue to adapt to rapidly 
developing dimensions. Visual impacts and place-based issues are will 
likely continue to be significant drivers of attitudes toward project de-
velopments. Researchers and practitioners must go into communities 
early and often with the intent to understand attitudes and not merely 
overcome them. Developers must be cognizant of a project’s impacts 
borne to wildlife – namely migratory birds, bats, and fish – and how 
these impacts may ignite concerns in various communities. For example, 
the six-turbine pilot phase of LEEDCo’s Icebreaker Wind, sited in Lake 
Erie, faced a major permitting stipulation in May 2020 in response to 
concerns about bird and bat mortality. The Ohio State Siting Board 

Table 2 
Upcoming US east coast offshore wind developments.  

Project Name Location Developer Capacity Commission 
Date 

Vineyard Wind I 15 miles south of mainland 
MA 

Vineyard Wind 800 MW 2023 

Empire Wind I and 2 15 miles southeast of Long 
Island, NY 

Equinor and BP (50/50 partnership) 2076 MW (Empire Wind I: 816 MW; 
Empire Wind 2: 1260 MW) 

Mid-2020s 

Beacon Wind I 20 miles south of Nantucket, 
MA 

Equinor and BP (50/50 partnership) 1230 MW Not yet 
available 

Kitty Hawk Offshore Wind 27 miles east of Outer Banks, 
NC 

Avangrid Renewables 800 MW 2026 

Skipjack Wind Farm 19 miles east of DE/MD 
border 

Ørsted 120 MW 2026 

Maryland Offshore Wind 
Project (MarWin) 

17 miles east of Ocean City, 
MD 

US Wind Inc. 270 MW 2023 

Maine Aqua Ventus I 3 miles southwest of 
Monhegan Island, ME 

Diamond Offshore Wind, RWE Renewables, 
University of Maine 

11 MW Not yet 
available 

Ocean Wind 15 miles east of southern NJ Ørsted and Public Service Enterprise Group (75/25 
partnership) 

1100 MW 2024 

Sunrise Wind 30 miles east of Montauk 
Point, NY 

Ørsted and Eversource (50/50 partnership) 924 MW 2024 

Park City Wind 23 miles southeast MA coast Vineyard Wind 800 MW 2025 
Revolution Wind 15 miles south of RI Ørsted and Eversource (50/50 partnership) 700 MW 2023 
South Fork Offshore Wind 35 miles east of Montauk 

Point, NY 
Ørsted and Eversource (50/50 partnership) 130 MW 2023 

Mayflower Wind 20 miles south of Nantucket, 
MA 

Mayflower Wind Energy, LLC (A joint venture of 
Shell and Ocean Winds) 

1600 MW Mid-2020s 

Atlantic Shores Offshore 
Wind 

10-20 miles east of southern 
NJ 

Shell New Energies US LLC and EDF Renewables 
North America (50/50 partnership) 

Up to 2300 MW Mid-2020s  
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stipulation, which required turbines to be shut off during nighttime 
hours eight months of the year, was rescinded in September 2020, but 
the project’s developers now must satisfy the Board’s new requirement 
for mortality mitigation plans before construction approval (Ohio Power 
Siting The Ohio Power Siting Board, 2020). 

Similarly, the commercial fishing sector’s concerns regard habitat 
impacts, as well as access in wind project areas. Two notable groups, the 
Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) and Fisheries Sur-
vival Fund (FSF), have taken such action on behalf of their constituents. 
Fisheries Survival Fund filed an appeal in 2020, preceded by a 2017 
lawsuit in the DC Circuit, to challenge the lease of Equinor Wind’s 
Empire Wind project off the coast of New York; future challenges to 
other projects are likely without greater collaboration between parties. 

Another consideration for offshore wind development comes in the 
form of its technical accompaniment: improvements to and expansion of 
the onshore grid to accommodate the new energy source. Several East 
Coast states have committed to sweeping grid improvements. The Public 
Service Commission of New York, for example, allocated over $854M in 
improvements to the state grid; the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities 
submitted a precedent-setting State Agreement Approach to grid oper-
ator PJM, requesting that the latter incorporate the state’s public policy 
goals (namely, the sourcing of 7500 MW of offshore wind by 2035) into 
the PJM transmission planning process (Pfeifenberger et al., 2021; PJM 
Interconnection LLC, 2011; State of New Jersey Board of Public Utilities, 
2020; State of New York Public Service Commission, 2021). These ini-
tiatives should assist the region in the path to decarbonization, aligning 
with President Biden’s ambitious goals to double offshore wind gener-
ation by 2030 (The White House, 2021). It is notable, however, that 
offshore wind interconnection to such grid improvements is another 
aspect of development that will require careful consideration of local 
contexts. 

Additionally, a 2020 Department of the Interior Solicitor’s Opinion, 
was considered a bane to the offshore wind industry but auspicious for 
commercial fishing interests: the Opinion clarified that offshore wind 
COPs must evaluate the cumulative effects of development on estab-
lished uses of the EEZ, such as fishing, and that the “Secretary must act 
to prevent interference with reasonable uses in a way that errs on the 
side of less interference rather than more interference” (Jorjani, 2020). 
The Biden Administration has since revoked this opinion and further 
federal action regarding newly minted EISs will go forward without the 
need for comprehensively studying potential cumulative impacts. 
Despite the reversal of the opinion on cumulative impacts, the offshore 
wind development process is slow. This is in part due to the bulky BOEM 
review process but includes similar issues to many critiques of the NEPA 
process generally. Some regional policies and marine spatial planning 
initiatives are being implemented to attempt to speed up review and get 
project construction underway more quickly. 

Viewshed impacts will remain a concern for many of the offshore 
wind projects planned off the eastern seaboard of the United States, 
particularly in the case of the US Wind MarWin and Ørsted Skipjack 
Wind projects planned in federal waters off the coast of Maryland and 
southern Delaware. The Maryland and Delaware governments have 
supported offshore wind development financially and legislatively (i.e., 
via Offshore Wind Renewable Energy Credits (ORECs), robust Renew-
able Energy Portfolio Standards, and the Delaware Offshore Wind 
Working Group), but a small, local opposition force, encouraged by the 
Town of Ocean City and its “Green and Unseen Wind Farms” slogan, has 
resisted the project (Town of Ocean City, 2021). In January 2020, a 
contentious public hearing prompted the Maryland Public Service 
Commission (PSC) to conduct evidentiary hearings for both developers’ 
decision to use larger turbines (Maryland Public Service Commission, 
2020a). Skipjack’s hearing concluded in June and by August 2020, the 
PSC approved the selection of the larger turbines; US Wind’s hearing has 
not yet been scheduled (Maryland Public Service Commission, 2020b). 

Additionally, attempting to measure the value of a geographical 
space from the cultural perspectives of the communities present in those 

areas brings into question the level of separation some policies (e.g., 
NEPA and NHPA) place on environmental impacts and cultural preser-
vation (Ball et al., 2015). When it comes to promoting a just transition to 
renewable energy in the United States, there will need to be a more 
focused effort to redefine cultural values, such as viewshed importance, 
and create more space for collaboration between coastal communities, 
particularly Native American Tribes and fishers, and decision-makers. 
This can be done by continuously shifting from reactive practices (e. 
g., notice and comment strategies) and towards proactive and collabo-
rative strategies to lead to more informed decisions. The industry con-
tinues to face new questions as utility-scale offshore generation becomes 
closer to a reality. With each step, developers, policymakers, and coastal 
communities have given definition to what these projects will and will 
not be, but as we wait for the first large projects to arrive, the full picture 
has yet to reveal itself. 
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