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Group Membership: 
Dean Apostol, Rick Eichstaedt, Kim Peacher, Kyle Stevens, Nick Edwards, Jason Busch, Scott McMullen, Karlen Yallup, Nataliya Stranadko, Delia Kelly, Julia DeGraw, Karie Silva, Susan Chambers, Jessica Carlton

First Reviewers: Susan, Shayna, Lucy, Rick, Delia,  Dean, Brodie

Purpose of the WorkGroup is to craft recommendations the Roundtable may make to the state relating to the direction the state may take in future marine spatial planning.
 
Discussion: Challenges and Opportunities 

1. Opportunity: DLCD should convene/guide/drive a marine spatial planning effort that is inclusive of A) federal waters, B) the territorial sea, and C) onshore and nearshore areas for infrastructure and transmission along the entire Oregon coast. There needs to be a clear conversation on staff and resource needs across all participating state agencies to do this.
· Opportunity: BOEM would give due consideration to an Oregon-driven Marine Spatial Planning Process. [clarify: BOEM would retain authority for leasing decisions on the OCS, but the opportunity for the state is to determine what areas would be less suitable for siting and which may complicate future permitting efforts, which BOEM would be wise to consider].	Comment by BURRIGHT Jeff D * DLCD: Expand this a little bit based on conversations with BOEM.
· Opportunity: NOAA’s NCCOS team could likely support Oregon with new data acquisition, data development workshops with stakeholders, and doing some of the marine spatial planning to Oregon’s specifications	Comment by BURRIGHT Jeff D * DLCD: How does an MSP process relate to the extra demand that comes from siting data centers in the northwest?
· Opportunity: The existing data from TSP Part Five for visual resources is of good quality and can be updated and made more relevant to offshore wind visual effects, including for taller structures and new considerations of visual resource effects (e.g., Tribal cultural viewsheds).
· Opportunity: Additional data from Orowindmap, PACFEM, the environmental and fishing community’s feedback in the BOEM process, and other sources would be resources for this work. An early step in an MSP process could be a data gathering process. 
· Opportunity: Coordinate with other states working on this topic (e.g., Louisiana, WA, NY, CA, RI) to develop a best practices guidance for inclusion in the Roadmap. [DLCD research task]
· Opportunity: Coordinate with Regional Planning Bodies (e.g., RWSC, academic institutions) to see how MSP and the research agenda work together. 
· Question: Should the scope be the entire Oregon coast? Or eventually the entire Pacific coast, partnering with California and Washington?
· Recommendation: phased MSP? Start with southern coast and overlap to N. Cali? Counterpoint: a criticism of the BOEM process was the focus on south coast only. 
· Question: What are the pros and cons of marine spatial planning, and what has already been done? 	Comment by BURRIGHT Jeff D * DLCD: To bring in here or in the Research Agenda: incorporating climate change effects to the spatial suitability of transmission and offshore infrastructure development. 
· Question: What about information that cannot be mapped? 
· Question: If marine spatial planning for FOSW and in federal water requires updated standards, does that mean DLCD needs to update Part 5 of the Territorial Sea Plan for all uses. An OPAC workgroup may start looking at this?
· Question: What could be done if there are no additional federal or state resources?
· Recc: state continue to develop the plan, but if there are no federal or state dollars, might ENGO or private funding support it? i.e., still value in the Roadmap identifying the need even if we can’t immediately jump into it. Some orgs might help cover specific areas such as visual preference and value studies. OOST could be an aggregator.
· Can’t do it with zero at the state level. Need to have state impetus and seed money for engagement process, technical support, and agency capacity beyond DLCD, which is currently lacking for OSW. 
· Depends on the likelihood of OSW coming in next 5-10 years. Might not rise to funding priority if there is not a clear signal that it is desired. 
· Recommendation: DLCD should attempt to set a planning target for MSP in the Roadmap, considering feedback from industry, academia, energy strategy, and others. The target could instead be scenario planning with different amounts based on different objectives. (Low, moderate, high). Alternative: don’t worry about a target, and focus instead on where we don’t want wind, where it is relatively free of constraints, and where it’s a maybe based on certain factors. 
· Question: Is there a minimum viable development size for a single area? (Industry feedback important here) – could smaller clusters be viable and also be more consistent with visual effect related to array size?
· Question: What information needs would we have for industry? (spacing, micro-siting, etc.) Are there environmental or ocean user constraints that could more easily coexist with some design considerations? Potentially an opportunity for developers and the state to work toward coexistence through the venue of the MSP process. 
· Recommendation: Learn from BLM solar/wind energy zones process. If a developer opted into those areas, there was an incentive because of an expedited process for reviewing (not sure we could offer the same, but we could possibly communicate higher confidence of consistency with policies around habitats, views, etc.). 
· 

