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Abstract 

A growing amount of lease properties sold to business developers from the federal government, 

combined with clean energy legislation at state level, have sparked the offshore wind energy 

industry in the United States. This thesis identifies and explores how key challenges with the 

industry are mitigated, by applying a single-case study with embedded sub-units. By state, the 

case study is primarily focused at New York. Sub-units of specific relevance to the identified 

issues include regulators, stakeholders, business developers and industry organizations. The 

case study finds issues of regulatory, social and technological character to be critical. The 

intertwinement of these issues requires a collaborative approach from the mentioned sub-units. 

For example, findings point to; the importance of collaboration between federal government 

and states for smooth regulation; the necessity of state initiatives to account for stakeholder 

claims; and important linkages between states, industry organizations and businesses to bring 

out technology needs. As several offshore wind farms are to be constructed in the 2020s, actions 

are much needed for the industry to thrive. 
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1 Introduction 

Signing the Paris Agreement in 2015, countries of the United Nations pledged their support to 

fight climate change (UN, 2018). Indeed, the reality of climate change has gained awareness in 

worldwide societies and is addressed as the world’s biggest threat (WEF, 2019). Environmental 

scientists stress that the problem lies in man-made energy systems, calling for a shift away from 

the fossil fleet and its detrimental greenhouse gas emissions (UN, 2019). Enabling this radical 

shift, however, requires development and adoption of clean energy technologies (HBR, 2018). 

While supranational climate policy may help propel such technologies, implementation of 

environmental policy is a national decision, and thus requires national governments to embrace 

the severity of the problem (Nordhaus, 2015).  

Thus, when the United States (US) withdrew from the Paris Agreement in 2017, this signaled 

trouble for climate change mitigation (Bloomberg, 2017). Public offices in the US are pivotal 

for environmental action as they oversee the largest economy in the world (Reuters, 2018). It 

is therefore worrisome that President Trump is rolling back environmental regulations and 

Congress reflects a legislative gridlock (Greshko, 2019). On state level, however, clean energy 

targets in the US are progressively enacted into law, thus promoting environmental optimism. 

In June 2019, the Governor of New York State signed the Climate Leadership and Community 

Protection Act, which immediately became recognized as the most ambitious strategy for 

carbon emission reduction in the US (NYS, 2019). A vital part of this strategy is energy from 

offshore wind (OSW). However, as development of OSW energy occurs in federal waters, state 

targets require backing from the federal government. 

Recent trends in the US suggest federal and state government have common interests in energy 

from OSW. Researchers calculate that US coastal states have massive potential for OSW energy 

(NREL, 2016). New jobs and a new clean energy industry bring substantial economic benefits 

and long-term energy security, which appeals a great deal to federal and state government 

(Bloomberg, 2017). This appeal is evident from the attitude of the federal Bureau of Ocean 

Energy Management (BOEM), which in the most recent years has triggered OSW development 

by leasing areas in federal waters to business developers (C2ES, 2018). On state level, policy 

agendas and legislation have shown great promise for the OSW industry. Indeed, business 

developers are attracted by states’ interest in OSW, especially on the northeast coast, where 

wind resource is greatest and clean energy policy is most progressive (NWRC, 2018; NREL, 

2016). 
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However, with a growing sentiment for the nascent OSW industry in the US, several challenges 

have surfaced. The rapid need for regulatory frameworks to oversee development has resulted 

in standards borrowed from offshore oil and gas (Firestone, 2017). In accord, the 2015 federal 

strategy for OSW highlighted the need to establish a sophisticated regulatory framework for 

OSW by 2018, that would meet the specific requirements for OSW development and increase 

transparency in regulatory processes (BOEM, 2019). Regulation of OSW development is 

naturally also required at state level (BNOW, 2018a). In accord, New York State has developed 

an extensive Master Plan for Offshore Wind, which aims to facilitate public engagement and at 

best make the industry coexist with important stakeholders (NYS, 2018).  

Local communities have not been equally enthusiastic about the OSW industry. For example, 

the OSW project posed to be the first in the US made it through seven years of permitting before 

it was terminated in 2017, due to its lacking appeal to the Massachusetts public (Dovrak, 2017). 

However, local communities have not created such noise for developers lately, which has left 

more room for commercial fisheries in public debates (NYS, 2018). As a prime stakeholder, 

fisheries are concerned with the economic impact of OSW on the fishing industry as well as its 

threat to marine life (BOEM, 2019). In 2016, this resulted in the fisheries litigating the federal 

government for assigning the ocean to OSW development (Chutkan, 2018). The grounds for 

this action stem, however, partly from lacking transparency in regulatory processes and mirror 

how these must account for social interests (Firestone, 2017).   

On top of these issues for the OSW industry are technological challenges, which gain much 

attention in business communities (BNOW, 2019). The US is generally lacking competence in 

OSW energy, both in port infrastructure technology and development expertise. As a result, 

European multinationals dominate the US market (BOEM, 2019). These players, however, rely 

heavily on investments in port infrastructure to bring out demanding offshore supply chain 

activities (NREL, 2016). Also problematic is the fact that development activities generally need 

to be governed by industry standards, which are not yet ratified (NREL, 2019). In sum, as the 

handling of these issues are pertinent to environmental action, and to the acceleration of the 

industry, I aim to answer the following research question. 

1.1 Research Question  

How are regulatory, social and technological issues in the offshore wind energy industry in the 

United States mitigated? 
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2 Research Design and Methodology 

This chapter explains how the thesis is designed to answer the research question and how this 

plan is followed methodologically. Of the most fundamental design choices is the application 

of a case study method. In doing a case study, researchers stress the need to understand how 

this qualitative method pertains to the two concepts validity and reliability, which are frequently 

used as quality criteria for data interpretation in research (e.g. Yin, 2018). Thus, this chapter 

will first introduce how the terms themselves are defined and understood philosophically. The 

two terms will be revisited throughout the chapter and reflected upon in the final part of the 

chapter, after the sections on case study design, data collection methods and data analysis have 

been elaborated.  

2.1 Introducing Validity and Reliability 

Validity and reliability are concepts which stem from the quantitative research tradition and 

described as “primitive” criteria in qualitative research (e.g. Guba, 1981, p. 90). Nevertheless, 

most scholars embrace the two concepts and argue that they can be applied to all research 

(Hammersley, 1992; Kuzel and Engel, 2001; Yin, 1994). This is especially the case for the 

European research tradition as opposed to the American (Morse et al., 2002). Accordingly, the 

two terms are applied in this thesis. Case study tactics to ensure validity and reliability pertains 

to different phases of the research process, according to Yin (2003). These phases are illustrated 

in Figure 1, while the tactics are synthesized in Table 1. 

It must be stressed in the outset of this chapter that validity and reliability are terms that overlap 

different philosophical underpinnings of research (Baxter and Jack, 2008). This thesis draws 

predominantly on the literature of Robert K. Yin. Thus, it is essential to note Mr. Yin’s 

philosophy in research, which is a constructivist1 one (ibid). This philosophy emphasizes that 

“truth is relative and that it is dependent on one’s perspective” (Baxter and Jack, 2008, p. 545). 

The paradigm furthermore “recognizes the importance of the subjective human creation of 

meaning but does not reject outright some notion of objectivity” (Miller and Crabtree, 1999, p. 

10). Similarly, constructivism is built on the premise of a social construction of reality (Searle, 

1995). Nevertheless, such subjectivity will be treated with care in this thesis. 

 
1 The constructivist philosophy is especially well suited for case studies, due to its reliance on in-depth knowledge 

often accumulated from interviews (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2003; Baxter, 2006; Baxter and Jack, 2008) 
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Figure 1 Doing Case Study Research (Yin, 2018) 

2.1.1 Validity 

Validity is defined with a diverse use of terms in qualitative research, including external, 

construct, and internal validity (Yin, 2004). 

According to Yin (2018), external validity refers to generalization of findings. Importantly, case 

studies are often criticized for its context specificity and reliance on in-depth subjective data 

from interview participants (Yin, 1984). Thus, the degree to which findings of this thesis’ case 

study can be generalized is limited. While general conclusions are not offered in this thesis, the 

scholarly domains to which findings relate offer fruitful discussion. In effect, this may help 

shed light on existing research, have light shed on this case study, and create new pathways for 

research. Domains offering discussion includes research made on; offshore wind in the US; 

environmental regulation in the US; and the emergence of industries. 

Construct validity refers to the establishment of a chain of empirical evidence by using multiple 

sources of empirical data (Yin, 2018). Moreover, it refers to the establishment of the “correct 

operational measures” (Yin, 2003, p. 15). Although this thesis indeed relies on several methods 

for data collection, identifying all the relevant operational measures and exploring them to the 

full extent is problematic due to time and resource constraints. In addition, such constructed 

operational measures may be contaminated by participants’ and other data collection sources’ 

implicit and hidden meanings. As such, one must consider the internal validity of data. 

Internal validity refers to the validation of data by analyzing and coding data, thus an element 

of research which pertains to the bottom-right circle in Figure 1. Yin (2018) suggests pattern 

matching and triangulation are useful strategies to promote internal validity. Such tactics help 

distinguish spurious relationships in data from valid ones and mitigate biased data (ibid). Thus, 
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the thesis relies predominantly on these strategies in the analytic processes of this thesis, which 

is elaborated in Section 2.4. Tactics for internal validity, however, also pertains to the selection 

of appropriate interview participants and generally the selection of methods for data collection 

(Yin, 2014).  

2.1.2 Reliability 

Researchers suggest that reliability is a consequence of the validity in a study (Lincoln and 

Guba, 1985; Patton, 2001). Reliability is a concept that corresponds with the question: “How 

can an inquirer persuade his or her audiences that the research findings of an inquiry are worth 

paying attention to?” (Lincoln and Guba, 1985, p. 290). In the similar vein, reliability refers to 

the “dependability” or the “trustworthiness” of research findings (Golafshani, 2003, p. 601). 

Joppe (2000, p. 1) defines reliability as a concept mirroring the “consistency of results over 

time” and whether results can be “reproduced under a similar methodology”. Generally, in 

qualitative research, the boundaries for validity and reliability are ambiguous, and relies on 

“openness” (Golafshani, 2003, p. 605). Accordingly, this thesis will view reliability as founded 

on validity, and will show transparency with respect to the limitations of this thesis and the 

methodological path embarked on. Table 1 summarizes a few of the overarching tactics, which’ 

implementation will be discussed in the following sections of chapter 2. 

Quality Criteria for Data Interpretation Tactics for Validity and Reliability 

External Validity2 Establish Domain for Discussion 

Construct Validity Create Operational Measures 

Internal Validity Pattern Matching and Triangulation 

Reliability Demonstrate Path for Replication 

 Table 1 Tactics for Validity and Reliability 

 

 

 

 
2 This thesis does not aim to generalize, but Yin’s (2018) idea is still applicable to establish domains for scholarly 

discussion.  



15 

 

2.2 A Case Study Design  

This section will move focus to the rationale for choosing the case study method and the type 

of case study applied. The limitations of this case study and its implications for interpretation 

of data will be elaborated in the final section of this chapter.  

2.2.1 Rationales and Drawbacks of Case Study 

Case studies are well suited for “how” and “why” research questions, when the research focus 

on a “contemporary event” and when the researcher does not require control over this event 

(Yin, 2018, p. 9). Moreover, case studies are appropriate when in-depth knowledge is required 

to answer the research question and when the research phenomenon is subject to ambiguous 

contextual boundaries (ibid). For this study, the mentioned elements are all evident, which 

promotes the fundamental incentives to apply a case design to the OSW phenomenon.  

Important to note, however, is that in-depth knowledge from interview participants and the 

problems of separating phenomenon from context make it problematic to generalize data (Yin, 

1984). Generalization is especially problematic with the single case structure applied. Other 

disadvantages with the case study are the time and resource constraint often encountered in case 

study data collection, as access to relevant sources may be limited (Patton, 2001). Implications 

of this is generally the difficulty to cover all important issues pertaining to the phenomenon 

studied (ibid). Thus, operational measures included may not be the “correct” measures (Yin, 

2003, p. 15). In addition, the researcher must be aware of potential bias from participants of the 

study. Strategies to account for some of these issues, however, are found in Table 1. 

2.2.2 Single Case with Embedded Subunits 

This thesis could have pursued a multiple case design and made a comparative analysis of OSW 

development in two states (Yin, 2018). Limited access to data from relevant parties and states 

disincentivized this design. Another approach could be to address how one business developer 

experiences the current state of the OSW industry in the US. I would then have pursued a single 

holistic case design about this one unit of analysis. This approach was perceived appropriate, 

however, access to significant amount of data from such business developers proved difficult. 

Indeed, the initial research approach was to pursue Orsted’s foreign market entry into the US 

OSW industry. 
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However, this thesis is concerned with the industry as the case phenomenon, with business 

developers of OSW and other units embedded in the study. Formally, this type of case design 

is referred to as a single case with embedded units (Yin, 2018). This design is especially 

applicable when the understanding of a phenomenon requires knowledge of several sub-units 

pertaining it. Indeed, that is the case in this study. The pitfall of this design, however, is that the 

research can be overly focused on the subunits and not their connection to the phenomenon in 

question (ibid). Maintaining a focus on the phenomenon in question, the OSW industry, thus 

becomes essential. 

2.2.3 Alternatives to Case Study  

According to Yin (2016) the most appropriate alternative design for this thesis would be the 

application of a survey. However, since the survey’s ability to account for context is “extremely 

limited” and due to the difficulty of limiting the variables in questionnaires, such an approach 

is perceived troublesome (Yin, 2014, p. 16). Moreover, other research methods include archival 

analysis, history and experiment, where the two former methods do not match the contemporary 

character of the emerging OSW industry in the US and the latter is not appropriate when context 

becomes important (ibid). In sum, the case study is therefore perceived most appropriate to 

accumulate in-depth knowledge and allowing room for context. 

2.2.4 Rationale for Research Question 

Defining the case study’s research question has been an iterative process. The data collection 

methods used pointed to the regulative, social and technological issues as key challenges for 

the OSW industry. While it was seen beneficial to delimit the research question to one or two 

of these issues, the formulation incorporates the several issues for one reason particularly. This 

reason is the emerging incentive to discuss findings of this thesis with related scholarly fields, 

as implied in Table 1. As such fields tended to relate to the regulative, social and technological 

issues in this thesis, the research question was defined accordingly. 

Moreover, the term mitigation is in this thesis understood as the action to make OSW industry 

issues less problematic. Important to stress, however, is that the qualitative character of this 

case study falls short in explaining cause-effect relationships in data. The study is furthermore 

limited to a very short time period and is thus focusing on current actions and plans for action 

rather than to explain the effect of them. In sum, this thesis aims to; answer the research 
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question; recommend policy based on empirical findings; augment the understanding of results 

from relating these to other research fields; and to propose new avenues for research.  

2.3 Data Collection Methods 

Data collection and analytic methods have shaped the research question by identifying three 

issues. How the identification process has occurred analytically will be evident in section 2.4. 

This section will nevertheless present data collection in line with its importance for the three 

elements of the research question, as if they were preconceived. Rationales, drawbacks and 

limitations pertaining to each data collection method will be introduced in each subsection. 

Critical to note at this point is that the case study primarily targets the State of New York, as 

this choice enables much access to data. However, given the role of the federal government, 

and the state interdependencies in OSW development in the northeast, it has been difficult to 

delimit the case study to New York solely. Nor has it been a primary motive, as I do not intend 

to generalize results, for example to other US states or countries. 

2.3.1 Interviews 

This thesis collects data from five interview participants of the two business developers Orsted 

and Equinor, which in sum are involved in about thirty percent of OSW development projects 

in the US (BOEM, 2019). Moreover, the two are the only businesses that hold development 

leases in federal waters outside New York and that are chosen by New York State Energy 

Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) to deliver electricity to the state (NYS, 

2019). Interviews with business developers help answer the research question because they 

interact with both regulatory, social and technological players in the US OSW industry.  

Selection criteria for interview participants are outlined in Figure 2. Such criteria are created 

for the purpose of selecting individuals who can best inform the research question and enhance 

the understanding of the phenomenon under study (Sargeant, 2012). Accordingly, selection of 

participants stems from the research question and thus empirical evidence from data collection 

(ibid). The extent to which interviewees fulfill the criteria can be viewed in Appendix 1.  

Length of interviews vary from 30 minutes to 1 hour 50 minutes. For four of the participants, 

interviews were made over skype or phone, due to their physical presence being in the US. For 

one of the participants, which was the initial contact point from the Copenhagen office, two 

meetings occurred in person at a neutral location, where each meeting lasted about 1 hour. For 
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all interviews, a voice recorder has been applied to compensate for the difficulty to remember 

all information, to enable transcriptions and in turn use these transcriptions to analyze data. 

Selection Criteria 

Senior / Leader position in Orsted or Equinor 

Expertise in relevant areas for this thesis 

Minimum 5 years of experience in OSW industry  

Involved in US / NY market entry  

Table 2 Selection Criteria for Interview Participants 

Interview guides applied are semi-structured, in accord with the inductive exploratory character 

of this case study. Interview guides follow in Appendix 2-6. Semi-structured interviews are 

suggested to be the best structure when the researcher only gets one chance to interview the 

participant (Russel and Bernard, 1998). This was indeed the case for most of the participants.  

The key advantages of a semi-structured interview include its ability to provide a rich amount 

of data (Yin, 2018).  Such richness stems partly from the notion that the participant is the expert 

and therefore given some room to deviate from and elaborate on unknown aspects of prepared 

questions. Accordingly, the use of a semi-structured guide would make the participant more 

prone to give detailed responses (Sargeant, 2012). All interviews were initiated by informing 

the participant of the research topic, to make good use of allocated time and for the conversation 

to stay on track. 

While interviews have many benefits in case studies, there are also many limitations to consider. 

The notion that participants are biased is one (Yin, 2018). The roots for such bias may stem 

from the sensitivity of certain topics. Although this study is not particularly reliant on sensitive 

information, certain conversational topics are more prone to bias than others. For example, a 

few questions relating to the perceived effectiveness of industry organizations, government 

bodies and stakeholders are treated with care in the interpretation of data. That is because 

developers have important bonds to these units of analysis which are essential for them to 

maintain. As such, participants would likely hold back on any negative aspects, and rather 

highlight the positive attitudes of these units. 

Other limitations of the interview method would include my limited experience in conducting 

interviews. To mitigate the drawbacks of this problem, I have applied interview tactics, such as 
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“the silent probe”, the “long question probe” and “probing by leading” (Russel and Bernard, 

1998, p. 219-220). Respectively, these tactics have been useful when; the participant has been 

talking about an issue particularly relevant; when questions are ambiguous and need 

elaboration; and when an identified issue is subject to the triangulation method. As will be 

elaborated in section 2.4.1 many questions and topics of conversation are led in a certain 

direction to validate data from other interview participants and from the other types of data 

collection methods applied in this study.  

2.3.2 Public Documents 

Another key resource for data collection has been information from public documents. The 

transparency and availability of documents from the US public sector have been elementary to 

grasp different aspects of the research question. Public documents are often used combined with 

other qualitative research methods as a means of triangulation (Denzin, 1970). Such documents 

are particularly well suited for qualitative case studies (Stake, 1995; Yin, 1994). Public 

documents can help “the researcher uncover meaning, develop understanding, and discover 

insights relevant to the research problem” (Merriam, 1988, p. 118). Furthermore, the method is 

advantageous for its availability, cost effectiveness, lack of research obtrusiveness and broad 

coverage (Bowen, 2009). 

On federal level, BOEM’s regulatory roadmap3 has been essential in this study to grasp the 

complexity of regulation (BOEM 2019a). The roadmap’s value pertains especially to how 

regulation is formed to govern social4 interests and to guide development activities. On 

BOEM’s website, there is also several documents that elaborately inform about previous and 

current development processes. These documents cover how BOEM oversees developments in 

several states, thus how the federal agency collaborates with states. A specific webpage with 

several documents pertaining to New York State is available. These documents include minutes 

of intergovernmental task force meetings and public meetings, and studies of environmental 

impact. Both the public and environmental element captured in these documents pertain to the 

social aspect of OSW. 

 
3 The roadmap covers the different development stages of OSW in the US, and the regulations pertaining to these 

stages. This roadmap will have introductory value in the case study in chapter 4. 
4 The aspect of social interests in this thesis is based on the industry’s coexistence with key stakeholders and in a 
minor fashion the local public. Key stakeholders are found to be; (1) other industries operating in the ocean, 

including fishery and maritime; (2) parties with environmental interests. 
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Moreover, documents published by federal government include the National Offshore Wind 

Strategy, which is a joint effort by the DOE and the DOI (BOEM, 2019x). This Strategy stresses 

how different regulatory parameters of OSW development must be established, augmented or 

changed to enable more effective development. In accord with BOEM’s regulatory roadmap, 

the National Strategy also includes fundamental regulation aimed at governing the interests of 

the public and the coexisting uses of federal waters.  

For data on the technology issue, the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), which 

also is a federal body, offers valuable contributions. Public documents from NREL cover the 

need for technological establishment, including infrastructure needs, supply chain needs and 

technical standards. While the former elements are concerns pertaining mostly to states and 

developers, technical standards are pursued by NREL due to its importance for effective federal 

regulation. To elaborate, technical standards are embedded in BOEM’s regulatory roadmap.   

On state level, New York State Offshore Wind Master Plan, released by the New York State 

Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) in 2016 has been very informative. 

The Master Plan is elementary to understand how New York State engages with the public and 

stakeholders. With respect to technology, the Master Plan also offers data on supply chain issues 

and port- and infrastructure needs. NYSERDA has complemented the Master Plan with its 

Assessments of Ports and Infrastructure from 2017 and 2018.  

