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Indigenous tribes and bands have been with the lands that we inhabit 
today throughout Oregon and the Northwest since time immemorial 
and continue to be a vibrant part of Oregon today.

We would like to express our respect to the First Peoples of this land, 
the nine federally recognized tribes of Oregon: Burns Paiute Tribe, 
Confederated Tribes of Coos, Lower Umpqua & Siuslaw Indians, 
Confederated Tribes of Grand Ronde, Confederated Tribes of Siletz 
Indians, Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, 
Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation, Coquille 
Indian Tribe, Cow Creek Band of the Umpqua Tribe of Indians, and 
The Klamath Tribes.



Oregon Land 

Acknowledgement, Cont.

3

It is important that we recognize and honor the 
ongoing legal and spiritual relationship between 
the land, plants, animals, and people indigenous 
to this place we now call Oregon.

The interconnectedness of the people, the land, 
and the natural environment cannot be 
overstated; the health of one is necessary for the 
health of all.
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We recognize the pre-existing and continued 
sovereignty of the nine federally recognized 
tribes who have ties to this place and thank them 
for continuing to share their traditional ecological 
knowledge and perspective on how we might 
care for one another and the land, so it can take 
care of us.
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We commit to engaging in a respectful and 
successful partnership as stewards of these lands.

And as we are obliged by state law and policy, we 
will uphold government-to-government relations 
to advance strong governance outcomes 
supportive of tribal self-determination and 
sovereignty.

Source: Oregon Legislative Commission on Indian Services/ Education







• Attending the West Coast Ocean Alliance Annual Summit on 1/16 
to discuss interstate offshore wind research cooperation

• Working toward an industry and supply chain focus group 
discussion on February 19th (coincident with PDX conference).

• Working with Sea Grant and ODFW toward fisheries focus group 
conversations this spring.

• Seeking state agency and local government input on enforceable 
policy gaps and needs



➔
➔

➔

https://forms.gle/Mg14vhn4VYa8YEwYA
https://forms.gle/Mg14vhn4VYa8YEwYA
mailto:dlcd.OSWRoadmap@DLCD.oregon.gov


• Public submission with ~2000 word essay on West Coast offshore wind: 
https://fromknowledgetopower.com/west-coast-offshore-wind/. Commenter 
also provided a response to “what does success look like?”: 1) recognize relative 
ecological risk of turbines vs. climate change; 2) expedite the process of leasing 
and building; 3) Community Benefit Agreements can advance concerned 
stakeholder interests; 4) If CA, east coast, and China can address community 
concerns, why not here?

• Clean Energy Terminals: suggest that the State of Oregon consider including 
representatives from the offshore wind industry, beyond developers, in these 
crucial conversations; look toward WA’s “standby approach” while proactively 
educating stakeholders and taking essential steps to engage with offshore wind 
industry now. 

https://fromknowledgetopower.com/west-coast-offshore-wind/


• How would this project affect the sea floor environment, fisheries and whale migrations? Would 
transporting the turbines and their parts be feasible without dredging and causing damage to Coos 
Bay? Would this plan have a negative impact on salmon runs, crabbing, shellfish beds and other local 
native species of concern?How would this impact tribal fishing rights? The technology has not been 
used or tested in areas with great seismic risk like our area. What would happen if there were a large 
earthquake and tsunami? Can alternative technologies such as turbines without external blades be 
considered? Can avian migration routes be avoided? Can we put solar panels on every home, 
business, and parking area instead?

• What is the environmental impact during… 1) normal operations? 2) a serious weather event? 3) 
during construction? 4) a catastrophic event?

• Is the technology used farms for proposed Oregon Coast locations tsunami and earthquake proof 
already?  Have other farms like these been proven weather proof for the conditions we can expect 
here on the Oregon Coast especially the big ones like tsunamis or earthquakes?

• How far offshore are these farms? What will it be like to look out to the sea from, say, Bastendorff 
Beach?

• How much fishing territory will be taken away? How will fisher’s navigate around the farms?
• Has the technology Oregon Coast will use been improved such that migrating birds are no longer 

negatively impacted? 
• How can we require that farms like these serve energy needs for the closest communities near 

them? 
• Request: Could we see any footage of offshore wind farms already in operation similar the ones 

considered for Oregon Coast? Especially during a weather event, a catastrophic event, and building 
as they would be the most disruptive for our community.



• Q: It would seem that what information is missing as regards "data gaps" could be more of an 
environmental and ecological risk than what we do know. Is this committee going to address this 
risk? (gave examples of upwelling, changes in phytoplankton, CA Current food chain, socioeconomic 
effects to fishing jobs and community cash flow).

• What specifically can and will DLCD do to help ensure that all relevant questions concerning 
environmental, ecological, social, economic, cultural and community impacts of floating offshore 
wind development are adequately addressed before ocean development leases are put out for bids?

• What can and will DLCD do to help ensure that a robust public information and input process is 
implemented such that all Oregon citizens and impacted stakeholders are adequately and fairly 
represented in the decision-making process?