2. Challenge: The BOEM NCCOS modeling was constrained by time and spatial extent, which limited the data that could be included in the marine spatial planning.
· Opportunity: If Oregon can invest the time and resources needed, the state could conduct marine spatial planning in a holistic manner.
· Some additional data to consider include:	Comment by Delia Kelly: I suggest that for this document we not start to list the data/concerns of interest because we will inevitably miss many. Rather, for this document we might state that the group discussed additional data to be considered. I also support a brief statement like what we heard from Rick (and others?) suggesting that the RT or the state in the future could mine existing comment letters for data sources and resources of interest for future marine spatial planning.	Comment by BURRIGHT Jeff D * DLCD: Put in an appendix that goes into greater detail about how the state process might expand on the BOEM effort. Make clear that it would not be an exhaustive list, but just capturing what we knew at the time of Roadmap development. Include also the perspectives mined from past comment letters. Roadmap can have that as a recommendation to be done in the future if there is not time to put it in the appendix. 	Comment by Bobby Cochran: @Jeff.D.Burright@dlcd.oregon.gov Keep this list in here, or delete for now?	Comment by Jeff Burright: I think there is value in specifying what aspects of an Oregon-led process might be different from what has come before. I agree that we may miss things, but I don't see harm in the Roadmap including a non-exhaustive list of data considerations.
· Data pointed to in public comments submitted during the various BOEM Oregon public comment opportunities;
· More species (i.e., state listed species, first foods/cultural species)
· Sensitive ecosystems like coral reefs, seagrass beds, and deep-sea vents
· Marine biodiversity hotspots
· Areas necessary to complete the life cycle of commercially and recreationally important marine species. For example, petrale sole spawning, feeding, nursery grounds
· Transmission corridors
· Shipping routes, USCG transit/navigation fairways/lanes (PacPARS), and port facilities
· Species interactions along the entire Pacific coast
· Visual effects, including cultural significant seascapes. [bring in recommendations from Dean’s writeup the week of 2/20]. Distance effects. Consider historical and Tribal.
· Anadromous species (especially lamprey and salmon)
· Cultural resources
· Non-charter recreational and tribal fishing areas
· Larger vessels, if displaced, displacing smaller vessels
· Look to past comment letters to BOEM for data and considerations
· DoD assets
· Regional climate projections
· Including wave climate 
· Question: How do we deal with important data that are not spatially inclusive? (e.g., data from some river mouths but not all, migratory species data, limited seafloor mapping for specific reefs, etc.) Potential recommendation for the RM: find a way to consider important information pieces that don’t fit cleanly into a model. Additional transformation of a model to add “new color” without diminishing areas we don’t have data for.
· Question: How do you account for temporal aspects of geographical resources or standards? (e.g., changing habitats and fish presence due to climate change, seasonality.) 

3. Challenge: Past marine spatial planning (i.e., Territorial Sea Plan) did not leave enough “space” for new uses (i.e., wave energy). It was a grind, and it was hard. 
· Opportunity: Marine spatial planning needs to sufficiently balance multiple uses while providing the capacity for adaptation if unanticipated uses arise to meet clean energy goals. be done in a way that shows “enough” ocean space to achieve clean energy goals. There needs to be an explicit role and opportunity for energy developers to provide information and engage (formal, and informal opportunities as well)
· Opportunity: MSP doesn’t have to mean mapping. NCCOS was spatial suitability with red/yellow/green, but MSP can just be a gathering of data that has a spatial component, and planning around it via setting responsible siting criteria that are specific to a geographic resource of value. You can set expectations without maps (but can you know if there are yes areas left?)
· Question: What are the clean energy goals for FOSW (or other marine renewable energy) (e.g., like goals set by CA and NY)? How does this relate to the Oregon Energy Strategy renewable energy source scenarios currently in development? 
· Question: Could those clean energy goals for FOSW be phased in over time (e.g., a pilot phase, a mid scale phase, and a full scale phase)? The California Coastal Commission’s California Offshore Wind and Fisheries 7(c) Working  Working Group may have some examples[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  See https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/upcoming-projects/offshore-wind/OSW-Fisheries_Cover-Memo.pdf] 