NYSERDA has also received funding from the federal government to bring out the Northeast 

Offshore Wind Regional Market Characterization, “a report for the roadmap project for multi-

state cooperation on offshore wind” (NWRC, 2017). The report is a collaborative initiative by 

Rhode Island, New York and Massachusetts, which discusses northeast states’ regulative 

frameworks, legislation, policy, stakeholder interests and why the northeast would merit from 

a regional approach to offshore wind development. It thus predominantly covers the regulatory 

and social aspect of OSW and not the technological. The report reflects the interdependence of 

states for development of OSW on the northeast coast, and thus explains why there is given 

some room for the two states Rhode Island and Massachusetts in the study.  

The limitations of documents include insufficient detail (Bowen, 2009), low retrievability and 

biased selectivity (Yin, 1994). Retrievability has been unproblematic in this study and public 

documents used have been rich in detail. Biased selectivity, however, may have arisen from an 

incomplete collection of documents (ibid). Accordingly, publicly available documents may be 
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biased from their reflection of politics (Bowen, 2009). While politics most certainly play a 

major role in driving the industry forward, the governmental players publishing documents may 

be driven by political motives rather than a truthful vision for the industry.  

In accord, documents should be interpreted with a critical eye, as they may reflect plans rather 

than implementation of policy. This is especially a problem at federal level, as Congress 

struggles to enact legislation pushing the industry forward. Nevertheless, a truthful federal 

sentiment for OSW is evident with the many lease sales by BOEM in the recent decade. On 

state level, OSW has become a lawful reality through progressive and ambitious legislation.  

2.3.3 Intergovernmental Meeting Webinars 

Other key sources of data are video recordings of intergovernmental task force meetings, which 

are available to the public via BOEM’s website. Generally, observation has many advantages, 

including the pursuit of in-depth knowledge of a research phenomenon and to capture the roles 

and standpoints of different participants (Yin, 2014). For the observations made in this case 

study these elements have indeed been advantageous. Benefits of data from these meetings is 

furthermore that information is condensed to portray the most stressing and relevant issues, 

which has made it easier to funnel important information. Reasons for this concentration of 

information is due to the annual or biannual frequency of them. Furthermore, meetings are led 

by an independent party, the Consensus Building Institute, which itself should have an objective 

standpoint with regards to OSW development.  

Observations have been made of six meetings lasting from 2-8 hours each. The joint task force 

of Rhode Island and Massachusetts was the first to video-record the public meetings, which are 

referred to as webinars. To grasp how these two front-runner states have worked with OSW, I 

observed four public meetings lasting about 2 hours each. More importantly, I have observed 

two New York State task force meetings from 2017 and 2018, which are the only existing video-

recorded meetings from this state. The 2017 meeting lasted for 2 hours whereas the 2018 

meeting lasted for 8 hours. The recency of this public availability stems from the state’s learning 

from the Rhode Island/Massachusetts task force, and requests for increased transparency in 

regulatory processes.  

The value of these meetings to this study has been multitude, as they cover interactions between 

BOEM, states, industry organizations, developers and stakeholders. Predominantly, meetings 

are supposed to include participants from different levels of governments and representatives 
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of developers that can learn from regulatory processes and share information from development 

activities. However, learning from Rhode Island and Massachusetts, the New York State task 

force has invited directors and leaders of key stakeholders and industry organizations to share 

their opinion about OSW regulatory processes. The dominant stakeholder groups in these 

meetings have been commercial fisheries and environmental NGOs. Industry organizations 

advocate for both the development community and environmental NGOs in these meetings. 

Of the main limitations of this method would be the inability to observe how individuals 

communicate and act outside the meeting room. Another would be that participants of meetings 

could act untruthfully on camera. Moreover, the concentration of information in an annual or 

biannual meeting have limitations for the richness of data. Finally, a commonly referred to issue 

for observations, the obtrusiveness of the researcher in the field, is however avoided due to a 

lack of physical presence from the researcher (Bowen, 2009). This has benefits for the 

accumulation of objective data in research (ibid).  

2.3.4 Industry Podcast  

The final method for data collection in this study is a Podcast, hosted by the Business Network 

for Offshore Wind (BNOW). The Network is a non-profit organization working to facilitate the 

development of the US OSW industry, primarily the advancement of the supply chain (BNOW, 

2019). The Podcast is hosted by Josh Cohen of the BNOW, which conversates with multiple 

industry experts about the main drivers and obstacles in the industry. Topics of conversation 

are diverse and not limited to the supply chain advocacy efforts of the BNOW. 

I have listened to about twenty Podcast interviews, which last from thirty minutes to one hour. 

However, the analysis of these is delimited to the episodes where the participant stem from one 

of the case study’s subunit categories of Table 2. Thus, primary attention is given to seven 

participants, which represent the development community, key government bodies and industry 

organizations. These participants shed light on all three themes of the research question. The 

list of the participants, and how they contribute to answer the research question can be found in 

Table 4.  

Limitations of the data from these Podcast interviews relate to the limitations of previously 

elaborated methods. Of the more important limitations is the bias arising from the participants’ 

representation of corporate-, state- or federal policies (Bowen, 2009). In addition, the host of 
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the Podcast is biased from representing the interests of the BNOW. These limitations reinforce 

the importance of triangulation for validation purposes. 

Participants Topics Covered 

President and CEO for NYSERDA Regulatory / Social Affairs in New York 

Manager of OSW for NREL Technical Standards 

Senior Manager for Lloyd’s Register Port Infrastructure 

Manager Offshore Renewables for BOEM Regulatory Affairs 

Co-CEO for Orsted North America Development and Regulatory Affairs 

Project Manager for EDF Renewables Development and Port Infrastructure 

Sales Director for MHI Vestas Development and Supply Chain  

Table 3 Participants on the Podcast 

2.4 Data Analysis 

Accumulated data needs to be analyzed. Accordingly, this section first offers insights into the 

categorization of data pertaining to the three elements of the research question. Importantly, the 

themes of the research question have emerged from data collection, which is implicit in sections 

2.4.2.2 – 2.4.2.5. Subsequently, the sequence for data collection and analysis follows, which 

reflects the method of triangulation. How data has led to a delimitation of certain topics within 

the three elements of the research question should become clear in this section. And, as data is 

analyzed also with respect to the subunits of the OSW phenomenon, I will introduce these 

subunits. How data is coded with respect to the subunits can be found in Appendix 7. 

2.4.1 Categorization and Coding of Data 

Data accumulated has been coded and categorized according to the three elements of the 

research question and the subunits of analysis. To elaborate, the three themes of the research 

question and the single case study with embedded subunits assist the analytic processes in this 

study. According to Yin (2018), coding and categorization using a matrix is a general analytic 

strategy. The matrix for categorization of data pertaining to the three themes of the research is 

illustrated in Table 5.  

How subcategories within the regulatory, social and technological themes have emerged is best 

explained within the different data collection methods. Accumulating data within these three 

categories have led to the emphasis on the given subunits of analysis, uncovered in Table 5. 
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Codes of data pertaining to the subunits of analysis is attached as Appendix 7, which has the 

same format as Table 4 except from switching the labels on the left column to the subunits. 

Thus, to get an understanding of how the units relate to regulatory, social and technological 

issues, Appendix 7 is most useful. How Appendix 7 contributes to answer the research question 

is due to its value in identifying issues pertaining to different subunits and to uncover which 

subunits are important for acting on issues. 

 Regulatory Issues  Social Issues Technological Issues 

Method 1: Public Documents    

Method 2: Webinars    

Method 3: Podcast    

Method 4: Interviews    

Table 4 Matrix for Coding Data 

2.4.1.1 Public Documents  

Public documents used for data collection in this thesis are published by key regulatory units, 

which delimits the scope of the units relating to the regulatory theme. Accordingly, documents 

published by the Department of Interior (DOI), the Department of Energy (DOE) and the 

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management (BOEM) fall into the federal category. Documents 

published by NYSERDA fall into the state category.  

Public documents were read multiple times to identify categories within the elements of the 

research question. Notes were taken to grasp the complexity of regulation and learn how 

regulations govern development, stakeholders and the extent to which regulatory bodies are 

responsible for technological issues. A few documents analyzed were published three to seven 

years ago, which allowed for comparison of regulatory agendas and activities over time. 

On the regulatory level, codes evident in data includes how federal government aim to enable 

effective intergovernmental collaboration and to improve their own frameworks for regulatory 

oversight. At state level the most important code is perhaps the notion that legislation drives 

the industry forward. Very important are also states desire to consult with key stakeholders, 

including fisheries and environmental NGOs as well as other players. State documents 

furthermore pointed to how states aim to improve port infrastructure and to promote local 

content in supply chains. These latter codes refer to the technological theme of the research.  
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2.4.1.2 Intergovernmental Meeting Webinars  

From the joint task force meeting of Rhode Island and Massachusetts I looked for codes from 

speakers that signaled how the two states became front-runners in OSW development. These 

codes essentially pointed to the same codes as found in public documents, reinforcing the 

importance of close intergovernmental coordination, state environmental legislation and 

stakeholder consultation in the form of collaborative stakeholder working groups. These codes 

align with the regulative and social elements of the research question and validate previous 

codes. This allowed for comparison of data to the New York meetings to see if there were any 

matching patterns.  

For the New York meeting I found that the intergovernmental task force had indeed ensured 

closer coordination, that the State was driven by ambitious legislation and that New York had 

established working groups mirroring those of Rhode Island and Massachusetts, which were 

aimed specifically at environmental and fisheries issues as well as maritime. Thus, patterns of 

data were matching. However, the New York task force meeting was subject to much more 

noise from stakeholders, especially fisheries. Accordingly, the opinions of fisheries and other 

stakeholders were transcribed fully and used to mirror these players’ narrative about the OSW 

industry in the case study. Because the New York task force had invited the relevant 

stakeholders from the industry this enabled the identification of different units of fisheries 

especially, but also environmental stakeholders5.  

2.4.1.3 Podcast  

Seven out of twenty Podcast interviews were subject to note taking, as these seven were most 

relevant for data related to the research question and emerging themes. Three of these were 

fully transcribed due to their specific value and explanation of important themes. This was the 

case for the three first participants of Table 5 in section 2.4.4 which mirror identified units for 

the case study. 

For the regulatory category, leaders of BOEM highlighted the increased competitive interest 

from developers, which signals higher lease sale prices and thus a greater sentiment from federal 

level to pursue OSW. From NYSERDA, codes that emerged were legislative drive for OSW, 

the state’s interest in being a hub for port infrastructure, and the necessity of accounting for 

fisheries and environmental stakeholders as well as maritime. Thus, the social and technological 

 
5 See Table 5 for units. 
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elements were also covered. Other participants on the Podcast pointed to several of the same 

codes. Finally, the richness of data from the Podcast validated the relevance of many identified 

codes in data but brought more detail to them. In effect, this enabled more fruitful interviews.  

2.4.1.4 Interviews  

For the self-conducted interviews, these were all transcribed and read several times to grasp the 

content. Data was then categorized with respect to the three themes of the research question, by 

highlighting text using different colors for each research question element. The interview guides 

were designed to primarily collect data from the individual participant’s expert area. However, 

interviewees were selected to also shed light on other topics of the research question. This 

allowed for pattern matching of data. The coding element of this pattern matching pertain to 

the three themes of the research question, but also sub-themes of these.  

Data from interviews validated identified categories and codes relating to all three elements of 

the research question but brought essential detail to these. As the developers are not an element 

of the research question but nevertheless the central players in the industry, this allowed 

interviews to target interlinks between emerging categories and subunits. Accordingly, the 

analytic processes of going through transcripts and notes were driven to highlight these 

interlinks. What became evident is that mitigation of OSW issues relies on collaborative 

approaches from different subunits.  

2.4.2 Sequence of Data Collection and Triangulation 

As implied by Figure 1 and from the previous sections, doing case study research is an iterative 

process (Yin, 2018). This is especially the case for the data collection and analysis in this thesis. 

Collecting and coding data from individual sources of data has led to the search for augmented 

understanding of data, including similar codes using other methods of data collection. This 

analytic process is referred to as triangulation (Yin, 2018). The sequence of triangulation is 

indicated from the previous sections, which is the order of data collection, simplified. Naturally, 

this sequence involves many back-and-forth processes to revisit sources of data after analyzing 

data. However, the simplified order was presented. I aim to build on previous analytic remarks 

to more effectively enable a path of replication for this thesis research (ibid).  

Data collection started by reading public documents from regulatory players on their plans for 

OSW. This includes the National Strategy for Offshore Wind and New York’s Master Plan for 

OSW. At the same time, I made two initial interviews with a participant from Orsted to learn 
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about the appeal of the US market for international developers, the role of state and federal 

governments for OSW, and to clarify ambiguous terms in the industry. In the second stage, I 

observed intergovernmental meetings to gain deeper knowledge of the role of different players 

and to learn how the federalist structure of the OSW industry works in practice. Third, I listened 

to industry experts conversating about OSW from the Podcast. Finally, after accumulating a 

wealth of data, I made interviews with developers that had expertise within the areas I had found 

relevant to study. 

The first interviews accumulated data about the roles of federal and state government and 

fisheries as an important stakeholder. This data was coded to synthesize the activities in motion 

from regulators and why fisheries oppose OSW. About the same time, I collected data from 

public documents to validate which plans and policies regulators have for OSW and the extent 

to how regulators govern stakeholder interests. In these documents I identified that another 

stakeholder issue was of environmental character. I coded the environmental issue as a two-

folded one, where one reflected environmental policy to mitigate climate change and another 

the concerns for marine life. Documents also helped identify the themes and issues related to 

the technological issue. Next, the observation of intergovernmental meetings validated codes 

related to stakeholder issues, and how regulators act on these issues. The podcast was especially 

important to grasp the port infrastructure needs and technical standards. For the four final 

interviews I had discovered many codes, which are mirrored on the most basic level in the 

interview guides. In turn, any codes emerging from interviews led to iterative data collection 

processes or simply a review of the database for validation purposes. 

2.4.3 Categorization of Embedded Subunits 

Furthermore, data has been categorized with respect to the embedded subunits, which has 

helped delimit the case study and shed light on the role of different players. Indeed, it is not the 

motive of this thesis to operationalize how all elements of regulatory, social or technological 

issues in the OSW energy industry in the US are mitigated. Accordingly, these issues are also 

analyzed with respect to the subunits of the OSW case study. As a result, this categorization of 

the case study stem from the single case with embedded subunits design. Important to note is 

that subunits are categorized with respect to the group they belong to rather than the three 

elements of the research question. This is because data on most units shed light on more than 

one element of the research question. For example, the development community, industry 

organizations and regulatory actors are all relevant for mitigation of technological issues. 
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The state regulatory unit in this thesis is the New York State Energy Research and Development 

Authority (NYSERDA), which is the one essential authority for OSW energy in the state. 

However, since OSW development takes place in federal waters, BOEM is the main regulatory 

authority for OSW. BOEM is a bureau within the DOI, which’ leader is a Secretary in the 

advisory Cabinet of the President. This is also the case for the DOE, which sets targets for 

renewable energy capacity, however, with limited autonomy to drive OSW development 

forward. Data from these units is essential to understand how regulative and social issues are 

mitigated. 

For the stakeholder group of units, which reflect social issues, the thesis emphasizes the 

coexistence of OSW with other ocean users, such as fisheries. Fisheries indeed dominate the 

two top stakeholders in Table 5. In addition, there is an environmental issue, which is two-fold. 

Environmental NGOs tend to embrace OSW in its role for mitigating climate change. There 

are, however, also signals of concern for marine mammals and habitats. In sum, these elements 

are referred to by developers and regulators as stakeholder issues. Accordingly, this thesis will 

apply this term, disregarding the notion that a stakeholder has a more diverse definition.  

Developers 

Orsted  

Equinor  

MHI Vestas 

EDF Renewables 

Regulatory Actors 

Department of Interior/Energy 

Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 

New York State Energy Research and 

Development Authority 

Industry Organizations 

Offshore Wind Technical Advisory Panel 

Business Network for Offshore Wind  

New York Offshore Wind Alliance 

Lloyd’s Register 

Stakeholders 

Responsible Offshore Development 

Alliance 

Long Island Fisheries Association 

National Wildlife Federation 

Commercial Maritime Industry 

Table 5 Categorization of Embedded Subunits 

Finally, the role of the industry organizations is slightly more diverse. The Offshore Wind 

Technical Advisory Panel (OWTAP) works to ratify technical standards pertaining to best 

practice development, and sheds lights on both regulatory and technological challenges. The 

Business Network for Offshore Wind (BNOW) aims to advance the supply chain and advocate 
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for technological needs. The New York Offshore Wind Alliance (NYOWA) sheds light on both 

the technological and social theme, as it advocates for environmental interests and the interests 

of developers to spark investments in port infrastructure and supply chains. Finally, Lloyd’s 

register is the expert organization in port infrastructure, thus covers the technological aspect. 

2.4.4 “Operational Measures”  

To revisit the previous sections, Table 6 present a simplified version of the operational measures 

that have emerged from data. As this thesis is not by any means of quantitative character, the 

term measure should be viewed within its qualitative limitations and specific ambiguity of 

themes in this thesis.  

How are Regulative Issues Mitigated? 

 Federal Regulators 

Establishment of Regulatory Roadmap 

Intergovernmental Collaboration 

State Regulators 

Legislation 

 

How are Social Issues Mitigated? 

Federal and State Regulators 
Include Stakeholders/Public in Planning 

Legislation and Working Groups 

Developers and Industry Organizations 
Engage with Local Community 

Engage with Stakeholders  

How are Technological Issues Mitigated? 

Federal and State Regulators 

Technical Standards Efforts 

Supply Chain Advancement Efforts 

Port Infrastructure Efforts 

Developers and Industry Organizations 

Technical Standards Efforts 

Supply Chain Advancement Efforts 

Port Infrastructure Efforts  

Table 6 Operational Measures 

2.5 Interpretation of Data  

Although constructivists value subjective information, they are much aware of the bias and the 

bounded rationality that may arise in qualitative case study research (e.g. Yin, 2018). In effect, 

data must be interpreted according to the limitations of the methods used. While drawbacks of 

the case study method and data collection methods have been introduced and to a minor degree 

briefed with respect to their limitations, this section will more elaborately address these in line 

with the two terms validity and reliability. 
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2.5.1 Construct Validity  

Most importantly, the “operational measures” used to answer the research question are 

simplified constructs of empirical data (Yin, 2018, p. 10). Identifying and operationalizing all 

important themes and codes pertaining to the OSW industry in the US is a difficult task, given 

the time and resource constraints of this study. Indeed, operational measures included may not 

be the “correct” measures (Yin, 2003, p. 15). Moreover, it must be stressed that the construct 

validity of this thesis is substantially challenged by the complexity of analyzing an industry. It 

is problematic that the industry is a phenomenon with too many variables to operationalize. 

While the presented limitations are problematic, I have tried to mitigate the issue by delimiting 

the case study to the embedded subunits of Table 5 and the operational measures of Table 6. 

While the units in table 5 are indeed dominant in this thesis, other units also emerge from the 

data. Table 6 is, as implied, a simplified construct, but presented to synthesize themes studied. 

While the measures from Table 6 have been pursued consistently, in line with Yin (2018), their 

rich character makes it difficult to operationalize them less ambiguously.  

2.5.2 Internal Validity  

The internal validity of this thesis is largely related to the handling of the accumulated data. I 

have pursued internal validity through careful selection of informants and other data sources, 

pattern matching and triangulation. Accordingly, data collection and analysis are rigorously 

planned and brought out. Nevertheless, implicit and hidden meanings in data suggest that data 

should be carefully interpreted. Triangulation is, however, applied to mitigate this flaw. Yin 

(2018) would furthermore argue for the value of subjective data.  

On an internal level, a main disadvantage of case studies is the reliance on in-depth interviews, 

where participants may be biased and thus construct their own subjective reality about a 

phenomenon on problematic grounds (Yin, 2014). Although such subjectivity is appreciated, 

the researcher must be aware of spurious and hidden meanings in data, which becomes hard to 

interpret and which in turn makes validity claims difficult (ibid). Effectively, awareness of the 

subjective preconceptions of the OSW industry from participants of the study, organizations 

and governmental bodies, is critical for data interpretation. 

Such bias also arises from having a single researcher collecting and interpreting data, as the 

researcher subjectively constructs his own reality (ibid). This is most probably the case for this 

thesis. I am likely subjective from an environmentalist standpoint, which may lead me to pursue 
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evidence and interpret data that pertains to my own social construction of the OSW industry, 

which I perceive as legitimate. Other researchers, with a different mindset, may perceive data 

differently and thus also interpret data differently.  

2.5.3 External Validity  

As qualitative single-case studies are not well suited to explain cause-effect relationships and 

not very suited for generalization, this limits external validity (ibid). However, as previously 

implied, such a motive has not driven this thesis. Ambiguous contextual boundaries between 

phenomenon and context also disincentivizes general conclusions. Scholarly domains this 

thesis relates to, however, offer fruitful discussions. It should be mentioned that discussion with 

domains from the literature itself suffers from limitations, as the researcher has had limited time 

to explore aspects of research pertaining to these related fields. Nevertheless, data from this 

thesis does point to similarities with research of others. Summary of results and discussions 

with scholars in related fields are based on data using a specific methodological path, which’ 

limitations have influenced data interpretation. Accordingly, the researcher suggests that the 

validity of results on the external level are limited to the methodology of this thesis. 

Generalization becomes especially difficult as other dynamics most certainly play out in other 

cases, say, a Western state in the US. This is indeed the case, as the Western part of the US 

have far deeper waters which promotes more flexibility for siting. Siting is essentially the issue 

when comes to the social aspect of OSW and the industry’s coexistence with competing uses. 

Deep waters also require different technology and supply chain activities. Furthermore, the 

regional aspect of OSW in the northeast differs from the west, as collective efforts to pursue 

OSW depends on regional political structures. For example, collective efforts to mitigate 

greenhouse gas emissions have seen far greater results in the northeast as compared to the west.  