• What can and will the State of Oregon do to help ensure that more affordable, less environmentally 
harmful and more democratic renewable technologies are given priority for deployment over 
centralized capital-intensive technologies that might better accommodate the interests of large 
corporations irrespective of potentially harmful impacts on the environment and our communities? 

• How can the State of Oregon help ensure that the Oregon residents and businesses do not become 
hostage to concentrated economic power, but rather become the focus of a democratic institutional 
structure that provides clean affordable renewable energy and empowers Oregon citizens while 
protecting communities and environmental values?

• In summary, will the DLCD and the State of Oregon prioritize the health of our natural environment 
and quality of life in our communities over corporate profits and political expediency?

• Our Oregon legacy wind energy development and deployment approach effectively ensured risk to 
wind energy investors, developers, and operators was significantly mitigated.  Going forward, how 
will the Oregon Roadmap process and its output ensure that wind energy projects, technology, 
development, manufacturing, construction, operations, and decommissioning cause NO HARM to 
our Oregon local communities, our Oregon energy customers and its rate payers, plus Oregon 
taxpayers?



• Public comment regarding the Roundtable as “creating a roadmap vs. gathering a 
fountain of ideas.” [summarized] If the context is a fountain of ideas, then 
consensus may be restrictive and harmful because it overwhelms diversity and 
inclusion. The funneling process feels counterintuitive to the advisory nature, and 
risks the possibility of crossing over from “forging consensus” to “manufacturing 
consent”. Any attempt to “forge consensus” in the DLCD RT should consider not 
alienating views and voices that are worthy and valuable but happen to be 
minority views. 

• There is a bias, if not presumption, that the roadmap is a success if it gets the 
state to where it wants to go, which appears to be the implementation of the 
offshore wind industry. This bias is not consistent with HB 4080. . .  I wish to 
emphasize that the roadmap is not supposed to define a clear path for OSW 
development; rather, it is to provide assessment of impacts and standards 
related to OSW.



• Q: Can you please allow the general public to participate in the workshop of their 
choice?

• Q: How will the Roadmap outline incorporate the Roadmap Considerations 
informal group effort? 

• Q: How will the Roadmap process address misinformation?

• Q: Is there a path forward to enforce HB 4080 by DLCD under Federal 
Consistency?  What are the steps that would happen to do so? 













Presentations

• Lilah Ise and Kelly Andrews, NOAA National Marine 
Fisheries Service

• Karina Nielsen, Oregon Sea Grant, Oregon State University

• Dr. Andrea Copping and Hayley Farr, Pacific Northwest 
National Laboratory



Precautionary Principle

• “Where there is threat of irreversible 

harm to irreplaceable resources, act 

with precaution.”

• Lack of evidence of harm does not 

equal lack of harm.

• Burden of proof on action proponent 

to disprove potential for harm.

Adaptive Management

• “Learn by doing.”

• Take a step, then watch for effects

• Important to be watching for the right 

things in the right way.

• Important to have “room to 

maneuver” if harm found.

Mitigation

• Offset potential harm, whether we are 

sure of it or not.

• Pre- and post-decision, typically built 

into permits

• Different definitions and hierarchies that 

bridge some precautionary and adaptive 

elements.

“Risk Retirement”

• The risk is well defined

• We’ve learned enough about an effect 

that we aren’t worried about it anymore.

• We trust our mitigation methods to 

address risks.

Exit Ramp

• Pause the decision-making process 

until/unless we are secure

• Reasons may include unacceptable 

or uncertain effects, inadequate 

consultation, or missing 

assurances/agreements.

• Includes a clear process for 

gathering additional information or 

input, requesting adequate time for 

Oregon agencies and the public to 

engage in federal processes, and/or 

delaying action.



Precautionary Approach: the application of a planning and regulatory decision 
making system that accounts for circumstances where information about marine 
resources and uses is limited, and there are increased levels of risk and uncertainty 
related to the outcome of the action. The principle of the precautionary approach is 
found in the Management Measures provided in Part One, section G. and in Goal 
19 Ocean Resources. 

Minimize: to reduce or avoid the effect to the extent practicable.

Mitigate: is the avoidance or minimization of a direct or indirect ecological effect or 
impact on a receptor through engineering or operational modification of the project. 
Mitigation does not refer herein to so-called “offsite” mitigation or to compensatory 
mitigation (i.e., paying or compensating for environmental damage).

Adaptive Management: Regulating agencies and the project developer shall use 
adaptive management and monitoring to evaluate the project at each subsequent 
phase; the intent of such evaluation is to inform the design, installation and 
operation of successive phases. 22



An applicant for a project or development action within or affecting the Oregon Territorial Sea shall: 
Design and site projects and infrastructure responsibly such that proposed seafloor development actions 
will maintain and protect to the maximum extent practicable, natural resources, ecosystem integrity, 
marine habitat, and areas important to fisheries, navigation, recreation, and aesthetic enjoyment from 
adverse effects that may be caused by said development actions. 