· Question: What recommendations can the Roadmap include relative to exclusion and separation standards (e.g., for national security, undersea cables, cultural resources, fishing grounds, visual resources, etc.)? 	Comment by Delia Kelly: Please clarify, when you frame our discussion as questions, are those the questions asked during the meeting by WG members? If so that's fine, but if this is a direction you want the WG to go it seems to me that development of standards is beyond the scope of the WG, RT or even the Roadmap.	Comment by Bobby Cochran: @Jeff.D.Burright@dlcd.oregon.gov What do you want to do with this one?	Comment by Jeff Burright: 4080 requires the Roadmap to define standards to be considered. I've adjusted the language somewhat, but I do think it is within the scope of the Roadmap to define standards insofar as we can, although it would be up to a formal rulemaking process to consider the Roadmap recommendations for adoption.
· Question: Will energy developers really engage right now?
· Question: How can we keep a broad enough scope in our marine spatial planning to avoid unnecessary future restrictions on clean energy uses while still maintaining a precautionary approach? 
· E.g., Member in working group brought up forest management plans and how overplanning uses for each section of the forest resulted in a bottle neck for industry, and for environmental protections 
· There are likely some “yes” areas from a viewshed perspective, but they may be qualified by the spacing and orientation of arrays. (see Copenhagen example of curvilinear design)

4. Opportunity: Start with aspects of existing marine spatial planning frameworks appropriate for the perspectives, objectives and priorities of Oregon. Existing frameworks include A) Part 5 of the Territorial Sea Plan, B) the NCCOS model used for the Oregon Wind Energy Areas, and C) the newer information from NREL and USDOE on transmission. Modify these frameworks and expand them with new datasets, new standards based on the more clearly defined technology specifications for FOSW, and the consideration of onshore infrastructure and transmission. 
· Opportunity: DLCD and others in Oregon (e.g., Mt Hood National Forest) have had experience identifying various zones (e.g., exclusion, go forward, and areas where more difficult tradeoff considerations are needed). 
· Question: What are the exclusion and separation standards needed (e.g., for national security, undersea cables, cultural resources, fishing grounds, visual resources, etc.)?	Comment by Delia Kelly: same comments as above about 
-standards
-data	Comment by Jeff Burright: I do believe these conversations can help with the definition of standards required by 4080 and the planning considerations of a potential MSP process.
· Question: What new data needs to be acquired prior to marine spatial planning?	Comment by BURRIGHT Jeff D * DLCD: Map out what the process would require so you can build a budget and identify who would be involved. Include in Roadmap if possible. 
· Question: What role should BOEM play in future marine spatial planning?
· Question: How can we proactively provide opportunity for Tribal and Indigenous representation in MSP while maintaining requested confidentiality (i.e., respect non-disclosure of cultural sites, etc.)? 



	Scenic Resource Thoughts (provided by Dean Apostol)

Second, specific to scenic resources, there are three main aesthetic challenges with offshore wind. One is the vertical scale. In effect we'll be placing hundreds, possibly thousands of spinning, blinking skyscrapers into what is today a wilderness, at least visually. We can hide them. We can reduce their dominance by pushing them away from shore. But having spent a lot of time staring at the BOEM simulations for the 2 lease existing areas, I can say with some confidence that 18 or 20 miles offshore is inadequate if we want to hold scenic impacts to a tolerable level.

The second aesthetic challenge is the horizontal scale, much less talked about. I found, in working on the east coast offshore projects, that how much of the horizon line was taken up by turbines matters a lot.    If you use a 128 degree panoramic view as your basis (which is common in visual simulation) and the turbines take up more than 25% of it, even at a considerable distance they are visually dominant, and thus pretty impactful. This is especially the case at sunset, when the turbines are back lit   and higher contrast than during the morning or early PM. 

The third is the pattern. There is a project, I think in Copenhagen,  with a curving line of turbines in or near the harbor. Its quite photogenic. But what we will get will be a grid, not curving lines (unless we insist on this). The grid, at distance, will mostly read as a big thick hunk of turbines. Chaotic, not regular. Either way it adds to the problem.

A fourth issue is lighting. More and more agencies are requiring a radar activated lighting system rather than constantly blinking lights. So this issue can be mitigated. But there will be pushback.

Another issue is reconciling tribal visual concerns with how the rest of us might view the issue. My experience is that tribes are reluctant to disclose sites. So there may need to be a seperate, and closed door mapping process.
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