Thus, the regional interconnections between states make it hard to bound a study about OSW 

in the US to a one-state case and then argue that this the general case. In addition, the northeast 

states have different financial mechanisms to promote OSW, different political agendas and 

legislation. Thus, governmental agencies in different states approach OSW differently, 

including their activities to liaise with stakeholders, communicate with developers and interact 

with federal agencies. Specific for New York State is for example its prime location for North 

Atlantic fishery, which naturally evoke strong public opinion as jobs pertaining to competing 

uses of waters become threatened. In sum, the ambiguity of the contextual boundaries of this 
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case and thus the many external factors that can play out in other cases disincentivize external 

validity claims.   

2.5.4 Reliability   

With respect to the reliability of this thesis, I have offered a path for replication, which implies 

that if another researcher would research the same phenomenon using the same methodology, 

this person should obtain similar results. This includes using the same type of case study with 

a similar delimitation of case and which is subject to similar methodological limitations. In sum, 

the reliability of this thesis can be interpreted in accord with the limitations of the different 

types of validity (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Patton, 2001).  
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3 Literature Review 

This chapter first introduces literature that emphasizes the OSW energy industry in the US from 

the perspective of energy research. Subsequently, the next sections present fields of research 

related to the phenomenon studied.  

3.1 Offshore Wind in The United States 

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 initiated the emergence of the OSW industry in the United 

States (Firestone, 2017). With this Act, authoritative regulators were assigned the responsibility 

to lease federal waters for OSW projects (ibid). Nevertheless, the industry had to wait until 

2016 before the first OSW farm was constructed (ibid). The following chapter will introduce 

the US context for OSW, which will be the baseline for understanding the dynamics driving the 

industry’s emergence. 

In the US, federal promotion of OSW power is driven by the Department of Energy (DOE), 

which envisions 3 giga-watts (GW) of offshore wind capacity by 2020, 22 GW by 2030 and 86 

GW by 2050 in its 2015 Wind Vision (Firestone, 2017). To see these targets in perspective, the 

US is currently home to one offshore wind farm consisting of 5 wind turbines that in total 

generates a capacity of 30 mega-watts (MW) of electricity (ibid). Thus, the targets by the DOE 

signal serious adoption of OSW as a source of energy. To reach these goals, however, requires 

near term policy support from states (ibid). This is because legislation supporting offshore wind 

development is easier adopted by states (ibid).  

As an example, Massachusetts have enacted legislation that requires electric utilities to secure 

1,6 GW of offshore wind power (ibid), a target later raised to 3,2 GW. As most of the federal 

capacity targets are expected to occur in the northeast, states in this region play significant roles 

for the acceleration of the industry (ibid). In the US, the North Atlantic region holds the greatest 

technical potential for offshore wind, taking into consideration wind speeds, coastlines and 

water depths (Musial et al., 2016). 

In sum, these factors combined reflect the net capacity factor of offshore wind energy potential, 

also referred to as the technical potential of offshore wind energy (ibid). The highest technical 

potential is found in northeast states, such as Maine, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New York 

and New Jersey, where Massachusetts rank first (ibid). In total, the technical resource potential 

of offshore wind in the US is measured to 7,2 terawatt-hours per year, which is twice the 

electricity used in the US in 2014 (ibid). Finally, “In the context of the greater energy, 
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environmental and economic concerns the nation faces, accelerating the deployment of offshore 

wind could have tremendous benefits to the United States” (Musial and Ram, 2010). For the 

targets set by DOE to materialize, however, knowledge must be accumulated, and technological 

infrastructure must come in place to drive down the costs of offshore wind activities (ibid). 

3.1.1 Technology 

Research on the technological status quo for OSW in the US is very limited. However, scholars 

do recognize fundamental technology needs for the industry to take off (Musial et al., 2012). 

Fundamentally, in order to meet the targets and support the development process, the US needs 

to establish port infrastructure for OSW and a local supply chain (ibid). These two factors are 

critical to reduce the levelized cost of energy (LCOE), which is the standard measure of the 

price-competitiveness of energy sources (Sun et al., 2012; Musial et al., 2016). The one-time 

costs associated with establishing the necessary infrastructure are considered to impede the 

initial stages of development, as small-scale projects will not be able to absorb these costs (ibid). 

These costs relate to upgrades to ports, harbors, manufacturing facilities as well as vessels 

(ibid).  

Generally, the application of offshore wind energy is suggested to be strongly influenced by 

governmental policy (Wüstenhagen et al., 2007). States decide the weight of renewables in their 

energy mix, and the weight of offshore wind in their renewable energy portfolios (ibid). This 

perspective reflects the tendency of a top-down, hierarchical way of energy systems planning 

(Wolsink, 2003; Cowell & Owens, 2006). In the US, however, top-down decision making must 

take responsibility for offshore wind having largely been a “missed opportunity” (Firestone, 

2017, p. 145). As it has come to be, the offshore wind industry in the United States relies on 

competences from European multinationals to accelerate the emergence of the industry (ibid). 

The US must also look to Europe to gain knowledge about supply chain practices and the 

technological infrastructure necessary to drive down costs (ibid).  

3.1.2 Social Acceptance 

In general, barriers to social acceptance of renewable energy exist in politics, in the marketplace 

and in local communities (Wüstenhagen et al., 2007). Carlman (1984, p. 339) discovered that 

wind turbines were “a matter of public, political and regulatory acceptance” and that 

implementation of wind power was subject to several socio-political constraints. Studies have 

further focused on a lack of support among key stakeholders and reluctance among policy makers 
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to dedicate themselves to policy supporting wind power (Bosley & Bosley, 1988; Thayer, 1988; 

Wolsink, 1987). Moreover, building a wind farm becomes a local political decision which 

involves a variety of stakeholders including higher tiers of government, domestic and foreign 

investors, large energy companies, surrounding residents and organizations (Wüstenhagen et al., 

2007).  

In the US, offshore wind has faced similar problems to those covered in the presented literary 

works. For example, local public opinion killed the development of Massachusetts’ Cape Wind 

in 2017, which obtained all necessary state and local pre-construction approvals in 2009 

(Firestone and Kempton, 2009). Cape Wind, which was projected to be the first offshore wind 

farm in the US was terminated after having met resistance from The Alliance, an organization 

established to fight against it (ibid). The Alliance’ opposition to Cape Wind was supported by 

financial donors, local media, Federal legislators including a US Senator and the Massachusetts 

Governor and Attorney General (ibid). Resistance was driven by concerns with marine life and 

environmental impacts, electricity rates, aesthetics and impacts on fishing and boating (ibid). 

Surveys to residents in the Cape Wind area found that such resistance can be reduced with 

knowledge of the comparative advantage offshore wind power has over fossil fuel generation 

in terms of human health risks and mitigation of climate change (ibid). 

More recently, studies have found support for the only operative offshore wind farm in the US, 

Block Island, partly due to its symbolism of progress towards clean energy (Firestone et al., 

2018). These results are consistent with earlier research which finds that anticipated beliefs 

about natural resource- and economic effects have the most explanatory power for offshore 

wind support (Bidwell, 2015). What resonated most with the smaller proportion of opponents 

was “the loss of something intangible, where all you see is the ocean” (Firestone et al., 2018). 

These results suggest that public perceptions of landscape fit and visual impact are linked to the 

symbolic meanings ascribed to wind turbines (ibid). In sum, raised awareness of health-related, 

economic and environmental benefits of offshore wind may alter future support for offshore 

wind (ibid). 

3.1.3 Regulation 

From the regulative perspective, this section presents both the authorities of OSW in the US 

as well as the legal design for OSW. 
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3.1.3.1 Regulatory Authorities  

The main authority of offshore wind development is the Federal Bureau of Ocean Energy 

Management (BOEM), which implements policy through designation, leasing and permitting 

of offshore wind projects (Firestone et al., 2018). Federal authority in siting and leasing stems 

from the location of offshore wind projects in the US, which occur in federal waters, generally 

about 3-200 nautical miles from the coastline (Musial and Ram, 2010). As BOEM identifies 

and controls the areas where offshore wind development takes place, the agency plays an 

important role to mitigate the social issues that may arise in siting of projects (Firestone, 2017). 

Throughout the development process, and especially in the planning stage, BOEM must 

coordinate with a multitude of other federal agencies, which all have their own single-issue 

mandates for offshore activities. Of the more influential federal agencies to offshore wind 

siting, are the Department of Defense (DOD) and the US Coast Guard (USCG), respectively 

involved with military training at sea and navigation at sea (ibid). 

On State level, governments play a critical regulatory role for several reasons. States control 

the development of natural resources within the first three miles from shore where wind farm 

cables would pass (ibid). States also have authority under federal government’s Coastal Zone 

Management Act, which targets states to adopt coastal management plans and provides them 

autonomy to override Federal development authorizations such as leases, in case these are 

inconsistent with state plans (ibid). Moreover, states play a vital role in development as they 

have final word in approval of contracts for the purchase of electricity (ibid). Finally, states 

have independent plans for clean energy, including targets for offshore wind capacity and 

greenhouse gas emission reduction targets (ibid). 

Other players are also vital for the development of offshore wind. Regional transmission 

organizations together with independent system operators control access and interconnection to 

the power grid (ibid). These actors also control the wholesale of electricity and regulate demand 

(ibid). Finally, Indian Tribes are considered a governmental entity in the US constitution, whose 

sovereignty matters when development occurs on Indian land (bid).  

3.1.3.2 Legal Design 

Firestone (2017) also explains and challenges the current legal design for offshore wind. 

Although offshore wind power has received bipartisan support, achieving the votes of support 

for tax credits for offshore wind power has never been easy, and will likely even be more 
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difficult with offshore wind power given its “blue” state orientation (Firestone, 2017, p. 152). 

Moreover, offshore wind power development will likely suffer from laws changing very slowly 

in the US and that it is extremely difficult to accomplish anything legislatively (ibid). 

Consequently, fixing the “obvious legislative faults” of BOEM’s offshore wind licensing 

regime becomes difficult (ibid). In addition, Federal attention to OSW power development may 

have been slowed due to high cost of offshore wind energy relative to low natural gas prices in 

the US, resulting in political capital being placed elsewhere (ibid). 

At the Federal level, the main financial drivers of wind power development on land has been 

the production tax credit based on power produced and more recently the investment tax credit 

based on a percentage of capital cost expenditures (ibid). Although the investment tax credit is 

considered a better mechanism for capital intensive projects, like offshore wind, both forms of 

tax credits are flawed because they are valid for one or two years, then requires Congressional 

reauthorization (ibid). This would result in uneven development year to year in the US, which 

is especially problematic for offshore wind, subject to a development time horizon of five to 

seven years (ibid). Although Congress and the industry established in 2015 a five-year wind 

power production tax credit, further progress must be made at Federal level with lowering the 

cost of capital and ensuring greater loan guarantees (ibid). 

At regional and state level, OSW power development can benefit from those jurisdictions that 

have carbon-trading regimes (ibid). This is not because of any links between the two, but 

because offshore wind power operators need not pay for carbon allowances, while fossil fuel 

plants do (ibid). The Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI), which includes several states 

along the Atlantic coastline, is an example of such a regime (ibid). Although this regional 

collaboration has its benefits it does not necessarily reflect a functioning legal design. The 

regional context may have emerged from domestic (between-states) trade laws, representing a 

lack of power among individual states to regulate offshore wind independently (ibid). This can 

be exemplified with the purchase of renewable energy credits on a regional rather than a state-

basis (ibid). In addition, as offshore wind power has been priced above market rates, electric 

utilities would have a greater incentive to obtain RECs through purchasing other types of 

renewable energy, such as onshore wind power or solar energy (ibid). 

Moreover, environmental law plays a central role in offshore wind regulation. The National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), comprises the laws that govern what is referred to in the 

US as the Environmental Impact Statement (ibid). Governing these laws is BOEM, which is 
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required under NEPA to analyze the environmental impacts of the actions made by offshore 

wind developers, including adverse effects that cannot be avoided, and alternatives to the 

proposed actions (ibid). This brings into play a variety of stakeholders, as effects may be of 

ecologic, aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social or health-related character (ibid). There 

have been several litigations over the adequacy of an EIS, which have touched upon issues such 

as endangered species and historic preservation (ibid). These issues highlight the importance of 

marine planning for the legal regime of the OSW industry (ibid). 

The process of creating marine spatial plans have emerged from the 2010 Nation Ocean Policy 

which seeks to “ensure the protection, maintenance, and restoration of the health of the ocean, 

coastal and Great Lakes ecosystems and resources (Firestone, 2017, p. 157). While some states 

have independent plans, the Northeast which is comprised of the New England states, and the 

Mid-Atlantic which runs from Virginia to New York, have chosen to create regional plans 

(Firestone, 2017). These plans were adopted in 2016 and may help mitigate conflicts as they 

give rise to improved coordination, consultation and governance rather than impose new 

regulations (ibid). In the past, however, such mechanisms have been missing, leading to 

conflicts between key stakeholders and hampered development. 

3.1.4 Challenges and Opportunities  

Of the most important challenges to date is the power that BOEM hold over the lease process, 

and the fact that state electricity markets play little to no role in pre-selection of developers 

(Firestone, 2017). Sites are auctioned to the highest bidder without regard to bidders’ relative 

competency and financial resources to complete these ambitious projects so long as the bidder 

passes minimum standards (ibid). Consequently, competition over bonus payment to the federal 

government trumps the more ideal setting where states can have developers vetted by electric 

utility commissions (ibid). The latter scenario would have the potential to value the developer’s 

experience and competency and would likely lower the price on the consumer’s end (ibid). 

The implications of the not so well-functioning and slow regulatory regime extends to investors, 

who must wait a long time to see return on their investment (ibid). Investor uncertainty could 

be mitigated by adopting the Carper-Collins bill, which ensures tax credits on capital costs until 

offshore wind capacity has reached 3 GW (ibid). Nevertheless, high capital costs require 

assurances in the form of power purchase agreements (PPAs) or laws for offshore wind 

renewable credits (OREC) for projects to be financeable (ibid). PPAs ensure a fixed revenue 

stream for sellers of offshore wind power over a fixed period, often about 20 years. ORECs 
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reflect another contractual financial mechanism used for sales agreements in the US and can be 

enacted into state law. Although ORECs may be designed differently, the general description 

is that they require electric utilities in wholesale markets to buy a given percentage of electricity 

from offshore wind power sellers. Similar as to the PPA, the OREC involves a long-term power 

purchase contract. The price of electricity in these contracts are likely to be high for the initial 

projects until economies of scale and local infrastructure, local manufacturing of turbine 

components and the supply chain mature (ibid).  

Furthermore, it is problematic that the US does not price the external costs of energy production, 

such as the externalities affecting the climate, health and ecology (ibid). Solutions to these 

problems include expansion of practices such as the RGGI to other jurisdictions and the 

imposition of much tighter caps within RGGI states (ibid). This would increase the price of 

carbon allowances closer to the social cost of carbon and in turn balance the competitiveness 

of conventional and renewable sources of electricity (ibid). The fact that the present offshore 

wind power regulatory regime in the US is based too closely on the regime for offshore oil and 

gas poses its own unique catastrophic risks (ibid). “Any risks imposed by offshore wind must 

be balanced against the risks of delay (or failure to develop at all) to climate and health, given 

that energy created from offshore wind turbines is likely to displace coal and natural gas 

generation” (Firestone, 2017, p. 162).  

“The existing bulky regulatory regime leads not only to delayed development, but to more 

expensive development as well” (Firestone, 2017, p. 162). Regulatory reform is needed, 

potentially advanced by the Trump Administration as part of a broader objective to make offshore 

wind its own (Firestone, 2017). OSW power development would merit from a stronger federal 

infrastructure strategy, stronger regional cooperation and a more state-centric approach (ibid). 

This would support the financial management of a very capital-intensive process, create more 

rightful competition and result in reduced prices for residential ratepayers rather than bonus 

money to the federal treasury (ibid).  

With regards to social acceptance of wind farm projects “it appears wise for BOEM, the states, 

developers, and even localities to engage users of the marine environment early in the site 

selection process and to continue to do so throughout project development” (Firestone et al., 

2018, p. 242). Developers will experience increased difficulty and delay in complying with the 

rules and regulations encompassing the marine environment (Firestone, 2017).  
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Finally, although socio-economic and environmental risks associated with offshore wind 

energy are not as serious or potentially catastrophic compared with competing energy supply 

technologies, involving stakeholders early in the development will minimize many of the 

existing risks (Musial and Ram, 2010). These point to primary stakeholder concerns, which 

include marine animal populations, visual effects, marine safety and competing uses on the 

outer continental shelf (OCS) (ibid). To mitigate the risks related with these, prudent siting 

strategies of the federal government that involve states and stakeholders at an early stage are 

required (ibid). 

3.2 Environmental Regulation in the United States  

Related to the scholarly field of offshore wind in the United States is environmental regulation. 

The literature on environmental regulation in the United States serves insight to the roles of 

state versus federal governments in progressive environmental policy. 

3.2.1 State Versus Federal Government  

Scholars concerned with regulatory federalism in the US emphasize the role of state governments 

versus the federal government in promoting social governance, including environmentally 

friendly policy (Peters & Pierre, 1998; Revesz, 2001). Accordingly, state- and local governments 

are suggested to have greater latitude in governing social interests and have closer relationships 

with the private sector in its own area (Peters & Pierre, 1998). As a result, sub-national 

governments are often a more powerful actor than the federal government (ibid). Moreover, while 

scholars suggest federal intervention is always effective, Revesz (2001) rejects this hypothesis in 

his research on environmental regulation in the US. According to Revesz, states have the power 

to enact socially optimal environmental regulation, and this regulation is often more welfare 

maximizing than federal environmental regulation (ibid). 

However, the federal government is responsible for enabling the political agenda with the use 

of “block grants” that provide sub-national governments “with resources and the latitude to 

develop more creative means to provide services to the public” (Peters & Pierre, p. 239, 1998). 

According to scholars (e.g. Konisky and Woods, 2016, p. 368), the Obama Administration 

played a vital role in promoting federal environmental policy, where previous republican 

Administrations have shown reluctance to “strengthen environmental protection”. The Obama 

Administration gave rise to the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) after 

the financial crises, which injected $840 billion into the economy, where one of the goals was 
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to help launch the US transition to a cleaner energy economy (Grunwald, 2012). ARRA targeted 

approximately $66 billion to energy technology innovation, green jobs, and energy efficiency 

improvements, representing “the largest federal infusion of fiscal resources into energy-related 

activities in modern history” (Carley et al., 2015). 

ARRA does however also symbolize that environmental policy in the United States is largely 

state driven, as funds were allocated to support the progressive climate sentiments of states 

(Konisky and Woods, 2016). Congress is suggested to reflect a “legislative gridlock” which has 

existed for “more than two decades” and “prevented major changes to federal environmental 

policy” (Konisky and Woods, 2016, p. 367). Several scholars highlight the important role of 

states for environmental policy (e.g. Peters and Pierre, 1998; Revesz, 2001; Rabe, 2008; Rabe 

2011, Carley et al., 2015; Konisky and Woods, 2016). While federal government has failed to 

implement a carbon tax, seen by economists to be the most effective way to mitigate climate 

change, states have implemented important policy instruments such as renewable portfolio 

standards (RPS) and regional intergovernmental emission trading schemes (Rabe, 2008; 

Konisky and Woods, 2016). That said, state environmental policy is not unidirectional; the 

policies states can adopt are multitude and no two states have uniform profiles in terms of 

climate policy adoption (Rabe, 2008; Konisky and Woods, 2016). 

3.2.2 Renewable Portfolio Standards  

More than the majority of states in the US have implemented RPS (Konisky and Woods, 2016), 

which require “that all providers of electricity within a state increase the amount of power that 

they derive from renewables over time” (Rabe, 2008, p. 119). Of eight major climate policies, 

the RPS have been the most popular politically, where states in the north east and California 

are seen most ambitious and with the highest RPS targets (ibid). “Most states enacting RPSs 

have characterized them as strategic investments in future technologies that could provide long-

term economic benefits” (Rabe, 2008, p. 120). In accord, renewable energy is portrayed as more 

labor intensive than conventional electricity, which has framed the debate on RPS as a source 

of within-state job creation (ibid). In addition, RPS draws broad, bipartisan support in states 

with partisan control, which reflects the policy instrument’s popularity in political debates 

(ibid). Finally, several scholars (Carley and Miller, 2012; Chandler, 2009; Lyon and Yin, 2010; 

Yi and Feiock, 2012) have found that state political ideology is an important determinant of 

RPS adoption. 
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3.2.3 Emissions Trading  

Compared to the RPS, which is a one-state policy instrument, emissions trading in the US is 

designed for a regional impact. The scholarly emphasis on emissions trading in environmental 

policy allows this thesis to re-visit the RGGI in the northeastern states of the US, which is the 

one region where inter-governmental emission trading scheme that has been most effective 

(Konisky and Woods, 2016). To elaborate, west coast states have created a similar but broader 

scheme through the Western Climate Initiative, however, several states have pulled out and 

California is the only state endorsing its commitments (ibid). To briefly elaborate on the RGGI, 

it includes ten northeastern states, including Massachusetts and New York, where the latter is 

accredited its establishment (ibid). Simply, the RGGI sets a cap on carbon dioxide emission for 

power plants, which if overtread involves a cost that generates proceeds for states to reinvest in 

clean energy development (ibid). To make this system work optimally requires each state to 

achieve formal political support, as compliance requires legislative or executive action – which 

has been problematic as institutional structures across state borders have impacted the 

incentives to fully commit (ibid). Nevertheless, the northeast resembles a progressive region 

for renewables (ibid). 

3.3 Emerging Industries  

The OSW industry in the US reflects the emergence of a new industry. Accordingly, getting 

familiar with the emerging industries research fields may augment the understanding of what it 

takes for the OSW industry to blossom.  