For purposes of this section, 'Maintain and protect' requires mitigation, in order of priority: 

1) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain development action or parts of that action; 

2) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree, magnitude, or timing of the development action and its 
implementation; 

3) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; 

4) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the 
life of the development action and by monitoring and taking appropriate corrective measures; and 

5) Compensating for the impact. Either monetary compensation or by replacing or providing comparable 
substitute resources or environments. 

23



24

Permit 

Decision

Monitoring + 

Adaptive Management

25-yr Permit 

Decision

(Renew?)

EIS + 

Application

Submitted

Site Studies, 

Project Design

Lease 

Decision

Adaptive 

Management 

Decisions

Site 

Suitability

Avoid

Minimize

Exit

Avoid

Minimize

Compensate

Exit

Rectify

Reduce/Correct

Compensate

Exit?

Avoid

Minimize

Compensate

Exit/Reverse?





• What are standards might the Roadmap consider related to risk 

and uncertainty management?

• How well can the state’s existing policies address effects of 

concern, balancing precaution, mitigation, and adaptation?

• Are there recommended actions the Roadmap could include 

out of the conversation today related to the research agenda? 





Starting with three workgroups
Marine Spatial Planning

FEEDBACK from survey

Recommendations
1. Ensure the scope of this working group and its language remains specific to the State of 

Oregon. Regional planning is considered, but not the focus.
2. Current set of tasks generally need to be more focused and clarified to produce meaningful 

results.
3. This working group may best be put to use by first identifying the proper resources and data 

sources to be built upon by later efforts.
Questions

1. Are viewshed issues included in this workgroup?
2. Does this workgroup consider onshore infrastructure?



Starting with three workgroups
Community benefits and other legally enforceable agreements

FEEDBACK from survey

Recommendations

1. Include a survey of relevant ownership structures (i.e., for energy generation and other FOSW 

assets) as they may have an impact on the CBA's/ enforceable agreements.

2. Suggest membership include representation from the fishing industry to vocalize what 

agreements would be meaningful

Questions

1. Can we include community planners and coastal community leaders? Folks with knowledge 

of OR coastal community opportunities and challenges.



Starting with three workgroups
Research agenda and coordination

FEEDBACK from survey

Recommendations

1. It may help to have some degree of coordination between this effort and the work the Ocean 

Policy Advisory Council (OPAC) Science and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC) 

members. 

Questions

1. Could we invite STAC members to this workgroup? This may reduce the redundancy of our 

parallel albeit somewhat different efforts. The STAC would retain its role to make 

independent recommendations to OPAC, and these may or may not align with the outputs 

and recommendations from this group.

2. How will this effort articulate California’s West Coast Offshore Wind Science Entity?

3. Does assessing visual impacts of offshore wind structures fit into the Research Agenda?



Starting with three workgroups
General Comments

FEEDBACK from survey

Recommendations

1. At some future meeting, there may be value in comparing the assessments of project 

impacts identified in the EIS that BOEM prepared for the East Coast and the applicable 

mitigation measures for each discipline that could be applicable to a project in Oregon.

2. It would be helpful to step back and discuss some big picture things. In particular, 3 

scenarios: 1) Offshore wind to meet local coast needs only. 2) Offshore wind to meet 

western Oregon needs only. 3) Offshore wind to meet global needs (i.e. doesn't matter where 

it ends up), all CO2 is equal.

Questions

1. It seems like there is a unique set of issues associated with OSW at the land-water interface. 

Have you given any consideration to a workgroup or focused discussion of this?



Getting people into workgroups

Marine Spatial Planning

Community benefits and other legally 
enforceable agreements

Research agenda and coordination

These folks indicated interest. Who else?

Dean Apostol, Rick Eichstaedt, Kim Peacher, 

Karie Silva, Kyle Stevens, Nataliya Stranadko, 

Delia Kelly, Julia Degraw, Susan Chambers, 

Scott McMullen, Karlen Yallup

Lorne Bulling, Rick Eichstaedt, Marcus Hinz, 

Melissa Cribbins, Ashley Audycki, Kyle Stevens, 

Scott Groth

Dean Apostol, Kevin Howard, Marcus Hinz, 

Karina Nielsen, Kyle Stevens, Bill Gorham, 

Nataliya Stranadko, Dawn Barlow, Bryson 

Robertson, Julia Degraw, Karlen Yallup



Workgroups: What next

Marine Spatial Planning
● First meeting? Jan 24 from 10am-12pm

Community benefits and other legally enforceable agreements
● First meeting? Jan 27 from 3-5pm

Research agenda and coordination
● First meeting? Jan 22 from 3-5pm
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Presentations

• Michael Freels, Oregon Department of Energy

• Zach Baker, Oregon Public Utility Commission

• Hannah Dondy-Kaplan and John Schaad, Bonneville Power 
Administration
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