3.3.1 Introduction to the Concept 

According to scholars who have reviewed the literature on emerging industries, three stages of 

emergence include initiation, followed by a co-evolutionary and a market growth stage 

(Gustafsson et al., 2016). It is this second stage, the co-evolutionary one, which is recognized 

as the key emergent stage of industry development (e.g. Forbes and Kirsch, 2011). In this stage, 

the meaningfulness of communication between stakeholders regarding their activities in the 

industry is highlighted (Suarez et al. 2014). This stage is also recognized as one dominated by 

collaborative actions by firms, for example collective innovation activities (Gustafsson et al., 

2016). Moreover, economists and scholars highlight the role of an increasing number of market 

entries in the co-evolutionary stage, which reflects the high growth potential of emerging 

industries (Agarwal and Bayus, 2004; Klepper and Graddy, 1990). 
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Moreover, scholars have tried to explain co-evolutionary processes in emerging industries 

through a focus on roles, such as the emergent role of government agencies and institutional 

investors to support development (Woolley, 2014). Other scholars emphasize active 

development of industry structure, business models and value chains (Mezias and Kuperman, 

2001). Moreover, central to the co-evolutionary stage is competition between different 

technologies, technological designs, value chains and platforms (Gustafsson et al., 2016).  

Regarding the transition from co-evolutionary stage to the market growth stage, this depends 

great deal on the ability of industry players to develop standards (ibid) and on cooperation 

between organizations with high-end technological competence that effectively set industry 

standards to countervail uncertainties (Rosenkampf and Tushman, 1998). This is supported by 

other scholars who have found that co-evolution of testing standards and developments in 

aerodynamics facilitated the growth of onshore wind energy in Denmark, while such industry 

growth and co-evolution did not take place in the US (Garud and Karnøe, 2003). Similarly, the 

establishment of technical standards is viewed vital for progressive industry emergence (Funk, 

2012). 

3.3.1.1 The Co-evolutionary Stage of Emerging Industries 

Gustafsson et al. (2016) suggest the co-evolutionary stage includes four sub-processes. These 

are; the establishment of a technological basis; the emergence of activity networks; market 

emergence; and the formation of industry identity (ibid).  

The first aspect, the establishment of a technological basis is generally one that involves a focus 

on standard-based alliances to develop e.g. technical standards (Rice and Galvin, 2006) and 

cooperative technical organizations (Rosenkampf and Tushman, 1998). Scholars also 

emphasize that competence-enhancing innovations in an emergent industry tend to be led by 

large established firms (Klepper and Simons, 2002), whereas new entrants tend to play a more 

significant role in emerging disruptive technologies (Christensen, 1993; Tushman and 

Anderson, 1986). More specific to alternative energy industries, their emergence depends a 

great deal not only on the method for generating energy, but also the infrastructure for its storage 

and distribution (Barrett, 2009). Finally, scholars highlight that commercial viability depend on 

a dominant technological design (Abernathy and Utterback, 1978; Murmann and Frenken, 

2006). 
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Over to the emergence of activity networks, these reflect among other things, the coalitions 

working to develop and set technical standards and to establish a technological basis 

(Gustafsson et al., 2016). The role of activity networks in emerging industries have often been 

addressed from an institutional theory perspective (David et al., 2013; Hargadon and Douglas, 

2011; Haveman and Rao, 1997). The emergence of activity networks is seen as a process of 

institutional change through collective action (Hargrave and Van de Ven, 2006). Finally, 

organizations’ and individuals’ abilities to facilitate increased competence and knowledge is 

considered vital for the generation of momentum for new industries (Garud and Karnøe, 2001). 

The third sub-process of the co-evolutionary stage is market emergence, a process where the 

industry’s economic viability in the broader socio-economic and institutional environment is 

central (Burr, 2006; Lebleci et al., 1991). For the industry to reach a higher level of economic 

maturity, a critical mass of technology deployment and production is required (Agarwal and 

Bayus, 2002; Klepper, 1997). For this sub-process to accelerate, the industry and its constituent 

players aim to gain legitimacy to reduce the high uncertainty often associated with new 

industries (Dobrev and Gotsopoulos, 2010). With respect to industries dealing with natural 

resources, environmental movements in societies, e.g. climate change mitigation, may facilitate 

fruitful interaction between government actors and large firms (Lonsbury et al., 2003).  

Environmental movements exemplify forces that help accelerate the fourth sub-process, which 

is the formation of industry identity. In the process of industry emergence, industries are often 

assigned a label, such as the wind energy industry (Russo, 2003). Such labels arise when 

organizations no longer conform to traditional and existing industries, and become increasingly 

visible with emergence of entrepreneurial firms, when geographical density of organizations 

increase and when the size of these organizations increase (McKendrick and Carroll, 2001; 

McKendrick et al., 2003; Ruef and Patterson, 2009). Firms have incentives to contribute to this 

identity creation, as it provides legitimacy to the firms matching the category (Aldrich and Fiol, 

1994; Granqvist et al., 2013; Hsu and Hannan, 2005). Finally, as industry identity converges 

and the emergence process moves beyond the co-evolutionary stage and into a growth stage, 

entrepreneurial firms shift their attention from collective identity construction to individual 

organizational identity construction (Navis and Glynn, 2010).  

3.3.1.2 Natural Capital in Emerging Industries  

According to Russo (2003), natural capital is itself a significant variable in the emergence of 

alternative energy industries. He argues that natural capital, in this case wind speeds, is highly 
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site-specific, which presents an “interesting analogue to the idea of strategic fit” (Russo, 2003, 

p. 326). Strategy theorists have long argued for managers to fit the organizational strategy to its 

market environment (Hofer, 1975). What Russo finds in his case study about the wind energy 

industry in California is that natural capital is a strategic resource, and those organizations that 

recognize this may merit from a strategic fit with their natural environment (ibid). Where wind 

speed has proven significant and in correlation with the number of onshore wind farms 

established in California, remoteness introduces a subdued effect due to the costs related with 

transmission (ibid). Finally, where natural capital is site specific, geographic concentration of 

an industry is not a “random occurrence” (Russo, 2003, p. 327). 

3.3.2 Emerging Industries and Institutions  

The most applied theoretical framework addressed to industry emergence research is 

institutional theory (Gustafsson et al., 2016). Scholars in this field emphasize the importance of 

regulatory institutions to reduce uncertainty in economic transactions (e.g. Russo; 2003) and 

the importance of sociological forces for an industry’s social identity and legitimacy (Aldrich 

and Fiol, 1994; Navis and Glynn, 2010; Sine and Lee, 2009). It is implied that a sociological 

approach to viewing industry emergence is driven by research incentives to acquire in-depth 

knowledge of the phenomenon, as the economic alternative often has a rather simplistic 

explanation (Gustafsson, 2016). Examples of such economic drivers include tax credits, which 

is often an applied measure when analyzing the role of regulatory environments (ibid). 

The emergence of the wind energy industry in the US has previously been analyzed in part 

through an institutional lens. When analyzing the emergence of sustainable industries, Russo’s 

(2003) research paper on the emergence of the onshore wind industry applied a case study of 

California in the US in the 1970s. He found that regulatory institutions played pivotal roles in 

industry-level processes, for example through the implementation of the Public Utility 

Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) which promoted alternative energy, and widespread tax 

incentives to businesses involved with onshore wind projects (ibid). In the broader institutional 

environment, resistance was “stubborn”, which points to the social dimension of new industry 

emergence (Russo, p. 329, 2003).  

Haveman and Rao (1997) have viewed the link between organizations involved in an emerging 

industry and institutional pressures. In line with prominent institutional theory scholars (Meyer 

and Rowan, 1977; DiMaggio and Powell, 1983), Haveman and Rao (1997, p. 1645) introduce 

that institutional pressures; “the legitimacy of the rules and normative expectations that underlie 
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structures and procedures, exert contradictory effects on organizations”. However, the two 

scholars suggest this contradictory effect is resolved with an evolving institutional framework, 

which fixes the gap between mismatching regulatory rules and normative expectations (ibid). 

The emergence of industries can therefore accelerate if regulative institutional structures are 

aligned with normative expectations (ibid). 
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4 Empirical Findings 

The OSW industry in the US has accelerated in recent years, as federal government has sold 

businesses developers leases to operate in federal waters. However, OSW developers have been 

subject to immature regulatory frameworks which has made permitting processes ineffective 

and interaction with key stakeholders troublesome. Federal regulators have thus seen it fit to 

establish a regulatory roadmap. Regulatory issues, however, also stem from the fact that OSW 

is a shared regulatory responsibility between federal and state government. As a result, BOEM 

and states have developed closer intergovernmental collaboration. And, as federal legislation 

to support the OSW industry is limited, states have compensated for this issue by setting very 

ambitious targets for OSW energy consumption, which are embedded in state legislation. 

On the social note, the OSW industry coexists with other ocean users, which has given rise to 

stakeholder issues. Leases sold by BOEM to OSW developers have sparked fear within the 

fishing- and maritime industry. Fisheries are concerned with the economic impact of OSW on 

the fishing industry and maritime actors are concerned with navigation and safety. In addition, 

the environmental community is divided, in the sense that some view OSW as a tool to mitigate 

climate change, while others see the industry as a threat to marine life. Trying to make ends 

meet, BOEM and states are including such stakeholders in intergovernmental planning 

processes. Developers must, however, also engage in dialogue with both fisheries and maritime 

actors and do so both independently and through industry organizations. Most important 

perhaps, is the work done by states, which interacts closely with stakeholders to mitigate the 

social issue of OSW.  

The third issue covered is of technological character. As the OSW industry is relatively fresh 

in the US, supply chain issues require attention. Second, because demanding offshore supply 

chain activities rely on sophisticated port and harbor infrastructure, significant investments are 

required in order to bring down costs. The final issue covered is that of technical standards, 

which are not yet ratified by the relevant authorities. As a result, the industry is working hard 

to establish such standards, and in turn have them embedded into regulatory frameworks. In 

line with the regulative and social issues, involvement is required from multiple parties in order 

to establish the technological basis for OSW development and make the OSW industry blossom.  
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4.1 Regulators and Offshore Wind  

How regulators have acted on issues related to OSW development should be introduced with 

BOEM’s regulatory roadmap. Enabling more effective permitting processes and transparency 

for developers, states and stakeholders, this roadmap has been essential (BNOW, 2018c). The 

roadmap is developed as part of a national strategy to oversee OSW development effectively, 

and provides essential detail to the stages of development, which will be revisited throughout 

the chapter. Following, regulators play an essential role for the industry as a shared regulatory 

responsibility require intergovernmental collaboration. The regulatory aspect of OSW will be 

rounded off by the importance of state legislation to promote certainty for the industry, as 

federal legislation promotes limited comfort for the OSW community.  

4.1.1 Establishment of Federal Regulatory Roadmap  

In the US, the DOE advocates for and sets targets for OSW energy development (Firestone, 

2017). However, it is the DOI that manages the usage of federal lands, where BOEM acts as 

the DOI’s manager of offshore energy development, including oil and gas and renewable energy 

offshore (BOEM, 2019a). In collaboration, the DOE and the DOI created the Federal Offshore 

Wind Energy Strategy in 2016, where the development of a regulatory roadmap by 2018, for 

BOEM to oversee, was among its core strategic objectives (DOE, 2016). 

The roadmap is meant to create a better understanding of development stages for stakeholders 

and the development community, which is essential to know also for states, who work more 

closely with these actors on the ground level (Orsted, 2019c). It was especially meant for the 

clarification of “steps and approvals necessary to develop an OCS wind facility, increased 

understanding, and regulatory certainty for developers and stakeholders” (BOEM, 2018a, p. 

53). 

 

Figure 2 The Regulatory Roadmap for Offshore Wind Development (BOEM, 2019a) 
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4.1.1.1 Planning and Analysis  

In the planning and analysis stage, BOEM requests information and nominations of areas that 

should be considered for OSW leases. This action triggers the process of competitive interest 

for leases and is predominantly concerned with information and comments about geological 

conditions as well as socio-economic, biological and environmental factors (ECFR §585.211, 

2019). After reviewing information and nominations BOEM pursues suggested areas for lease 

and areas that BOEM itself may find appropriate, which is referred to as area identification, in 

consultation with different levels of government and other interested parties (ECFR, §585.211, 

2019).  

The area identification element, also referred to as the identification of wind energy areas, is 

where the interests of states and stakeholders first play in (BOEM, 2019a). In the planning and 

analysis stage BOEM performs an environmental analysis, where the minimum requirement is 

an environmental assessment (ECFR, §585.211, 2019). BOEM can, however, decide to perform 

a complete environmental impact statement, which is the option that would fully comply with 

NEPA law (ibid). The ambiguity between the assessment and the impact statement has led 

stakeholders to litigate BOEM for misconduct in the area identification process (Chutkan, 

2018). Accordingly, planning and analysis is the stage where inclusion of stakeholders is most 

important, as the siting of OSW lease areas is a big stakeholder issue. 

Federal sentiment for OSW planning and analysis is essentially what unlocks development. It 

should accordingly be mentioned that the processes of BOEM to identify wind energy areas 

have caused uncertainty for developers (Equinor, 2019a). While President Obama triggered a 

relatively proactive approach to the identification of wind energy areas, the change of President 

in 2016 has caused increased uncertainty, although new leases have been sold at record prices 

(ibid). “It is not like the Trump Administration is reluctant to OSW, they also have energy 

policy which includes OSW and great interest in developing projects, which helps the nation 

with energy security in the long term. They do however not have the same proactive approach 

to developing the industry” (ibid). 

4.1.1.2 Leasing  

The lease stage is triggered by BOEM publishing a proposed sale notice and subsequently a 

final sale notice in the Federal Register6. The notices are sent to the Governor of any affected 

 
6 The Federal Register is a database where BOEM publishes proposed rules, plans and public notices 
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state, any Indian Tribe that might be affected, and the executive of local governments that might 

be affected (ibid). The content of the notices includes the area available for leasing, lease size 

and term, payment- and performance criteria and details about the auction process (ECFR 

§585.216, 2019). As the federal agency acting on behalf of the DOI and at the highest level the 

President, BOEM is responsible for lease sales (Equinor, 2019a).  

Developers are made aware of the auction format applicable to a given lease sale in the proposed 

and final sale notices (ECFR §585.220, 2019). One out of four formats would use multiple-

factor bidding, which may include technical merit, timeliness, financing and economics, 

environmental considerations, public benefits, compatibility with State and local needs, cash 

bonus, rental rate and an operating fee (ibid). Furthermore, one out of six bidding systems would 

include non-monetary factors as the ones described above (ECFR §585.221, 2019). The other 

auction formats and bidding systems exclusively include cash bonuses, operating fees and rental 

prices – all monetary factors (ibid). According to developers, “cash is king” when comes to 

winning a bid (Equinor, 2019b). For the most part, BOEM has chosen the developer who bids 

the most, as the cash-oriented auction systems have been used rather than the non-monetary 

systems (ibid). This means that a developer with limited competitiveness can essentially win an 

auction, and because these would not have access to best technology, the electricity prices on 

the consumer end would likely be higher (ibid).  

Moreover, leading up to lease sales, developers prepare a financial valuation of proposed lease 

sites, including the variables associated with economic potential and associated risk (ibid). 

However, because there is simply a lack of data about many variables – from wind speeds at 

specific sites, to geophysics, to studies about marine mammals – valuation equations are based 

on many unknown variables (Equinor, 2019a). “We don’t get anything with a lease in the US 

due to severe lack of data” and “because cash is king, we end up paying hundreds of millions 

for a project where we are unaware of associated risks” (ibid). As a result, the surveys and 

studies required to do in site assessments become very heavy, also because you need “to have 

a permit to get a permit” (ibid). To elaborate, developers must obtain permits from both federal 

and state regulators and need to engage in dialogue with local governments and Indian Tribes 

(ibid). 

4.1.2.3 Site Assessment 

The site assessment stage is essentially captured by the content of the site assessment plan 

(SAP), which describes the activities the developer plan to perform for the characterization of 
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the commercial lease. NEPA law is to a large extent the fundament for framing these regulations 

in order to lawfully govern OSW. Requirements developers are prone to in the site assessment 

stage includes installation of meteorological towers and buoys as well as required data from 

physical characterization surveys and baseline surveys (ECFR §585.605). These activities and 

surveys must demonstrate conformity to laws, regulations and lease provisions as well as safety 

requirements (ibid). As already implied, surveys are essential to developers who are obliged to 

collect much data, if the SAP should be approved. Accordingly, site assessment becomes a 

“really heavy process” (Equinor, 2019a). 

This is the case because activities and surveys must demonstrate no unreasonable interference 

with other uses of the OCS, including those involved with national security or defense and other 

industries (ECFR §585.606, 2019). In addition, they must ensure no harm to natural resources; 

life (including human and wildlife); property; the marine, coastal or human environment; or 

sites, structure or objects of historical or archeological significance (ibid). In addition, 

developers must in their SAP ensure use of best available and safest technology; best 

management practices; and properly trained personnel (ibid).  

The requirements of the site assessment stage explain why planning and analysis is so important 

from a regulatory perspective. From the developer’s perspective, site assessment is the stage 

when interaction with stakeholders becomes critical, although this is controlled in most part by 

state specific regulatory initiatives and requirements (Equinor, 2019a). While such initiatives 

have emerged just recently, another pertinent issue in this stage is that there is a lack of technical 

standards for certain required activities (Equinor, 2019b). Developers and industry experts are 

therefore heavily engaged with establishment of such technical standards which are to be 

embedded in regulatory frameworks when ratified (Equinor, 2019b; BNOW, 2019b).   

4.1.1.4 Construction and Operation 

Similarly, as in the site assessment stage, the regulatory requirements of the construction and 

operation stage is captured in a construction and operations plan (COP). The developer must in 

the COP first demonstrate compliance with the elements laid out above in the SAP (ECFR 

§585.621). Moreover, the COP is a plan which must describe all planned activities related to 

the construction, operations, and conceptual decommission of the OSW farm facility (ECFR 

§585.620, 2019). This includes a description of onshore and support facilities which will be 

used, commercial operations and conceptual decommission plans (ibid). BOEM will then 

process the COP to see if the technical and environmental aspects are sufficiently accounted for 
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and will prepare an appropriate NEPA analysis, essentially focused on the environmental aspect 

(ECFR §585.628, 2019). However, because the OSW industry in the US is relatively fresh, and 

given the lengthy timeline of the regulatory roadmap, development is yet to heavily enter this 

stage (BOEM, 2019a).    

4.1.2 Intergovernmental Collaboration 

The establishment of a regulatory roadmap was fundamentally important for the OSW industry. 

What this roadmap does not highlight, however, is the importance of state governments. Thus, 

another complementary strategic objective at federal level was to “revisit the structure of 

intergovernmental task forces” to create more “efficient intergovernmental coordination that 

considers input from any and all potentially affected states” (DOE, 2016, p. 53). These task 

forces were established in 2010 to facilitate intergovernmental coordination but has been 

criticized for being ineffective, thus in need for restructuring (BOEM, 2018a). The task forces 

oversee the stages of OSW energy development illustrated in Figure 2. However, the work of 

the task force is aimed at facilitating information and is thus not a decision-making body (DOE, 

2016).  

The ambition of states to accelerate the emergence of the OSW energy industry is clear from 

their participation in the task forces, which is a forum for them to advocate for clean energy 

(BOEM, 2018a). To elaborate, the task forces govern OSW energy development as they serve 

as “forums to coordinate planning, solicit feedback, educate about BOEM’s processes, 

permitting and statutory requirements, and exchange scientific and other information (BOEM 

2018a, p. 2). Since 2010, when the first task forces were initiated, BOEM’s effort to facilitate 

development has been limited to the first two stages, planning and analysis of wind energy areas 

and subsequently leasing (BOEM, 2018a). In these two initial stages BOEM has been criticized 

for not properly accounting for the regional dimension of OSW, and to not optimally include 

stakeholders (ibid). However, with help from the Consensus Building Institute (CBI), which is 

a leading independent organization which “catalyzes collaboration” (CBI, 2019), BOEM has 

made progress to improve its intergovernmental agenda in the initial stages and to gradually 

improve their governance of the final stages (ibid).  

The relationship between federal and state government is furthermore evident from the fact that 

states themselves identify and recommend wind energy areas for OSW development. Such 

initiatives would reflect their ambitions to meet clean energy goals fast (Orsted, 2019c). 

Furthermore, the role of states is especially evident in the site assessment stage, which requires 
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a significant amount of studies and surveys to comply with environmental law. While federal 

agencies may facilitate and allocate funds to studies, state agencies and researchers are the main 

actors carrying out these studies and surveys (NYSERDA, 2018; BOEM, 2018b). However, 

due to the lack of studies and data, developers engage heavily in this process.  

4.1.2.1 Rhode Island and Massachusetts 

A key state representative on the joint Rhode Island/Massachusetts task force suggest the task 

force has “played a really important role convening the federal, the state, the local and tribal 

community officials and elected members to provide important feedback and dialogue with 

BOEM” (BOEM, 2019d). However, as Massachusetts has seen that the task force has been 

limited to governmental interests, the state created two working groups in 2010 which purpose 

was to account for the interests of the fishing industry and marine habitats (COM, 2019).  

From the developer’s standpoint, the creation of these working groups reflects the two states’ 

ability to approach OSW development with rigor (Equinor, 2019a). This rigor, combined with 

the state’s leading potential for OSW has merited the state more lease areas outside its coastline 

than any other state (BNOW, 2019; BOEM, 2019). Accordingly, the experiences of the joint 

Rhode Island and Massachusetts intergovernmental task force and the two states’ experiences 

with stakeholders have been effective to highlight the key issues that may arise in other states 

(Equinor, 2019a). In turn, this experience has enabled learning for states such as New York 

(ibid). In fact, the CEO of Massachusetts Clean Energy Center, which is one of the nation’s 

leading state agencies for clean energy development is now the CEO and President of the New 

York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA) (Orsted, 2019c). 

Quickly building up a competent team for OSW development in NYSERDA, New York State 

has effectively propelled development (ibid). 

4.1.2.2 New York  

The change of the structural set-up of the intergovernmental task force in New York is striking 

when comparing the work of the task force in 2016 to that of 2018 (BOEM, 2016; 2018c). First, 

the task force has evolved from having official meetings annually to having them semi-annually 

(ibid). Second, meetings in 2016 suggest this is still a learning period for states, as BOEM 

informs and teaches New York State officials about the regulatory processes of requests for 

information, proposed sale notices, auction formats for lease sales and the environmental review 

process (BOEM, 2016). For the years 2014 and 2015, BOEM has not published data suggesting 
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the task force met, which implies limited initiatives and activities for the New York State task 

force in 2014 and 2015 (BOEM, 2019e). 

Nevertheless, in 2016, Equinor was awarded the first lease offshore New York, Empire Wind, 

situated in the center of the New York Bight (Equinor, 2019a). According to BOEM (2013a; 

2019a), the Equinor lease sale in 2016 was triggered by an area recommendation from the New 

York Power Authority in 2013, where competitive interest for leasing this area in the following 

years resulted in a final sale notice from BOEM. Moreover, intergovernmental meetings from 

2016 onwards involve New York State plans to procure OSW power from Orsted’s South Fork 

project (ibid). The South Fork project emerged from the joint task force of Rhode Island and 

Massachusetts, and which location can feasibly serve the eastern end of New York’s Long 

Island with power (Equinor, 2019a). This mirrors the incentive from regulators to augment the 

work of task forces to be more regionally anchored (DOE, 2016).  

Generally, in the years following the 2016 lease sale, and parallel to progressive OSW 

ambitions both at federal and state level, New York State starts to show greater interest on the 

task force (BOEM, 2019e). Representatives of both Equinor and Orsted highlight the shift of 

sentiment in the New York market, and emphasize the massive interest from state officials and 

agencies to start preparing for a blossoming OSW industry (Equinor, 2019b; Orsted, 2019c). 

The state’s lead voice on the task force is NYSERDA, which is calling on BOEM to speed up 

its wind energy area identification, formally calling for the federal agency to identify four new 

areas for OSW (BNOW, 2018c). Itself, NYSERDA identified in 2017 two potential areas for 

OSW leases, based on studies on environmental and stakeholder impacts (ibid). 

The dialogue between BOEM and New York State officials evolves into a narrative where New 

York is progressively pushing BOEM to speed up wind energy area identification. At the same 

time, NYSERDA is asking BOEM to show caution for fisheries and in fact criticize the federal 

agency for promoting areas that NYSERDA has warned them not to pursue (BNOW, 2018a; 

BOEM, 2018c). In the proposed wind energy areas for New York in 2018, the development 

community and NYSERDA made public comments to BOEM not move forward with a few of 

these areas, but BOEM has nevertheless continued to include them (BNOW, 2018a). Seen from 

the developer’s perspective this points to the difficulty of aligning federal and state interests 

(Equinor, 2019a).  
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Furthermore, with respect to the content and discourse of intergovernmental task force meetings 

from 2016 onwards, a regional approach is surfacing in New York (BOEM, 2018c). The New 

York task force includes state officials from Rhode Island and Massachusetts, which are 

neighbor states in the north (ibid). The reason for this can be tracked to a collaborative regional 

strategy between New York, Rhode Island and Massachusetts (NWRC, 2017). It is also clear 

from the task force meeting that the interests of New Jersey in the south is an important theme 

(BOEM, 2018c). Similarly, NYSERDA aims to work closely with New Jersey to collaborate 

and bring down the cost of projects (BNOW, 2018a).   

In sum, New York tend to show impatience to BOEM and its representatives working on the 

task force (BOEM, 2018). Compared to New Jersey and Massachusetts, New York has far 

smaller lease areas to date, the only one being Empire Wind, leased to Equinor in 2016 with a 

potential capacity of about 1 GW (BOEM, 2019). Therefore, advocates for the industry stress 

that the area identification phase in progress in the New York Bight is an “opportunity for 

BOEM to correct the imbalance” (BOEM, 2018c). Accordingly, the four new wind energy areas 

New York has urged BOEM to identify should each be capable of accommodating at least 0,8 

GW of OSW capacity (BNOW, 2018a). 

4.1.3 State Regulation 

States are the most important actors driving the OSW industry forward (BNOW, 2018c; Orsted, 

2019a). While BOEM indeed triggers development, the sentiment for OSW at federal level is 

ambiguous and uncertain as it is not driven by legislation or any form of guarantee (BNOW, 

2019b). Compensating for this issue, state sentiment for OSW becomes utterly important and 

is to a large extent why developers choose to enter US markets (Equinor, 2019a). According to 

the Co-CEO of Orsted “there would not be an OSW industry without the work of states” 

(BNOW, 2018c). 

Prior to bidding on a lease area, developers spend years in state markets to communicate with 

state agencies and business networks about the prospects of the industry (Equinor, 2019a). State 

sentiment for OSW is reflected in progressive legislation and specific regulatory agencies 

working to facilitate OSW. One example of this is the most ambitious US climate law enacted 

in June 2019 in New York, which includes specific targets for OSW energy (NYS, 2019). On 

ground level, another example is NYSERDA’s progressive work with BOEM, stakeholders and 

developers (BOEM, 2018c). However, New York’s sentiment for OSW cannot be separated 
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from its context, evident from the regional environmental sentiment and other front-running 

states in the northeast. Thus, these elements will be introduced briefly. 

4.1.3.1 The Renewable Portfolio Standard 

Generally, states in the northeast pursue OSW as part of broader strategies to accelerate clean 

energy development, to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, sustain energy security and to acquire 

economic benefits (NWRC, 2017). In the US, this is especially done through Renewable 

Portfolio Standards (RPS), which is driven by legislation or political plans (Equinor, 2019a). 

As described by Firestone (2017), RPSs accounts for all types of renewable sources of energy. 

However, RPSs may specifically include the OSW segment, which will then require privately-

owned electric utilities to purchase a fixed amount of electricity from OSW power (NWRC, 

2017). This establishes a forced incentive for electric utilities to purchase OSW generated 

power, which has created a strong signal that the OSW energy industry will take off (Equinor, 

2019a). Importantly, this signal puts pressure on BOEM, as states depend on the federal agency 

to rapidly identify new wind energy areas and award leases to developers (ibid).  

4.1.3.2 First Movers – An Evolving Regional Approach 

Indeed, the narrative of state development plans is one calling for speed, as evident from the 

front-runners of OSW. This was the case for Rhode Island when they managed to surpass all 

regulative obstacles and build the nation’s first OSW farm in 2016 (Firestone, 2017). Through 

legislative means, the state of Rhode Island’s Town of New Shoreham Project was established 

to “facilitate the construction of” Block Island, to “position the state to take advantage of the 

economic development benefits of the emerging OSW industry” (Rhode Island Legislature, § 

39-26.1-7, 2009). The legislation governing this project led the state to pursue additional 

solicitation and procurement of OSW power (NWRC, 2017). This is evident as of 2019, when 

the National Grid, the state’s main electric distribution company made new procurement deals 

with Orsted (Burm, 2019d). 

Moreover, the case of Rhode Island explains the impact of state coastal zone management, 

evident through the state’s Ocean Special Area Management Plan (Ocean SAMP). The Ocean 

SAMP was created in 2008, one year after Rhode Island identified OSW as the largest 

renewable energy resources opportunity (NWRC, 2017). The plan is a collaborative initiative 

of many organizations and state agencies which examines the opportunities and challenges of 

potential OSW leasing sites (ibid). The Ocean SAMP served as a regulatory and management 
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tool to help develop ocean-based resources and played a cost-reducing role for the development 

of Block Island (ibid). 

Similarly, while Rhode Island initiated the development process, Massachusetts has taken it to 

the next level. As a first mover to OSW goals in the RPS, Massachusetts did at an early stage 

enact OSW capacity targets into legislation which made OSW a lawful reality, not just a 

political vision (Equinor, 2019a). The initial target requires the state’s privately-owned utilities 

to solicit and procure 1,6 GW between 2017 and 2027, where each solicitation should be no 

less than 0,4 GW (NWRC, 2017). This target has later risen to 3,2 GW, for the same period, 

and reflects the multitude of projects in motion in federal waters outside of Massachusetts to 

date (BNOW, 2018x). 

To draw on the lessons of Rhode Island and Massachusetts, and to enable a multi-state approach 

to OSW energy development, the New York State Energy Research and Development 

Authority (NYSERDA) requested DOE funding to serve the “multi-state” strategy of the 

industry’s progression (NWRC, 2019, p. 4). Allocated funds led to the release of a “multi-state” 

report, emphasizing the plans and policies of the three states, plus other states in New England, 

and New Jersey, and their regional collaborative plans (ibid). A regional approach to the 

industry’s development is essential because port infrastructure, supply chain, energy demand, 

electricity transmission, wholesale markets and GHG emission targets are all elements of 

regional character (ibid).  

4.1.3.3 New York  

Comparing New York to Rhode Island and Massachusetts in the recent decade, the state has 

been a laggard, and in favor of political goals instead of legislation (Equinor, 2019a). This, 

however, changed quite drastically with the Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act 

of June 2019 (NYS, 2019). Nevertheless, Rhode Island and Massachusetts’ legislative way of 

promoting OSW has posed more certainty and reliability of states’ sincere motives for OSW 

development, thus reducing the risk for developers who were looking to enter state markets at 

an early stage (ibid). New York State has, however, shown remarkable interest in recent time. 

The state developed a document called the Offshore Wind Master Plan released in 2018, and 

enacted the previously mentioned climate legislation in 2019 (Equinor, 2019a, 2019b; Orsted, 

2019c) 
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4.1.3.3.1 From Lease Awards to State Procurement  

In collaboration with BOEM’s intergovernmental task force, plans from New York State to 

deliver OSW energy to its citizens materialized in a lease sale to Equinor’s Empire Wind project 

in December 2016 (BOEM, 2019). While this was the first lease sale in federal waters directly 

offshore New York State, several leases were sold outside Rhode Island and Massachusetts 

from 2013 until 2018 capable of providing New York State with power (ibid). This is the case 

for the South Fork project, which was leased by BOEM to Orsted in 2013, and now decided to 

serve New York State with power, given the projects proximity to the east end of Long Island 

(Burm, 2019). Furthermore, this is the case for the Sunrise Wind project, which is in the same 

area (ibid).  

This exemplifies that an OSW farm in federal waters may serve multiple states with energy, 

depending in part on the design and infrastructure of sub-sea cables as well as the progressive 

attitude of individual states to make procurement deals (Orsted, 2019a). Moreover, it again 

resembles the regional character of the industry. Being awarded a lease by BOEM, however, is 

no guarantee for development to materialize in construction and operation. Indeed, developers 

rely on close collaboration with states, and states can choose which of the developers they see 

most fit to deliver clean and cheap electricity to the state. Orsted being the global leader in 

OSW development and Equinor with superior offshore competence, have however proven to 

appeal to New York State. 

New York’s Governor Andrew Cuomo announced July 18th that Orsted and Equinor were each 

awarded 800 and 900 MW procurement deals totaling 1,7 GW of OSW power (Beltran, 2019). 

Equinor’s Empire Wind and Orsted’s Sunrise Wind will thus serve about seventy percent of 

New York’s initial OSW capacity target for 2030, empowering both New York City and Long 

Island (ibid). The two projects add to Orsted’s already existing 130 MW South Fork 

procurement deal, which is New York’s first (Burm, 2019). The solicitations leading up to the 

awards were led by Governor Cuomo and driven by the state’s ambition to be the national leader 

in OSW energy (Beltran, 2018). 

4.1.3.3.2 Evolving Regulative Drive for OSW 

Governor Cuomo suggests “offshore wind is a critical component of the mandate to generate 

fifty percent of the state’s electricity needs from renewable energy sources by 2030 and support 

the creation of thousands of good jobs in New York’s clean energy economy” (ibid). Therefore, 

Cuomo released in January 2018 the New York State Offshore Wind Master Plan to “guide the 
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responsible and cost-effective development of 2,4 GW of OSW energy by 2030, enough to 

power more than one million homes with clean energy” (NYS, 2018). This target was further 

raised to 3,2 GW by 2030 and 9 GW by 2035. The plan initially reflected a political approach, 

that is, a non-legal binding to OSW capacity goals (Equinor, 2019a). However, with the Climate 

Leadership and Community Protection Act signed in June 2019, OSW energy development has 

become a lawful reality for the state (Beltran, 2019). 

The state’s lead agency for OSW development and the agency behind the Master Plan is the 

New York State Energy Research and Development Authority (NYSERDA). The agency has 

recruited a group “of very skilled and competent professionals” who have shed light on the 

important drivers of the industry (Orsted, 2019c). Among these are the importance of state 

investments into port infrastructure and workforce training, and the integration of local 

businesses into supply chains (NYS, 2018). The Master Plan also represents the “most robust 

and proactive public and stakeholder engagement processes of any state pursuing the 

development of OSW resources and is the first of a kind in the nation”. 

4.2 Social Actors and Offshore Wind  

With the increased interest of New York to pursue OSW energy, several stakeholders emerge 

as both supporters and opponents of the industry. Accordingly, BOEM and New York State see 

it fit to include stakeholders in the planning phase of OSW development. Following the 

presentation of key stakeholders and their opinions about OSW, this section will introduce how 

developers engage with stakeholders. How states work more closely with stakeholders will be 

covered in section 4.4. 

4.2.1 A Stakeholder Debate 

The narrative of stakeholders in the northeast is observed in a public debate in one of BOEM’s 

intergovernmental task force meetings in New York in 2018, which brought together interested 

parties from several states (BOEM, 2018c). In one side of the debate are fisheries and their 

governing associations and interest groups. In another are environmental NGOs and advocates 

of the OSW industry. In addition, maritime actors stress the need for coexistence a safety. 

These actors have interests spanning the borders of states located on the Atlantic coast and have 

divergent opinions with respect to speed in the identification of wind energy areas and 

subsequent leasing. The fishing industry is calling for patience, the need for further studies and 

the preservation of jobs. On the other side, environmental NGOs and OSW advocates push for 
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action by using global warming, job creation, electricity demand and energy security as core 

arguments for OSW progression.  

4.2.1.1 Fisheries: “Slow Down” 

The Responsible Offshore Development Alliance (RODA) stresses that “there are no areas 

perfect to lease from the commercial fishing industry’s perspective”. “Commercial fishing 

occurs in every acre of the New York Bight” and “overall, there are going to be conflicts”. 

RODA emphasizes how the interests and opinions of fisheries are principally driven by 

research, which is a problem because existing studies are insufficient to address the cumulative 

impacts. Studies need to address economic impacts, biodiversity impacts on cold pools7 and 

BOEM needs to be realistic about the time needed to collect and analyze the data (ibid). This is 

essential to do before final sale notices for fisheries to have the possibility to alter the currently 

proposed areas for OSW. “Lease areas should be kept as small as practicable to allow for 

adaptive management and research to inform future impact avoidance”.  

The arguments of the Long Island Commercial Fishing Association (LICFA) are in the same 

tone. “We hear it a lot, we have to hurry, hurry, hurry”. “Either we do it right, or we do it now”. 

Doing it now means that the appropriate monitoring and baseline surveys will not inform 

decision making, and that food production across the Atlantic coast may be destroyed. “What 

we are discussing here today is something that will impact our future generations” and “I do 

not think anyone in this room want to be part of screwing up the ocean really badly”.  

The Garden State Seafood Association (GSSA) is of the same opinion. “We recognize OSW as 

the biggest threat to the entire coastal community” and something “that is jeopardizing 

businesses, employment and sustainable food production in a very short time frame”. Regarding 

BOEM’s choice of lease areas it seems like “they chose the areas worst for the scallop industry 

and also where developers commented that they did not want to be, so that was a bit of a head 

scratcher”.  

4.2.1.2 Environmental NGOs and OSW Alliances: “Speed Up” 

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) “recognizes climate change as the worst threat to 

wildlife across the country and around the globe”. “Areas proposed for OSW is reduced, I see 

that, but we need to move faster and that is why I would like to see new areas added” (ibid). 

 
7 Cold pools are referred to as an area in the ocean where marine species thrive   
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Moreover, a representative of the Business Network for Offshore Wind says: “OSW is not 

going away, and that is a good thing, because we cannot fight climate change without it. 

Interestingly, developers are the good guys. They are saving the earth with these products” 

(ibid).  

The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) argue similarly as they see “significant risks 

related to inaction and delay, especially from an environmental perspective”. “OSW will 

contribute with improved air quality and mitigation of human health risks. This is not something 

we can afford to delay a few years”. 

The New York Offshore Wind Alliance (NYOWA), which is comprised of environmental 

NGOs, labor unions, clean energy advocates and developers, agree. Most importantly, “we must 

address global warming and climate change, which comes with great cost, economic and 

human, which both are expected to grow rapidly” (ibid). For these challenges to be mitigated 

“we call on BOEM to establish as many new areas as possible” (ibid). In addition, it must not 

be neglected that “the entire east coast can see tens of thousands of new jobs created”, making 

it essential to build “offshore wind at scale” (Gould, 2018). If it is not cost effective, the leases 

will not be developed (ibid). 

The former Director for Massachusetts Clean Energy Center states his opinion on the debate. 

“This is a daunting task. I almost feel bad for BOEM as everyone gives their opinion”. 

“Developers have an opinion that a lot of the leases are probably going to be negative when we 

think about the cost”. Looking at the bigger picture, “the reason why states are moving forward 

with offshore wind is because of the dramatic cost reductions, like the ones we have seen 

coming out of Massachusetts with a very competitive price” (ibid). Moreover, “change is going 

to be hard, however, we need to think about climate change. We need to all come out of are 

boxes if we are to address this” (ibid). “OSW is not going to be the only solution to mitigate 

climate change, but it is going to be a hugely significant resource producing thousands of jobs 

and meet the requirement of an ageing fossil fuel fleet on the entire east coast (ibid).  

Similarly, the Director of NYOWA calls on BOEM to think about the feasibility of developing 

large scale versus small scale projects. “Although we appreciate BOEM’s efforts to identify 

areas”, large scale areas are necessary to “help drive competition, drive down costs and 

ultimately generate thousands of jobs and substantial investments into the industry” (ibid). By 

promoting large scale areas, BOEM can correct the imbalance New York is subject to relative 
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to neighboring states, where lease areas are significantly larger (ibid). Finally, there are 

“significant risks related to inaction, delay, small-scale areas and areas far from the coastline” 

(Green, 2018). These costs translate down to the developer, ultimately impeding the climate 

change mitigation project (ibid). 

4.2.1.3 Maritime Industry: “Safety First” 

In the middle of this debate, there exists a navigational concern. The Commercial Maritime 

Industry believes it “is room for everyone in the ocean and certainly acknowledge and endorse 

the value of green renewable energy”. However, OSW introduces a “number of impacts 

constituent to all navigational and maritime activities” shedding light on “shipping as the most 

environmentally friendly form of transport as of today” (ibid).  

Coastal navigation thus becomes a core issue as any “marine incident which may include oil 

spills will impact the tourism industry and properties for a long time into the future” (ibid). “We 

believe industries in the ocean can coexist, but we need to assess the risk of oil spills and find 

out if we are willing to take the risk that this may happen every 50 or 100 years” (ibid). “Once 

in a while incidents is not a scenario we can accept, it is a recipe for marine disaster” (ibid). 

The New Bedford Port Authority, which is a Massachusetts government agency governing the 

maritime industry point to similar concerns. The agency’s leader elaborates; “honestly, all this 

scared me. I get it. We need wind energy. But please do not tramp all over us. Slow down and 

let us find a balance between our industries”. While the maritime industry is indeed an essential 

stakeholder, their interests are governed not only by BOEM, but also by the United States Coast 

Guard (USCG).  

4.2.2 Other Environmental Concerns  

Although fisheries and environmental actors have contrasting opinions about OSW, they also 

have similar interests. Both have interest in the preservation of marine mammals and habitats. 

While public input in New York’s task force meeting was dominated by opinions of fisheries, 

certain stakeholders have overlapping interests. This is especially the case for RODA, which’ 

interests are not limited to the fishing industry. Indeed, RODA is allocated time in the New 

York meeting to address OSW from an environmental perspective and point generally to the 

need for studies about the impact of OSW on marine life (BOEM, 2018c). Similarly, evident 

from the rhetoric of LICFA is that these actors are worried about how OSW may “screw up the 
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ocean” and not only the economic gains for fisheries. Generally, the narratives of fisheries, both 

commercial and recreational, point to the need for research before lease sites are sold by BOEM.  

What was not covered in the New York task force meeting, however, but which is a dominant 

environmental concern along the North Atlantic shore, are endangered marine species (BOEM, 

2018b). For example, the North Atlantic right whale and sea turtles are prone to significant 

support from several environmental NGOs and the local public (NYS, 2018). As a result, state 

government agencies, including NYSERDA, work together with NGOs, including the World 

Wildlife Fund and the National Wildlife Federation to mitigate the impact of OSW on such 

species (NYSERDA, 2018).  

Finally, how regulators handle environmental interests is twofold. Those that view OSW as a 

tool to mitigate climate change have their interests served by identification of lease sites from 

BOEM. More fundamentally, progressive environmental policy and legislation from New York 

State also serve these interests. On the other hand, those that view OSW as a threat to marine 

life rely on states to commit to best practices, in order to minimize the impact on marine life. 

How NYSERDA indeed works to govern concerned stakeholders, both environmental and 

fisheries, is elaborated next. 

4.2.3 Regulative Drive to Mitigate Social Issues  

New York State suggests in their Master Plan for Offshore Wind “the responsible development 

of offshore wind energy requires widespread collaboration with individuals and entities who 

have technical knowledge, practical experience, and professional interest in topics relevant to 

this nascent industry” (NYS, 2018, p. 38). Throughout 2017, NYSERDA therefore engaged 

with multiple actors to design four working groups, focusing on jobs and supply chain, 

commercial and recreational fishing, maritime activities and environmental issues (ibid). Each 

group is responsible for consultation with the relevant state and federal agencies to ensure that 

the state’s effort to pursue offshore wind energy development does not create unnecessary delay 

or obstacles to the regulatory process (ibid). In common, all activities and goals of the Master 

Plan “require collaboration with municipal, regional, and federal government agencies and 

other partners” (NYS, 2018, p. 46). 

4.2.3.1 NYSERDA and Fisheries  

“New York considers the fishing community to be a key stakeholder group and believes the 

effective development of offshore wind energy will require coordinated and consistent 



64 

 

engagement with commercial and recreational fishers” (NYS, 2018, p. 42). The Master Plan 

has identified three areas of great importance. The first is the establishment of best management 

practices through meetings and dialogue to mitigate potential impacts and to maintain the socio-

economic vitality of fishing communities (ibid). Second, NYSERDA has recognized the need 

to identify research areas to better understand the most pressing impacts on marine life and to 

improve the health of the ocean ecosystem (ibid). Third, NYSERDA aims to develop a 

framework that can be applied to proposed wind energy areas on a case-by-case basis, which 

would evaluate impacts grounded on specifics from the development community’s SAPs and 

COPs (ibid).  

4.2.3.2 NYSERDA and Environmental Stakeholders  

The activities of the environmental working group require involvement from and dialogue with 

environmental NGOs, marine life scientists, governmental regulators and other partners (ibid). 

Of the main activities highlighted in the Master Plan is the development of best management 

practices for wildlife, which includes guidelines for mitigating the impact of OSW on a variety 

of marine species (ibid). For example, acoustic disturbance from nose-pile driving is known to 

disturb marine mammals (ibid). Accordingly, construction noise should be halted when animals 

“are known to be present” and gradually ramped up “to allow nearby animals sufficient time to 

leave the area of potential impact” (NYS, 2018, p. 46). 

Moreover, aligned with the rhetoric of New York State officials in the November 2018 task 

force meeting, identifying research needs on environmental impact is essential (ibid). Specific 

target species groups are sea turtles, fish of commercial and conservation concern, and seabirds, 

which all require research attention (ibid). While such studies have environmental interest at 

heart, OSW developers also merit from federal and state research, since the lack of data on 

environmental issues make site assessment surveys a troublesome procedure (Equinor, 2019a).  

With respect to both fisheries and environmental stakeholders, New York has developed an 

approach strikingly akin to that of Massachusetts. As previously mentioned, Massachusetts 

developed working groups for fisheries and for marine mammals and habitats, in 2010 (COM, 

2010). 2010 was the year that developers behind Cape Wind8 was merited its lease by BOEM, 

and which points to the need for establishment of such working groups. Nevertheless, what this 

also points to is that the strategies to mitigate social issues are not state-specific and that learning 

 
8 Cape Wind was posed to be the first offshore wind farm in the United States. However, as implied in the 

introduction and in the literature review, the project was terminated due to significant local opposition. 
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processes across states borders is essential to propel social interaction. It should accordingly be 

repeated that NYSERDA consists of leaders, including its CEO, that have previously been 

employed at equivalent agencies in Massachusetts (Equinor, 2019b).    

4.2.3.3 NYSERDA and Maritime Interests  

The maritime working group is established to ensure safe traffic of vessel transport between 

ports and is a collaborative approach with the USCG and the Port Authority of New York and 

New Jersey (ibid). Accordingly, actors other than NYSERDA become more important to ensure 

the coexistence of OSW with maritime actors. Indeed, the navigational concern of the maritime 

industry is accounted for by the USCG’s involvement in BOEM’s wind energy area planning 

(BNOW, 2019a). The USCG plays a key role to support BOEM because of its responsibility 

for navigation and safety at the OCS (ibid). The USCG defines navigation corridors from US 

ports, and account for traffic from commercial vessels, military ships, fishing trawlers and other 

smaller vessels (ibid). 

4.2.3.4 NYSERDA and Public Engagement  

Despite not having a dominant voice in the debate presented in section 4.3.1, the interests of 

the local public should not be overlooked. Indeed, OSW development relies on public support 

from local communities, as evident with the Cape Wind project. Furthermore, OSW energy is 

considered a local phenomenon as the local public often have opinions about siting of OSW 

farms, as they distort view shed and value of real estate property (NREL, 2016; Burm, 2018). 

In addition, the price of electricity has a direct impact on local bills (BNOW, 2018b). 

Regardless of motives for public engagement, NYSERDA hold frequent meetings in many 

different local communities with the aim to inform and interact with the public (ibid). This is 

the case in the planning process of development projects to ensure that siting of OSW farms 

accounts for e.g. view shed and real estate reasons as referred to above (ibid). Siting, however, 

involves collaborative planning with BOEM. 

In the processes after leases have been awarded and procurement deals have been made, which 

is the case for Equinor and Orsted, the character of public engagement is different. To elaborate, 

NYSERDA hosts public webinars to highlight economic and local community benefits of OSW 

(NYS, 2019c). Highlighted topics are for example how 9 GW capacity of OSW energy by 2035 

will create about 10,000 new jobs and enough electricity to power 6 million homes (ibid).  
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4.2.4 Stakeholder and Developer Relations 

While state government is critical for stakeholder and local community interaction, developers 

also communicate with these actors to mitigate social issues (Orsted, 2019c; Equinor, 2019a). 

Indeed, Equinor and Orsted are concerned with being a good neighbor to local communities 

affected by development and therefore implement such strategies through interaction with the 

communities in proximity to development sites (ibid). “Whether we are winning a lease auction 

or procurement deal, we want the public and stakeholders to be satisfied when they see our 

name in the newspaper the next day” (Equinor, 2019a). 

The development community has, however, relied a great deal on NYSERDA and the Master 

Plan, which laid the groundwork on a lot of permitting and surveying and was essential for 

stakeholder and public engagement (Orsted, 2019c). In accord, NYSERDA becomes the 

important state agency with responsibility for OSW development and stakeholder engagement, 

as implied by the establishment of several working groups (ibid). As NYSERDA have the 

interests of stakeholders embedded in their regulations and permitting processes, developers 

collaborate with stakeholders through the outlined working groups (Equinor, 2019a). 

Maintaining a close collaboration with the state and affected stakeholders is essential for the 

many surveys and activities related to the development process (ibid). 

To augment New York and other states’ stakeholder strategies, however, developers bridge the 

gap to stakeholders and governmental agencies by participating in industry alliances (Orsted, 

2019c; Equinor, 2019a). In New York, the most influential organization in this regard is 

NYOWA, which in several ways is the formal voice of the development community (Orsted, 

2019c). NYOWA did predominantly promote the interests of developers, however, as the 

alliance evolved, environmental NGOs and clean energy advocates joined (ibid). NYOWA has 

since promoted the interests of the development community through communication with 

environmental players and enabled stronger dialogue with the fishing and maritime industry 

and especially NYSERDA (ibid). 

4.2.4.1 Developers and Fisheries   

The problematic coexistence of fisheries and OSW developers can be exemplified with the 

Empire Wind lease site in the New York Bight, sold by BOEM to Equinor in 2016. As implied 

in BOEM’s regulatory roadmap, the agency is not required to make a full environmental impact 

statement before awarding a lease. This grey zone of doing environmental analyses triggered 
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the Fisheries Survival Fund9 to litigate BOEM, as they found BOEM to not lawfully account 

for their constitutive rights (Equinor, 2019a). The fisheries, however, lost in court, due to 

BOEM not being required to do a complete environmental analysis prior to lease sale (ibid). 

That said, fisheries acknowledge that the transparency of BOEM’s wind energy identification 

has improved with time (BOEM, 2018c). 

Naturally then, although developers in many ways are the third party distorting the relation 

between New York state and fisheries, they have incentives to collaborate. Developers, both 

Equinor and Orsted, have taken measures to promote a dialogue with fisheries, for example by 

employing experts on the fishing industry with strong connections to the local fisheries, in order 

to liaise most effectively (Burm, 2019). With respect to the previously mentioned conflict, both 

Equinor and NYSERDA proactively made public comments in the Federal Register to prevent 

similar conflicts from happening and to avoid conflicted areas to be identified and sold.  

4.2.4.2 Developers and Environmental Interests 

With respect to environmental impact of OSW, NEPA law lies the fundament for development 

permitting, and BOEM oversees the process. A vast amount of surveys is required to study the 

impact on marine species, which make site assessment a heavy process for developers (Equinor, 

2019a). Nevertheless, fisheries and environmental NGOs are concerned with the impact on fish, 

endangered species, and other groups of marine species. What developers accordingly do to 

complement required environmental surveys from BOEM and NYSERDA is to interact with 

environmental communities. For example, developers signal attention to endangered species by 

engaging with environmental NGOs to make sure that offshore activities have minimal impact 

(Vineyard Wind, 2019; Orsted, 2019c). The link between developers and environmental NGOs 

is furthermore evident from industry organizations. 

Importantly, NYOWA serves developers better visibility with access to impactful and well-

connected individuals, such as the Director Joe Martens, which was previously the Director of 

the NY Department of Environmental Conservation (Orsted, 2019c). Having a formal voice 

with an environmental standpoint serve developers increased social legitimacy as many actors 

see OSW energy development as important to fight climate change (ibid).  The visibility that 

comes with strong bonds to these organizations incentivizes developers to participate (ibid). 

Furthermore, developers work with visibility to have a better chance of procurement deals and 

 
9 The Fisheries Survival Fund advocates for the economic interests of the Atlantic scallop industry. 
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to develop stronger bonds with the agencies and stakeholders that continue to be important in 

later development stages (Equinor, 2019a).  

4.3 Technology Needs  

Having elaborated on dynamics in motion to mitigate regulatory and social issues, the final 

category of problems attended to in this thesis is technology. Indeed, port infrastructure, supply 

chains and technical standards will be treated under the technology umbrella. The two former 

terms reflect the actual technology required for construction and operation, that is, the final 

stage of development as referred to in BOEM’s roadmap. Port infrastructure and an efficient 

supply chain are considered elementary to bring down the LCOE of OSW and thereby make 

this industry profitable. The latter term, technical standards, refers to the best practice of 

technology and other OSW activities, related especially to site assessment, and construction 

and operation. Thus, despite its relevance to technology, technical standards are of regulatory 

character. To elaborate, technical standards are immature and not yet ratified, which has led the 

manager of OSW at NREL and industry experts to collectively pursue augmentation and 

ratification to mitigate the issues that arise from this problem.  

4.3.1 Port Infrastructure  

OSW port infrastructure in the US is part of a very important learning process for the industry 

and is in a very early stages of capital investments. As will be emphasized, such investments 

rely on a regional approach and involvement from different parties. 

4.3.1.1 Looking to Europe  

To bring down the cost of OSW energy in the US, the industry depends on knowledge acquired 

from OSW development in Europe (Equinor, 2019b). On the most basic but critical level this 

includes how to design the port infrastructure, which is the central node in the supply chain 

(BNOW, 2019c). Incoming components of supply to ports point to the manufacturing element 

of the supply chain. Outgoing components from ports to development sites at sea points to the 

need for better technological solutions, such as cranes and tailored vessels for transportation. 

In isolation, ports need to be sizeable and sophisticated enough to best accommodate large 

turbine components (Watson, 2018). 

The rhetoric used by business developers, wind turbine suppliers and experts of offshore wind 

energy development highlights the importance for the US to learn from Europe when designing 
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their port infrastructure (Watson, 2019; BNOW, 2019d, 2019e, 2019b). Indeed, the Head of 

Government Affairs at Siemens Gamesa10, describes Danish port infrastructure as “a love letter 

to America” after highlighting that port infrastructure is of the “greatest constraints” on the US 

market (Watson, 2019). What Danish port infrastructure resembles is the value of proximity to 

OSW development lease areas, adequate space for components and unrestricted access to open 

water (ibid). Accordingly, these are a few of the recommended features for ports and harbors 

in the US (ibid). 

4.3.1.2 Types of Ports  

Learning from Europe, but adapting to the US context, ports in the US should be categorized in 

four types of activities (BNOW, 2019c). The first type of port refers to manufacturing activities, 

which can be regionally distributed along the East Coast, as hubs for component suppliers 

(ibid). The second type reflects marshalling activities, which essentially requires cranes and 

other mechanisms to support the loading of vessels with extremely large turbine and foundation 

components (ibid). Where it is important that these activities occur on marine terminals near 

wind farms, this is not important for manufacturing activities (ibid). Third is the servicing port, 

which primarily requires port facilities for personnel, although warehousing of spare parts is 

also essential (ibid). These port facilities should be located close to wind farms, and on the 

water due to transportation of spare parts (ibid). The final type of port points to the activities 

related to operations and maintenance which represents the lifeline between the “power plant” 

operating in the ocean and those maintaining it (ibid). 

4.3.1.3 Regional Approach 

Experts furthermore argue that port infrastructure in the US relies on substantial collaboration 

across state borders in order to optimally bring down the cost of development projects (ibid). 

To elaborate, the question often raised deals with the economic benefits of ports and harbors to 

states, as such facilities create jobs and attract workers (ibid). However, to quickly reduce the 

costs related to port activities and thus the supply chain, the industry aims to create a network 

of ports that effectively meets the needs of multiple OSW projects over the long term (ibid). 

The US relies on a regional approach to OSW development, because centralization of different 

type of port activities in a few major locations is simply not possible due to shortage of land 

 
10 Siemens Gamesa and Vestas Wind Systems are the two major wind turbine suppliers in Europe and 
accordingly used by European developers. Global market share for these two is 11.8 % and 19.6 % respectively 

(Todd, 2019). 
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area along the East Coast (ibid). In accord, port infrastructure needs to be a coordinated 

approach among the states on the East Coast, where those that have a comparative advantage 

in a certain type of activity should develop the type of port that can support those activities 

(BNOW, 2019c, 2019d, 2019b).  

For example, Massachusetts is betting on being the home to future martialing activities with 

their New Bedford Marine Commerce Terminal (BNOW, 2019c). Maryland also prospect to 

serve the most demanding port activities with their Tradepoint Atlantic terminal11 (BNOW, 

2019d). New York State, which lies in between these two terminals, has discovered a massive 

potential in many small-scale ports and harbors (BNOW, 2018a). “Other states may not need 

to build OSW ports at all” (Burdock and Borkland, 2019). In sum, port infrastructure in the US 

would at best look like a network of hubs and nodes with the nodes being very important in 

providing the logistical linkages the supply chain activities are dependent on (BNOW, 2019c). 

Finally, however, because states tend to compete for economic gains rather than to collaborate, 

such tendencies needs resolving in order to make the industry prosper (Burdock and Borkland, 

2019) 

4.3.1.4 Who is Responsible in New York? 

Disregarding the notion that states need to collaborate in order to make port infrastructure most 

effective, New York State designs its own plans for port infrastructure. Indeed, the state needs 

to, if it is to reach the goal of 9 GW capacity by 2035. As NYSERDA has discovered the state’s 

potential to be a regional hub for OSW and the economic benefits this brings, state officials are 

heavily engaged in planning for port infrastructure. In his 2018 State of the State address, the 

Governor announced that NYSERDA will invest $1512 million in workforce development and 

infrastructure advancement (Cuomo, 2018). Moreover, to “attract private investment in port 

infrastructure and manufacturing, the State will work with the offshore wind industry to 

determine promising infrastructure investments, which will jumpstart project development, 

drive job growth, and secure New York’s status as the undisputed home for the emerging 

offshore wind industry in the US” (NYSERDA, 2018, p. 26).  

 
11 Maryland State and several developers have made massive investments in this port, including Orsted and EDF 

Renewables (Milligan, 2019; BNOW, 2019d).  
12 Target later raised to $200 million (NYOWA, 2019) 
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Indeed, the offshore wind industry, led by the key node developers are essential for bringing 

out both port infrastructure and supply chain13 investments. Developers and tier one contractors 

see building a local supply chain as a necessity and central objective of delivering projects 

(Equinor, 2019b; BNOW, 2019d, 2019e). Supporting the development of a local supply chain 

and making local infrastructure investments may even be a requirement when signing PPAs or 

OREC agreements (BNOW, 2019d). Accordingly, developers, which attract capital and ensure 

investments, are essential to make the industry profitable (Orsted, 2019b). However, developers 

rely on states to contribute, as well as to cooperate regionally. Advocating for this is NYOWA. 

The official mission of NYOWA has indeed evolved to secure policies and programs that will 

achieve Governor Cuomo’s goal for New York of 9 GW of OSW by 2035 (NYOWA, 2019). 

The priorities designed for this mission emphasize advocacy work to; promote procurements; 

to progress wind energy area identification; to follow through on New York’s commitment to 

spend $200 million on port infrastructure improvements; monitoring legislative and policy 

activity; and to work closely with partners to maintain legislative and public support for OSW 

(ibid). Finally, NYOWA’s advocacy work was elementary to provide both Equinor and Orsted 

the July procurement (Orsted, 2019c). 

4.3.2 Supply Chain  

As implied, port infrastructure and supply chains are two sides of the same coin regarding the 

much-needed reduction of the industry’s LCOE. Several issues pertain to the supply chain 

umbrella, including the Jones Act laws which limits offshore supply chain activities, and 

lacking workforce competence. Both these issues point to the need for local content in supply 

chains. 

4.3.2.1 Need for Local Content  

Fostering a local supply chain is indeed seen as one of the biggest challenges for offshore wind 

development in the United States (BNOW, 2019c; Equinor, 2019b). The fact that tax credits 

are expiring and due to states interests in the industry, massive demand to get projects awarded 

now will result in a stack up of projects to be delivered in the early 2020s (BNOW, 2019c). 

This is an issue because there might not be enough US businesses to deliver on the short-term 

projects (ibid).  

 
13 These investments refer to the local content in supply chains, e.g. workforce development 
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Moreover, technology needs point to raised workforce skills, and the cost-benefits of a regional 

approach to offshore wind (ibid). Local participation in this regard would be highly relevant as 

the infrastructure required for offshore wind is locally anchored and dispersed within regions 

on the East Coast (ibid). For example, the Jones Act promotes a substantial opportunity for 

domestic shipbuilders and contractors to capitalize on the OSW industry (ibid). Similarly, as 

the transportation and logistics of large components is troublesome, local proximity to ports 

present an opportunity for local businesses to take part in the offshore wind industry (ibid). For 

these reasons, networking is critical for the current phase of development, where the industry 

strongly depends on partnerships between European and US businesses (ibid). 

4.3.2.2 Matchmaking 

The Business Network for Offshore Wind (BNOW) is therefore committed to advancing the 

supply chain through frequent networking events and through the International Offshore Wind 

Partnering Forum (IPF) (ibid). The BNOW is a nonprofit which works to promote offshore 

wind development by bringing together developers, policymakers, academia, global experts and 

more than 150-180 businesses for critical discussions and unprecedented networking 

opportunities (BNOW, 2019). The BNOW’s IPF is “the best arena to bring all industry actors 

together, to meet with clients and to create partnerships to build out expertise and capacity” 

(Burdock, 2019). This is especially important as developers and tier one suppliers are searching 

for US companies, which at this point are figuring out where they fit in the supply chain 

(BNOW, 2019d; 2019e). The BNOW facilitates this match-making process (BNOW, 2019b). 

4.3.2.3 Value for Developers  

In the US, “the value of networking is absolutely paramount” and organizations like the BNOW 

are important for many reasons (Orsted, 2019b). They “help to bring the industry together and 

help build the bridges that the industry needs to keep stakeholders close and for players to reach 

a stage of maturity” (ibid). Moreover, the work of the BNOW exemplifies an arena that help 

engage the supply chain, and where developers and contractors share lessons from Europe 

(ibid). Importantly, networking arenas also promote an opportunity to share insights from the 

US “that need to form part of one’s development philosophy when building offshore wind farms 

in the US” (ibid). The necessity of local players in the supply chain is perhaps best exemplified 

with the Jones Act, which is a problem because the vessels required for certain activities are 

simply not available in the US (Equinor, 2019a). 
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4.3.2.4 Jones Act  

Although appropriate vessels exist in Europe, the Jones Act “requires that all goods transported 

between US ports be carried in US flagged ships, that were built domestically, owned by US 

citizens and crewed by personnel authorized to work in the United States” (NREL, p. 43, 2016). 

Indeed, this law is beneficial to the US economy but not for the initial development projects. 

Industry experts stress how the OSW industry may bring with it an offspring industry in form 

of marine logistics14, which in turn stresses the notion that US states must decide which 

segments their main contributions15 to the industry should lie (Burdock and Borkland, 2019).  

The industry is faced with two alternatives to mitigate the problems arising from the Jones Act. 

“The first is to rapidly build vessels in the US that are based on the European vessels and the 

learning process from Europe – and these need to be American owned” (Equinor, 2019b). “The 

second option is to apply for an exemption from the law if we see that the industry is not ready” 

(ibid). Developers are of the opinion that “cost-effective solutions are key” and that “the US 

market presents some risk” and “limits our maneuvers compared to the more optimal setting in 

Europe” (ibid). While industry experts agree that these two options must be worked out rather 

fast, some argue that the mitigation of this prominent issue will require a middle-way solution. 

The first projects to be constructed will likely require European vessels for the most demanding 

activities, such as marshalling, while the US will bring support vessels in a collaborative fashion 

(BNOW, 2019b). 

4.3.3 Technical Standards  

Another big challenge in the industry is that technical standards, which are embedded in 

BOEM’s regulatory roadmap are not formally ratified (BNOW, 2018b). Indeed, developers 

argue the lack of technical standards and the lack of available local content in supply chains as 

two of the greatest challenges of the industry (Equinor, 2019b). Accordingly, developers with 

experience from Europe and other industry experts work collectively to ratify technical 

standards (BNOW, 2018b). This involves building on experiences from Europe, however, 

naturally also to adapt these standards to the US context (Equinor, 2019b).  

 
14 Specific vessels are required to bring out demanding OSW supply chain activities, which presents a business 

opportunity for e.g. domestic shipbuilders. 
15 A regional approach to the industry implies that states cannot all invest in the same competencies. For 

example, competence in activities related to different types of ports are alternative investment opportunities. 
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4.2.4.1 Background  

The need for standards has existed ever since the US got serious about building wind farms 

(BNOW, 2019b). However, the formal codes and standards for offshore wind today is a merged 

version of the standards that exist for subsea foundations in the oil and gas sector, and the 

standards that exist for onshore wind turbines (ibid). These standards are developed by the 

American Petroleum Institute (API) and the American Wind Energy Association (AWEA), 

where the latter comply with the International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) (ibid). The 

IECC has developed type certifications, such as different classes of wind turbines that match 

the severity of external environmental conditions (ibid). These certifications are especially 

useful in siting of wind farms (ibid). However, the IECC did not consider sub-structures when 

measuring energy efficiency, which is very important for offshore wind because wind turbines 

are placed in the water (ibid).  

This story is the background for emerged efforts to develop and augment standards in the US, 

which has historically been a collaborative effort by the NREL, AWEA and BOEM (ibid). In 

2012 these efforts resulted in the Offshore Compliance Recommended Practices (OCRP). 

However, this OCRP document was never formally ratified, because the American National 

Standards Institute (ANSI), which is responsible for overseeing the standards development 

process, was not fully operating at the time (ibid). This is predominantly why there has been 

created several working groups, where these are responsible for augmenting the OCRP 

document to get it ratified (ibid). These working groups work under the Offshore Wind 

Technical Advisory Panel (OWTAP), which is a coalition of industry experts and developers 

with experience from Europe (ibid). 

4.2.4.2 Industry-led Efforts for Best Practice 

The OWTAP works to improve the current regulatory framework for OSW development. The 

Panel is chaired by Walt Musial, which is employed at NREL (BNOW, 2018). However, Musial 

(BNOW, 2018b) stresses that OWTAP is an “industry led panel”.  

Generally, The OWTAP is concerned with regulatory requirements in the stages following the 

lease, that is, site assessment and construction and operation (Equinor, 2019b). In these stages, 

the standards of the SAP and the COP are not properly defined (ibid). Accordingly, there is a 

gap between the formally recommended practices for offshore wind compliance and the 

currently available content and experience of developers (BNOW, 2018b). For this reason, 
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several working groups have been created, facilitated and sponsored by federal bodies, and led 

by OWTAP, which is the high-level steering committee of these working groups. 

The working groups augment and improve existing standards related to general compliance 

practices, as well as best practices related to sub-sea cables, meteorological ocean data and geo-

technical requirements (ibid). These are all critical aspects of a developer’s SAP and COP. In 

addition, there are plans to establish two working groups focused on human health and safety 

and workforce qualifications (ibid). In sum, these working groups aim to create methods of 

transparency, so that developers who want to build a wind farm can easily access roadmaps to 

best practices of all the important elements related to development (ibid). 

Furthermore, Musial stresses that the working groups are fully operating on a volunteer basis, 

and led by those with experience, both technical and practical, in the offshore wind industry 

(ibid). The industry has “shown remarkable interest” in driving this process, where about 150 

people are involved in the process, and the conveners of the different working groups have been 

outstanding in devoting their time and resources (ibid). Furthermore, the BNOW the BNOW 

has played a vital role in organizing the committee and the working groups, and really gathered 

all the relevant participants and parties (ibid).  

4.2.4.3 Implications for OSW development 

The result of the new standards, which will likely be up and running in 2020/2021, is essentially 

a shorter project timeline for developers (ibid). Developers will gain access to information up-

front in form of regulatory roadmaps, which will bring costs down and help developers adopt 

best practices (ibid). Developers will have to follow the same rules where no exceptions can be 

made, which in turn will unburden the regulators (ibid). Having these standards ratified, will 

legitimize them and enable regulators such as BOEM to follow them and use them to streamline 

approval processes (ibid).These standards are elementary for BOEM’s regulatory oversight, as 

the federal agency must ensure that the SAPs and COPs developers submit to BOEM comply 

with best practice (ECFR §585.606, 2019). 
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5 Discussion  

In an era where climate scientists stress the detrimental consequences of climate change, this 

thesis was motivated to study drivers of OSW energy development. Accordingly, this thesis set 

out to analyze how issues in the OSW industry in the US can be mitigated. The results of this 

case point to the importance of a collaborative approach to OSW development, from public 

offices, businesses, industry organizations and stakeholders. The OSW case study also find 

common ground with a variety of scholarly fields, and in some, bring new insights. Finally, I 

propose avenues for future research. 

5.1 Summary of Findings 

Empirical evidence from the OSW case study points to the importance of a variety of actors for 

the nascent industry’s takeoff.  

At the most fundamental level, for mitigating regulative issues, results point to the critical roles 

of public offices for the establishment of functioning regulations and for intergovernmental 

collaboration. As such, there must exist a favorable sentiment at both federal and state level for 

the OSW industry to blossom, which recent years and current dynamics indeed suggest. This 

thesis finds, however, the role of the state as most facilitative for the industry. This is especially 

the case for development in New York, where the state has enacted OSW targets into law, and 

thus made OSW a strong segment within its RPS. At ground level, the state importantly 

implements policy facilitating collaboration with business developers, stakeholders, the local 

public and industry organizations. Developers are accordingly confident that states’ ambitions 

for OSW will make the industry thrive. 

Nevertheless, social challenges have arisen due to the OSW industry’s distortion of established 

actors’ activities on the OCS. Indeed, the industry must coexist with competing uses of the 

ocean and account for the impact on the marine environment. To mitigate issues with the 

maritime and fishing industry, in terms of ocean navigation, coordinated plans between federal 

and state government and collaboration with the industries have been essential for siting. To 

mitigate issues for key stakeholders, New York State furthermore establishes working groups 

to create best management practices and identify research needs. While developers participate 

in such collaborative working groups, they nevertheless see it fit to promote dialogue with other 

industries and local communities, both independently and via industry organizations with 

augmented outreach.  
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The third issue analyzed was of technological character. European developers have entered a 

market where port infrastructure, supply chains and technical standards are immature and thus 

in need of attention. Accordingly, this thesis finds that port infrastructure requires investments 

from both New York State and developers, where industry organizations advocate to the state 

to follow through on its strategy to become a regional hub for such technology. Furthermore, 

states and industry organizations advocate for local content in supply chains, as developers rely 

on local adaptation given the size of components and that transportation of components from 

ports in Europe is not a feasible financial solution. With respect to technical standards, this 

thesis finds the federal government, via NREL, to facilitate their much-needed ratification. 

However, technical standards, as evident from OWTAP, is an industry led effort, as developers 

and other industry experts sit with the required competence to bring these out. Finally, given 

that technical standards are related to BOEM’s regulative roadmap, industry organizations and 

developers contribute to mitigate regulative issues. 

5.2 Related Research and Contributions 

This section introduces how research of others relate to the findings of the case study (Joppe, 

2000). First, I relate findings to research on OSW in the US, including a few elements less 

specific to the US. Second, findings will be briefly related to the structure of US environmental 

regulation. In more depth, I subsequently address how the field of emerging industries relate to 

the findings of the case study. Finally, the institutional theory aspect and its embeddedness in 

emerging industries literature may augment the understanding of results. The other way, I 

discuss how empirical findings of the case study help shed light on a few discourses in the 

literature. 

5.2.1 Offshore Wind in the US  

As OSW in the US has gained relatively little attention from scholars, I present how results 

augment existing research. 

5.2.1.1 Regulatory and Social Intertwinement 

Findings in this thesis relate to previous research on the OSW industry in the US. For example, 

findings support the notion that “BOEM, the states, developers, and even localities” should 

“engage users of the marine environment early in the site selection process and to continue to 

do so throughout development” (Firestone et al., 2018, p. 242). In the similar vein, it is argued 
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that developers will experience increased difficulty and delay in complying with the rules and 

regulations encompassing the marine environment (Firestone, 2017).  

Indeed, NEPA and the legal system for OSW brings into play the interests of a variety of 

stakeholders, which points to the need for a collaborative approach to the industry (ibid). The 

common factor of these notions in research is that regulatory and social challenges are much 

interdependent. That is, stakeholders and local communities rely on well-designed regulations 

and inclusion in transparent regulatory decision-making processes (Firestone et al., 2018; 

DeCastro et al., 2019). The other way; regulators are advised to seek the support of the local 

public and stakeholders if the industry is to flourish (ibid). 

The empirical findings of this thesis point to several of the outlined arguments, however, brings 

more light to them. For example, while previous research certainly stresses the need to engage 

users of the marine environment, the elaborate story of how is limited. Accordingly, this thesis 

finds that NYSERDA, a state agency, is the essential actor to ensure such engagement. Indeed, 

although BOEM and states together make room for stakeholder debates and public input in 

intergovernmental meetings and engage with stakeholders prior to lease sales, the roles that 

have evolved suggest that BOEM leaves much of stakeholder interaction to states. This is the 

case not only for New York State, but for Massachusetts as well, which created working groups 

to augment a task force limited to government officials a decade ago. Similarly, developers 

highlight the role of state agencies both in Massachusetts and in New York for collaborative 

planning with key stakeholders and the public.  

How stakeholder issues are dealt with is also evident from the role of industry organizations. In 

New York, NYOWA has bridged communication between developers and environmental 

NGOs, such as NWF and NRDC. In fact, NYOWA’s leadership consists of representatives 

from these actors, as well as from Orsted and Equinor. This relationship reflects how developers 

and the environmental community work together for many reasons, including; to advocate for 

OSW as a resource to battle climate change; to work together to develop best practices for the 

marine environment; to enable more effective interaction with NYSERDA; and to promote a 

dialogue with the fishing and maritime industry. Finally, developers must independently do 

environmental research, as data on environmental impact of OSW development activities in the 

US is generally inadequate, and because such data is required in BOEM’s permitting process. 

Developers are also much aware of the importance of view shed for the local public’s perception 

of OSW farms, and liaise with other ocean users independently. 
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5.2.1.2 Technology Needs 

Before going into details of how results from this thesis add to the technology element of 

research on OSW in the US, I will first challenge an argument pertaining generally to OSW 

technology. 

5.2.1.2.1 Technology Commercialization 

Data collection and results from this thesis suggest strongly that OSW energy does not reflect 

an immature technology, as proposed by Normann (2018). The elaborate story of what 

immature technologies portray, is that these rely on temporary protected spaces and learning 

arenas, where they can improve shielded from mainstream market selection (Geels, 2005). 

Moreover, progression and commercialism of immature technologies become dependent on the 

ability to attract subsidies (Jacobsson & Lauber, 2006). According to experts informing this 

thesis, subsidies are history and private investors are attracted to the industry (Equinor, 2019b). 

Firestone (2017) proposes that OSW technology can deliver price competitive electricity. The 

notions of these scholars suggest, however, is that Europe was the learning arena for OSW, 

where countries, especially the United Kingdom, have driven the commercialization of the 

technology.  

5.2.1.2.2 A Shared Responsibility? 

Furthermore, empirical findings support research brought out by NREL, which highlights the 

need to develop port infrastructure, supply chain and technical standards. Such issues have, 

however, received limited attention in research. A few scholars highlight the lack of proprietary 

technology in the US as a key problem, albeit not its implications for development, nor how the 

problem is to be solved (e.g. Sun et al., 2012; DeCastro et al., 2019).  

The findings of this thesis validate technology as a key issue for the industry, which is reliant 

on investments in port infrastructure and supply chains to bring down the LCOE of OSW 

development. Experts argue that states need to collaborate and to favor regional economic 

benefits over benefits for the individual state, if the OSW industry is to thrive and, in the end, 

please the electricity consumer. Importantly, both states, industry organizations and developers 

are essential for the planning of port infrastructure and to bring out the needed investments.  

For developing local content in supply chains - which is much needed due to both law and 

efficiency – New York State, industry organizations and developers all play significant roles. 

Respectively, these actors are essential for local engagement and investments, advocacy and 
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networking to bring out investments, and investments and partnerships with local firms. While 

the former and latter are working together to make the industry attractive to investors, industry 

organizations play a vital role to bridge communication between these two players and to push 

for action. 

Despite technical standards’ different character within the technology umbrella, such standards 

mirror best practices of technology. Indeed, the technical working groups of the OWTAP 

portray many initiatives essential to bring down the LCOE. However, this thesis argues also for 

the regulatory benefits the work of the OWTAP brings. Facilitated by NREL and driven forward 

by industry experts, including the developers emphasized in this thesis, OWTAP develops and 

augments industry standards. These standards are important for two reasons; transparency for 

developers and a lower LCOE; and a more effective permitting process overseen by BOEM. 

5.2.1.3 Remaining Issues and Policy Recommendations  

Aligned with Firestone (2017), this thesis argues that BOEM’s auction system for bidding needs 

to be revisited. The minimum requirements to participate in lease auctions are easily met, and, 

while non-monetary auction formats exist, it is essentially the highest bidder that has been 

awarded the lease, as cash formats have been applied. The implications of this system are higher 

costs, in an era where the LCOE is still high and needs to be reduced.  

Moreover, lease sales from BOEM do not guarantee that projects will materialize. Developers 

must go through a new round of selection procedures with individual states, for electricity 

procurement. While legislation has reduced the political risk related to this issue, developers 

would benefit from less uncertainty in the regulatory process if BOEM and states collaborate 

closer. Both states and developers would benefit from such collaboration, for example from 

project timelines being more certain, making investors willing to bring capital quickly. Indeed, 

investment is needed for port infrastructure and supply chains, to reduce the LCOE.  

Moreover, building on previous arguments from Firestone et al. (2018), BOEM must continue 

in the direction of including stakeholders and the public in all development stages. Evidence 

from the OSW case study show that BOEM has struggled to align interests with both states, 

developers and stakeholders in the identification of lease areas. Indeed, this identification 

process sparks massive interests from a variety of actors. Collaboration to make ends meet thus 

becomes essential. Federal and state bodies should engage more deeply in research to uncover 

impacts of OSW, both on marine environment and economic impact on fishing industry. BOEM 
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must follow through on its plan to strengthen the task force by focusing more on including 

stakeholders and to work on the regional aspect of OSW. 

Of the more stressing issue for the industry is the need for a regional approach to technology 

investments and inter-state planning on the task force. While New York shows appreciation for 

state in proximity, NYSERDA has lied out a plan that explicitly informs of the motive of 

economic gains at state level. The industry would benefit from this plan being complemented 

with regional plans for port infrastructure, and distribution of supply chain and marine logistics 

competencies across state borders. Effectively, regional policies would create more flexibility 

for developers and reduce the risk of bottlenecks, as construction and operation activities will 

dominate the 2020s. To also reduce the LCOE, states must consult with the industry to develop 

the much-needed competencies in the local workforce.  

5.2.2 Environmental Regulation in the United States  

The OSW case study allows this thesis to join the scholarly discourse on the federalist structure 

of environmental regulation in the US. The case study is much interrelated to this contextual 

element.  

5.2.2.1 The Role of the State Government 

The results of this thesis find common ground with a variety of researchers. For example, state 

governments are suggested to play a vital role for progressive environmental regulation in the 

US (Peters & Pierre, 1998; Revesz, 2001; Konisky and Woods, 2016; Grunwald, 2012; Carley 

et al., 2015; Rabe 2008). The OSW case study mirrors how state environmental regulation has 

impacted clean energy development. Researchers state that the RPS and its favorable impact 

for the climate stems from its roots in state political ideology which brings stability for climate 

change mitigation efforts (Carley and Miller, 2012; Chandler, 2009; Lyon and Yin, 2010; Yi 

and Feiock, 2012). 

In common, states in the northeast of the US have implemented such RPS mechanisms and 

established the RGGI, which points to a regional sentiment for a renewables shift (Konisky and 

Woods, 2016). Indeed, while the RPS show the importance of individual state policy and 

legislation for the OSW industry, the RGGI on the northeast coast suggest that the cluster of 

OSW development projects and the tendencies for states to work together in the northeast is not 
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a random occurrence16. However, stating why the northeast has developed as a cluster for OSW 

is beyond the scope of this thesis. 

5.2.2.2 The role of the Federal Government  

As exemplified with the previous Presidential Administration, federal government also show 

what impact it can have on clean energy technologies, exemplified with ARRA after the 

Financial Crisis (Grunwald, 2012; Carley et al., 2015). ARRA emphasizes the allocation of 

funds to states and thus the intertwinement of a federalist government structure. In effect, this 

mirrors the impact of support at federal level for development of clean energy technologies at 

state level (Konisky and Woods, 2016). 

What the theories of these scholars suggest is that clean energy development is to a large extent 

driven forward by states, especially in the northeast of the US, as well as in California. The 

plans of states, however, have great complementary effects if the federal government have 

aligned interests. While scholars knowledgeful about the OSW industry have criticized the 

federal government for not passing adequate tax bills (Firestone, 2017), this thesis’ results 

signal that tax credits have led to a pile-up of OSW development projects to be delivered in the 

early 2020s. The logic here is that competitive interest has emerged as a result of the short-term 

expiry of tax credits. Accordingly, you could argue whether tax credits are effective for OSW 

development or not, as experts point to risks for bottlenecks. Intuitively, however, the extent to 

which tax credits are responsible for the pile-up of projects points to an accelerated effort to 

develop OSW energy, which brings critical investments.  

5.2.3 Emerging Industries  

Findings of the OSW case study also help shed light on research within the field of emerging 

industries. Researchers suggest that the key-stage in an emerging industry includes signals of a 

high-growth potential, reflected in a growing number of market entries (Agarwal and Bayus, 

2004; Klepper and Graddy, 1990). In this stage, the emergence of roles become evident, 

 
16 Other variables may be equally or more important. For example, the technical potential for OSW energy in the 
northeast. Geophysics, including water depths and wind resource is informing BOEM’s decision making 

processes. Other contextual elements, such as energy security and long-term economics are political motives that 

may exist on federal level in the siting process. Nevertheless, the results of this case study point to the notion that 
developers see state environmental regulation in the northeast as critical for competitive interest in lease 

auctions. BOEM does not sell lease sites without adequate competitive interest. Other elements that should not 

be neglected are states’ CZM Plans, and Ocean Management Plans, which link state and federal government 
interests in federal waters. Furthermore, not evident from the tip of the iceberg would be lobbying from 

competing industries including offshore oil and gas.  
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including the roles of government agencies, stakeholders, businesses and activity networks 

(Woolley, 2014; Gustafsson et al., 2016; Suarez et al., 2014). Due to the several processes these 

units are involved in, the key emergent stage of industries is labeled a co-evolutionary one 

(Gustafsson et al., 2016). The four co-evolving processes in this stage is suggested to be the 

establishment of a technological basis, the emergence of activity networks, market emergence 

and the formation of an industry identity (ibid). 

5.2.3.1 Is the United States OSW industry in a Co-evolutionary Stage? 

The OSW case study ticks off many of the boxes characterizing the co-evolutionary stage. In 

recent years, European businesses have entered the US market paying hundreds of millions for 

a lease area in federal waters with several associated risks. The up-side potential thus seems to 

dominate market entry decision-making. Implied in previous sections and by the subunits of 

analysis in this thesis are the roles played by government agencies, stakeholders, businesses 

and activity networks to accelerate the industry. The most striking match of the OSW case study 

is, however, the four-processes suggested by Gustafsson et al., (2016). Indeed, the OSW case 

study supports the theorized processes referred to.  

For the first process, the OSW industry involves a collaborative approach in form of OWTAP 

to develop standards, in line with the notion of alliances or cooperative technical organizations 

to bring out such (Rice and Galvin, 2006; Rosenkampf and Tushman, 1998). Specific for 

alternative energy industries, is the necessity to develop the infrastructure for storage and 

distribution (Barrett, 2009). While this latter aspect is indeed critical for the OSW industry, it 

has not been a focus in this thesis and will thus serve as an avenue for future research. 

For the activity networks element, the OSW case study also tend to be matching. Linked with 

the technology process, activity networks are credited responsibility for establishing a basis for 

technology. One notion in the literature is how these networks form coalitions or collaborative 

approaches to develop standards (Gustafsson et al., 2016). Another highlights the role of 

individuals and organizations to generally increase competence and knowledge required for 

generation of momentum in industries (Garud and Karnøe, 2001). To exemplify from the case 

study, technical standards and new competencies are accelerated by OWTAP and, while the 

BNOW represents the facilitation of incoming knowledge from Europe by e.g. promoting an 

arena to share knowledge and create partnerships. Networks are also created informally. As 

briefly mentioned in the case study, developers and business networks interact to get a feel for 

the future viability of deploying technology in the US market. 
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Regarding the market emergence stage, the socio-economic element of emerging industries 

plays in (Burr, 2006; Klepper, 1997). The socio-economic link is introduced by the notion that 

a critical mass of technology deployment is required for the industry to reach a higher level of 

maturity (Agarwal and Bayus, 2002; Klepper, 1997). To reach this stage, the industry and its 

constituent players must gain legitimacy to reduce uncertainty and attract capital (Dobrev and 

Gotsopoulos, 2010). Again, to exemplify from the case study; NYSERDA, the Governor of 

New York, developers and industry organizations are heavily involved with promoting the 

industry. Arguments used by these players to promote the industry include; environmentally 

friendly; brings thousands of jobs and thus economic benefits to the state; capable of powering 

millions of homes; energy security; and profitable in the long-term. While many of these 

arguments relate to legitimacy, the latter would probably be most attractive for profit-seeking 

investors. Finally, the mentioned players, especially NYSERDA and the key players of the 

OSW industry, work together to attract capital to reach this critical mass of technology 

deployment. 

Finally, the fourth process is referred to as the formation of industry identity. The recent years 

brings more diversity to Russo’s (2003) label of the wind energy industry in the US from the 

1980s. In fact, recent years challenge the label as an increasing number of citizens globally now 

stress the importance of the offshore wind industry. Indeed, the industry has its own label, 

suggested to arise as the size of the organizations involved with the industry increases and when 

these are densely situated in a geographic area (McKendrick and Carrol, 2001; McKendrick et 

al., 2003; Ruef and Patterson, 2009). This is indeed the case for large established energy firms 

growing bigger with the OSW segment in their product portfolios and their geographic density 

on the northeast coast. Furthermore, in his study on the emergence of sustainable industries, 

Russo (2003) found that social movements proved hampering for legitimacy in the early stages 

of the wind energy industry in California. Despite it not being a major focus in this thesis, the 

OSW industry ran into social problems with Cape Wind in its early stages in Massachusetts and 

is still facing stakeholder difficulties. Thus, the OSW case study supports the notion that a 

process of gaining legitimacy is required to form an industry label that appeals to the local 

public and affected stakeholders. Prominent researchers within the energy field stress the 

similar idea; that building a wind farm sparks concerns in local communities and among key 

stakeholders (Carlman, 1984; Wustenhagen et al., 2007).  
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5.2.3.1.1 New Insights – Interactions and Interdependencies 

The OSW case study presents new insights to the scholarly field of emerging industries. Indeed, 

the case study may help fill a research gap in this regard. While scholars have found that the 

key stage in industry emergence is indeed the co-evolutionary one, with its four outlined sub 

processes, there is a gap in explaining how these in theory co-evolve (Gustafsson et al., 2018). 

To elaborate, researchers have identified these sub-processes from theories dispersed across the 

wealth of literature. Accordingly, they have not been incorporated in one study and analyzed 

accordingly. It is therefore convenient that the OSW case study captures elements pertaining to 

these sub-processes. As a result, the OSW case study may help shed light on “Interactions and 

interdependencies between sub-processes of industry emergence” (Gustafsson et al., p. 38).  

The OSW case study points to interactions and interdependencies between several of the 

subprocesses. Establishment of technology, including technical standards, is driven forward by 

activity networks, in this case the OWTAP, which has emerged as a result of inadequate know-

how in the US. The market emergence process has been vital to attract capital in order to 

establish port infrastructure and invest in the local workforce. Thus, the establishment of a 

technological basis seems to have been driven forward by both the emergence of activity 

networks and market emergence. Distinct from the other three subprocesses is in this thesis the 

formation of an industry identity. However, this fourth subprocess tends to relate to the market 

emergence stage. Arguably, this is because the industry has obtained an identity label as 

environmentally friendly. Empirical findings of this thesis would suggest this points to social 

legitimacy, as several normative actors show strong support for the acceleration of the industry. 

Caution should, however, be made with any conclusions in this regard. Research should target 

these processes in order to grasp their interconnectedness.  

5.2.3.1.2 New Insights – Types of Firms and Technology Deployment 

Furthermore, a distinction is made in the literature regarding which types of firms are driving 

establishment of technology. New entrants of entrepreneurial character are suggested to bring 

out disruptive technology (Christensen, 1993; Tushman and Anderson, 1986) while large 

established firms are suggested to bring out competence-enhancing technology (Klepper and 

Simons, 2002). In the OSW case study, firms such as Equinor and Orsted, two large established 

firms, are bringing out both competence-enhancing technology and disruptive technology. To 

elaborate, the OSW industry is an offspring to the existing wind energy industry, which requires 
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both enhancement of existing technology as well as new disruptive technological solutions. 

Thus, findings from the case study suggest this distinction should be treated with care. 

5.2.3.2 Natural Capital in Emerging Industries  

Russo’s (2003) study sparks further discussion. His findings point to site specificity of natural 

capital as a key explanatory variable for the geographic concentration of an industry, where 

remoteness17 of natural capital has a subdued effect on this relationship. When natural capital 

is site specific, geographic concentration of an industry may not be a “random occurrence” 

(Russo, 2003, p. 327). For the US OSW industry, site specificity of natural capital, in the form 

of wind speeds18, points to the northeast, where a cluster indeed has developed.  

The implications of the natural capital paradigm are multilevel. Russo stresses the value site 

specificity may bring for firms, who would thrive in their natural environment, used as an 

analogy to the popular market environment (Hofer, 1975). This thesis argues for the benefit the 

paradigm may bring for countries. If countries can predict where industries pertinent to natural 

capital around the world emerges geographically, this should enable planning19 for such 

industries. The US is today troubled with this exact issue, as grid and transmission issues pose 

limitations for the many OSW projects about to materialize.  

5.2.3.3 Institutional Theory in Emerging Industries 

Although the outlined literature in section 5.2.3.1 to a large extent reflect research made from 

an institutional theory lens, scholars bring another dimension to this lens. Indeed, Haveman and 

Rao (1997) argue they have brought light to an unresolved debate among institutional theory 

scholars. The problem presented is that regulative rules governing an industry are often not 

aligned with the normative expectations in the broader social sphere, which exerts contradictory 

effects on organizations, in form of adaptation to the institutional environment they operate in 

(Meyer and Rowan, 1977). To elaborate, institutional theory scholars stress that organizations 

 
17 Remoteness implies higher costs for transmission (Russo, 2003). This notion reinforces the incentive to 
present transmission as a fruitful arena for research on the OSW industry. 
18 In the case of OSW, water depths and other geophysical variables would have a subdued effect, as the 

calculation of technical potential of wind resource considers these factors (NREL, 2016). 
19 NREL has indeed calculated the technical potential of the OSW industry in the US, which informs BOEM’s 

decision-making. However, again, the regional character of the industry and the inter-state grid and transmission 

solutions necessary to bring out ambitious capacity targets, points to the value of closer collaboration with grid 
and transmission operators. With this notion, intergovernmental collaboration in the US and inter-state planning 

to increase grid and transmission capacity has reinforced value. As a side note, Orsted has a partnership business 

model in the US where all development projects in the northeast are joint ventures with Eversource, a major 
actor heavily involved in modernizing grid and transmission systems in the US. Room for such actors in OSW 

development planning at intergovernmental and inter-state level should provide more proactive solutions. 
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must adapt to both regulative and normative expectations to gain legitimacy in organizational 

fields (e.g. Scott, 1995). Thus, if regulative rules and normative expectations are not aligned, 

the organization is caught between two distinct institutional forces, which hampers its activities. 

Haveman and Rao (1997) finds that this contradictory effect is resolved in emerging industries 

through a co-evolutionary process where institutions and organizational activities converge to 

benefit the organization.  

The OSW case study supports this notion. For business developers to thrive in the US market, 

they are dependent on the DOE, the DOI, BOEM and state agencies such as NYSERDA to 

develop rules that are aligned with normative expectations. The latter would refer to the social 

legitimacy claims made by competing industries, key stakeholders and the local public. From 

institutional theory, the normative dimension of institutional environments refers especially 

also to the standards governing industries (e.g. DiMaggio and Powell, 1983). The dynamics of 

the OSW case study points to the legitimacy claims made by a variety of actors, how regulators 

and developers try to align activities with these claims, and how the industry is itself bridging 

the gap between regulations and normative expectations through the OWTAP.  

5.3 Proposed Avenues for Research  

Researching three broad themes comes with both benefits and disadvantages. It has allowed 

this thesis to incorporate several variables and thus several different types of subunits pertinent 

to the OSW phenomenon. In turn, this points to the many interdependencies between variables, 

which may blur the impact of individual variables. Accordingly, this thesis tries to steer away 

from generalized conclusions as it acknowledges that some variables have only been touched 

on the surface. To gain reliability, comparative case studies can be brought out. Other avenues 

for research will also be recommended, with the aim of inspiring research in several directions.  

5.3.1 Comparative Case Studies 

First, given the single-case character of the OSW case study, the external validity of the findings 

of this thesis should be tested. A comparative case study between New York and another state 

could potentially support the findings and arguments presented in this thesis. As the OSW 

industry is considered a global one, and because countries around the world are adopting the 

technology at increased pace, this leaves room for research to cross country borders. States in 

the US could be compared with a country that does not have a federalist structured government, 

but a unitary one. For example, as Norway is about to adopt OSW technology, this provides an 
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opportunity to address whether the structure of the US government is more, or less effective for 

OSW development.  

A comparative case study with an emerging economy, say China, would be a classic opportunity 

for the international business scholar to compare how the two largest economies in the world 

approach OSW development. For example, how would China’s fishing industry react to OSW 

development? How would the levels of government in China respond to social legitimacy 

claims from key stakeholders? How are marine environments governed by NGOs and state 

governments? Do wildlife NGOs and natural resources NGOs take part with OSW developers 

and industry organizations? How is technology deployed in China? Does China’s government 

inject more capital to develop infrastructure and a local supply chain? Does the Chinese 

government use tax credits to trigger development and what would be the implications for 

development?  How does Chinese actors, as compared to the subunits of this thesis, collaborate 

to overcome key challenges? Is the development of technical standards an industry-led process? 

Does China have similar legislation for clean energy and what role would it play for 

development? How are the interests of the local public and key stakeholders accounted for by 

the Chinese government? Research opportunities are multiple.  

5.3.2 Foreign Market Entry  

As implied in Chapter 2, section 2.2.2, this thesis was limited by data to pursue a foreign market 

entry study. However, during the research process several notions and inspirations arose with 

regards to this field.  

Applying institutional theory and transaction cost economics to foreign market entry, as many 

international business scholars would do, proved less valuable to this thesis. For one, literature 

on institutional theory in international business research is directed predominantly to emerging 

markets and developing countries. Transaction cost economics is also much intertwined with 

institutional theory in their combined applications to foreign market research in emerging 

markets and developing countries.  

Risks for Orsted or Equinor in establishing business in the US did not relate well to the risks 

found in the literature. For example, Orsted sees little risk in a partnership with Eversource in 

the US. Equinor stressed that its sole ownership model in the US was not because of any local 

risks, as may be found in emerging markets, related to setting up a joint venture. While many 

developers in the US, however, have joint ventures, this is suggested to relate to the massive 
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investments required to bring out projects and thus an opportunity to share capital risk. What 

this points to is the notion that Western economies, like the US and New York State, pose 

limited risk as compared to emerging markets, in the form of expropriation, political risk20, 

access to capital markets or access to labor markets (e.g. Khanna et al., 2005). 

While this is not a discovery whatsoever, it promotes inspiration for research. Although China 

is likely to apply its own major players in wind energy, emerging markets economies such as 

Taiwan has employed Orsted to develop OSW. Doing a case study of Orsted’s experiences in 

Taiwan as compared to the US would be a much appropriate research opportunity for a scholar 

within the international business field. For example, how do the processes required to make a 

nascent industry mature differ in the US and in Taiwan? How does Orsted’s partnership model 

in the US compare to the one in Taiwan? How do political risk, access to capital or labor impact 

the entry into Taiwan as compared to the US?  

5.3.3 Offshore Wind in the US 

Two major issues have been identified as much important for the OSW industry in the US. One 

is the regional aspect, pertaining to state and industry investments in a new marine logistics 

industry, workforce development and port infrastructure. To maximize the economic gains at 

regional level and for developers one could research; How do comparative advantages of states 

in OSW technology impact investments in the industry and what are the cost-implications for 

OSW developers? 

The other issue found is the need to upgrade grid and transmission capacity. An assumption can 

be made in the sense that investors are not likely to pay many millions of dollars if they did not 

think that such capacity upgrades are possible. Thus, this research avenue follows the money; 

“What are the roles of states and electric services companies in bringing out the necessary grid 

capacity for clean energy development?”. The rationale for this question is analogous to the 

role of developers and states in technology investments in the OSW industry. As Orsted would 

attract capital to bring out development projects, its partner Eversource – a major electric 

services company with superior transmission infrastructure competence – would likely attract 

capital to bring out transmission projects. The state will always play a significant role due to its 

authority over land, and access to capital. However, how do they interact to make it happen? 

 
20 According to developers, political risk has been an issue in the US. Political risk can be traced to the fact that 
lease sales from BOEM does not guarantee electricity procurement deals, which in turn would trigger 

construction. However, states’ ambitions and legislation has mitigated this issue.  
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Grid and transmission capacity are major obstacles for several skyrocketing clean energy types, 

thus the general formulation of the question. 

Also related to grid and transmission capacity, pertaining to the OSW industry, is the following 

question; Why does Orsted have a partnership with Eversource in the United States and how 

does it impact its competitiveness? 

5.3.4 Emerging Industries and Natural Capital  

In line with Gustafsson et al. (2016) I argue that research needs to be made on the interactions 

and interdependencies of the subprocesses in the co-evolutionary stage of emerging industries. 

While this thesis contributes to validate the importance of the subprocesses for an emerging 

industry, it will not conclude whether certain subprocesses coevolve more effectively with each 

other than others, or if one is subordinate to the others.  

Why should we study the emergence of industries? Climate change mitigation, energy security, 

economic development would be good reasons. New industries, including clean energy, will 

arise in the future which calls for a better understanding of how humans can make them evolve 

faster. For example, Equinor is about to develop the first large scale floating21 wind farm off 

the coast of California which will accelerate our capability to capture wind resource further 

from shore. 

The natural capital paradigm in emerging industries may support this process. If site specificity 

of wind resource can explain the geographic concentration of the OSW industry, we can start 

planning for this new floating wind technology. This, however, calls for research on technical 

potential of wind resource in oceans around the world. Developing best practices for collecting 

meteorological ocean data becomes essential. I suggest we bring out this research and call for 

visionary investors and countries to commercialize this technology. 

 

 
21 Floating offshore wind turbines have a different fundament than regular offshore wind turbines, and for that 

reason may be considered as an offspring industry. Whereas the latter is piled down to the ocean floor in shallow 
waters, the former is anchored to the ocean floor on each side of the float. Floating wind turbines can thus be 

deployed on a far greater scale as it is not limited to shallow waters.  
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Appendices 

 

Appendix 1: Interview Participants and Selection Criteria 

Interview participants were selected based on four criteria. Whether they (1) hold senior or 

leader positions, (2) have relevant expertise, (3) have a minimum of five years* of experience 

and (4) are involved in development projects in the United States 

 

 

* Participant 5 was initial contact point from Copenhagen Office. The Participant is mainly 

experienced within other renewables, however, have general knowledge of OSW segment 

 

Appendix 2: Interview Guide for Participant 1 

Interview was conducted over phone on the 4th of July 2019, duration: 1 hour 

Primary Questions: Technology Needs 

What is your role on the OWTAP? 

How does the OWTAP work to improve the recommended practices for OSW in the US? 

How does the work of the OWTAP correspond to the SAP / COP phases of development? 

Do technical standards for OSW in the US differ from Europe? 

Secondary Questions: Mixed 

What does Equinor see as the biggest challenges for OSW development in the US? 

How does the Jones Act influence development? 

Do you see the opposition of fisheries as a threat to development? 

How do you work with fisheries? 

How does Equinor work with interest organizations that facilitate industry progression? 

 

 

(1) Position (2) Expertise / (3) Experience (4) Involved in US 

Participant 1  

(Equinor) 

Director,  

Technology 

Technical Standards in the US / 

13 years of OSW experience  

Substantially involved 

in US market entry 

Participant 2  

(Equinor) 

Development 

Manager, US 

Regulatory & Stakeholder Affairs 

/ 8 years of OSW experience  

Substantially involved 

in US market entry 

Participant 3 

(Orsted) 
 

Head of Strategic 
Partnerships, US 

Supply Chain and Partnerships / 
9 years of experience with OSW 

Substantially involved 
in US market entry 

Participant 4 

(Orsted) 

Head of Market 
Development, US 

Regulatory & Stakeholder Affairs 
/ 10 years of OSW experience  

Substantially involved 
in US market entry 

Participant 5 

(Orsted) 

Senior Manager, 

Renewables  

Technology Commercialization / 

2 years of OSW experience  

General knowledge of 

US development 
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Appendix 3: Interview Guide for Participant 2 

Interview was conducted over phone on the 6th of June 2019, duration: 1 hour 50 minutes 

Primary Questions: Regulation and Stakeholders 
 

How do business activities correspond with BOEM’s planning and analysis stage?  

How do business activities correspond with BOEM’s lease stage?  

How does the regulatory system challenge Equinor’s developments of OSW in the US? 

How does Equinor adapt to other ocean users (e.g. fisheries) and local communities? 

Has New York learned regulatory processes of front-running states?  
 

Secondary Questions: Mixed 
 

How is the Jones Act an obstacle to development? 

What is the incentive of Equinor’s sole ownership in development projects? 

Who are responsible for port for infrastructure investments, states or developers? 

How does Equinor see the need to establish a local supply chain? 

Why are ORECS structured differently and how they work? 

Coming from Europe, how must Equinor adapt to the US context? 

 

 

Appendix 4: Interview Guide for Participant 3 

Interview was conducted over phone on the 9th of June 2019, duration: 30 minutes 

Primary Questions: Partners & Supply Chain 

How did the acquisition of Deepwater help Orsted penetrate the US market? 

How does the BNOW help facilitate supply chain issues? 

Is there a need for local adaptation in the US, especially with respect to the supply chain? 

Secondary Questions: Mixed 

Does Orsted partner with actors beyond suppliers, industry organizations and stakeholders? 

How does the US context for development differ from other markets? 

What is the rationale for having a joint venture with Eversource?
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Appendix 5: Interview Guide for Participant 4 

Interview was conducted over phone on the 23rd of July 2019. Duration: 30 minutes. 

Primary Questions: Regulation and Stakeholders 

How has the regulatory process in New York evolved to facilitate development? 

How has BOEM improved the regulatory roadmap for OSW in the US? 

What roles do BNOW and NYOWA for the progression of the industry? 

How does Orsted promote a dialogue with fisheries? 

How does the development community promote a dialogue with fisheries? 

Is NYSERDA the one essential state agency for OSW development in New York? 

What role does NYSERDA play for OSW development? 

How has the New York Offshore Wind Master Plan impacted development? 

 

 

Appendix 6: Interview Guide for Participant 5 

Interviews were conducted in person on the 18th of February in 2019 and on the 15th of April 

in 2019. Duration: 2 hours. 

General questions: 

What challenges has Orsted faced in the initial development efforts in the US? 

Why did Orsted acquire Deepwater? 

What implications did the acquisition have for the company’s business model the US? 

What does it take to obtain a lease for developers? 

Does Orsted pursue development primarily in states that set ambitious targets for OSW? 

Are states the key players for a lease to materialize into construction and operation? 

What are PPAs and ORECs and how do these instruments work? 

How does BOEM oversee development? 

How do stakeholders in the US influence development? 
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  Appendix 7: Coding of Narratives and Actions

 Regulatory Issues Social Issues Technological Issues 

Developers 
 

(1) Orsted 

(2) Equinor 

(3) EDF 

(4) MHI 

(1/2) Regional perspective will reduce LCOE 

(1/2) Legislation is preferred over policy 

(1/2) Permitting process needs simplification 

 (1/2) Regulators should ensure access to 

geophysical and environmental data  

(1/2) Lease gives developer limited guarantees 

(1/2) We engage and liaise with local public 

(1/2) We have a “good neighbor strategy” 

(1/2) We engage in dialogue with fisheries 

(1/2) We engage with environmental NGOs 

(1/2) We must study environmental impact 

 

(1) We invest in supply chain and port 

infrastructure to bring down LCOE 

(1/2) We take part in OWTAP to share 

competence with technical standards   

(3) OREC may require us to make investments 

in supply chain/infrastructure  

(1/2/3/4) We bring supply chain expertise 

Regulatory 

Actors 
 

(5) DOI/DOE 

(6) BOEM 

(7) NYSERDA 

(5) We trigger establishment of regulations  

(6/7) Intergovernmental collaboration  

  (6/7) We ensure regional work on task force 

(7) We facilitate permitting processes 

(7) Legislation reduces uncertainty and  

compensates for immature regulation  

(5) Need to include stakeholders in planning 

(6/7) We study environmental impact 

(7) BOEM should listen to local stakeholders 

 (7) We create stakeholder working groups 

 (7) We facilitate dialogue with the public  

(7) We invest in supply chain and port 

infrastructure to incentivize development  

(7) We invest in supply chain and 

infrastructure to maximize economic gains 

(7) New York aims to be a regional hub for 

port infrastructure and supply chain activities 

Stakeholders 
 

(8) RODA 

(9) LIFA 

(10) GSSA 

(11) NWF 

(12) CMI 

(8) Fishing occurs in every acre of NY Bight 

(8) Regulators must ensure leasing decisions 

are based on thorough studies 

(8/9/10) Regulatory processes must slow down 

(11) Regulatory processes must speed up 

(12) Regulators must consider safety 

(8) OSW threatens coexistence of ocean uses  

(9) OSW must coexist with fisheries 

(10) OSW is a threat to seafood production 

(10) OSW is a threat to coastal community 

(12) OSW helps mitigate global warming – the 

greatest threat to wildlife 

(8/9/10/12) Offshore supply chain actors must 

coordinate with other ocean users. 

(10) Offshore supply chain activities must 

follow best practices for safety reasons. 

Industry 

Organizations 
 

(13) OWTAP 

(14) BNOW 

(15) NYOWA 

(13) Regulatory frameworks are immature 

(13) Regulatory frameworks need to be based 

on ratified technical standards 

(14/15) Regulatory processes must be 

accelerated to reduce LCOE 

(15) Advocate to NYSERDA to follow 

through on technology investment promises 

(14) International supply chain actors need to 

coexist with local supply chain 

(15)  Engage with environmental NGOs as the 

two find common incentives for OSW 

(15) Engage with fishery alliances to mitigate 

potential problems 

 

(13) We develop technical standards that can 

be ratified and embedded into regulation 

(14) We facilitate supply chain advancement 

(14) States compete for economic gains and we 

must ensure regional collaboration 

(14) We mitigate Jones Act problems 

(14/15) We advocate for port infrastructure 

Abbreviations: (3) EDF – Electricite de France Renewables; (4) MHI – Mitsubishi Heavy Industries Vestas; (5) Department of Interior/Energy; (6) Bureau of Ocean Energy Management; (7) New York State 

Energy and Research Development Authority; (8) Responsible Offshore Development Alliance; (9) Long Island Fisheries Association; (10) Garden State Seafood Association; (11) National Wildlife 

Federation; (12) Commercial Maritime Industry; (13) Offshore Wind Technical Advisory Panel; (14) Business Network for Offshore Wind; (15) New York Offshore Wind Alliance 



 

 

 


