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ABSTRACT 

This thesis investigates the Cobscook Bay, Maine experience with evaluating, approving, 

and installing a tidal power device. This was done to understand stakeholder risk 

perceptions surrounding the Ocean Renewable Power Company’s tidal power project, 

with respect to potential impact on local commercial fisheries. Twenty-one semi-

structured interviews were conducted representing various stakeholder groups with data 

analyzed using a grounded theory approach. The results reveal the region’s long and 

complex history with tidal power and industry in general, which influenced pre-

deployment risk perceptions. Risk perceptions post-deployment focused on impacts to 

livelihood. The analysis showed that the proponent gained a social license for the project 

due primarily to acceptance of local/traditional knowledge and experience-based 

expertise. Contrasting the Maine experience with a recent Canadian tidal power project 

illustrated several important lessons learned for future sustainable development project 

consultations. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

This research was stimulated by concerns from the fishing industry in New Brunswick, 

Canada, around the growing interest in tidal power development in the Bay of Fundy and 

the Passamaquoddy Bay. A previous research study conducted by Dr. Melanie Wiber of 

the University of New Brunswick, and Maria Recchia of Fundy North Fishermen’s 

Association documented that fishermen in Southwest New Brunswick (SWNB) have 

concerns regarding the possible installation of tidal energy devices in Canadian waters. 

At that point in time, the Ocean Renewable Power Company (ORPC) had communicated 

to Canadian fishermen a desire to deploy tidal in-stream energy conversion (TISEC) 

devices in the Western Passage located between Deer Island, NB and Moose Island, ME. 

ORPC planned on deploying a stack of these devices 12 tall, all rotating at slightly 

different rotations and depths, with the turbine itself resembling an old push lawnmower. 

Understandably, it was a terrifying visual for both Canadian and United States (U.S.) 

fishermen alike and had many on both sides of the border concerned. The pilot study 

documented that some of these concerns were related to electromagnetic fields (EMF’s), 

noise, kinetic energy loss and changes to water flow, sedimentation, turbidity, and the 

loss of fishing grounds. While there has been no deployment of any tidal devices by 

ORPC in the Western Passage, ORPC did deploy a single sea floor mounted turbine in 

the Cobscook Bay in the State of Maine, U.S. My case study primarily focuses on the 

Cobscook Bay, ME deployment as it would enable us to better understand the 

environmental approval process in that setting, with the hope to learn lessons that could 

be applied to the Canadian context. As I was concluding my field work in 2016, a 
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colleague of mine alerted me to Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd.’s tidal power project 

taking place in Nova Scotia (NS), Canada. At that time, I had a brief phone conversation 

with three of the fishermen involved, made some notes and left it alone, since I did not 

have time to conduct an in-depth, fieldwork based study. I proceeded with my analysis. 

To understand the analysis, I must make my theoretical orientation clear and discuss the 

literature I used as the foundation upon which I based my analysis, which brings us to 

Chapter Two. 

In Chapter Two I explore and comment on diverse topics. I begin by discussing 

sustainability with a focus on the concept of the four-legged stool. This is followed by an 

examination of risk.  With regards to risk I have turned to the work of Boholm and her 

colleagues. Here there is a blending of objective and subjective risk which ultimately 

forms the basis for how risk perceptions are formed. I then turn to public participations as 

a solution with a discussion of Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation (1969). The 

discussion of participation raises questions concerning local/traditional knowledge or 

experience-based expertise and how that is viewed and treated in public consultation 

processes. The work of Wynee (1992; 1996) regarding Local/Traditional Knowledge, and 

the work of Collin and Evans (2002) regarding Experience-Based Expertise argue that 

these ways of knowing are equally as valuable as “expertise” and that in fact can lead to 

the creation of “fuller knowledge” and understanding. I revisit Arnstein’s (1969) ladder, 

this time through the lens of Hulbert and Gupta (2105) who have attempted to address 

issues by splitting the ladder into four quadrants. Finally, I argue that a Foucauldian 

perspective allows for a comprehensive, contextualized, and complex understanding of 

how power is employed in issues pertaining to public participation. For Foucault (1991; 
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1994), power is a complex multi-directional, strategic, relational force that is ubiquitous 

at every level throughout a social body. Due to the relational nature of power, it is 

conflict-ridden, enabling certain actions while inhibiting others, and constraining the 

interaction between actors, resulting in an action-reaction feedback loop. By 

understanding power thusly challenges regarding risk perceptions, public participation 

and local/traditional knowledge and experience-based expertise can be better understood. 

Now that my theoretical orientation is clear we can proceed to Context.   

Chapter Three provides some geographical, historic, and socioeconomic background and 

context regarding the research location and its inhabitants. It begins broad with an 

examination of Washington County, Maine followed by a close-up view  of the Cobscook 

Bay, Maine. The regions long history with tidal power development is explored through 

the 1935 Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Project and the creation of the Quoddy Village. 

This is followed by a discussion of the regions tumultuous relationship with economic 

development and industry along with the impact it has had on the local communities. 

With the decision to add data from NS, I provide a detailed outline of events pertaining to 

the Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. It should be noted that the NS research was based 

exclusively on secondary sources, aside from a brief phone conversation with three of the 

fishermen involved, leading us to a discussion of methodology.  

In Chapter Four, I outline the methodology I used to conduct the research, beginning with 

a discussion of my research question. This is followed by a discussion of purposive and 

chain referral/network sampling and why these were selected for use during my research. 

I discuss semi-structured interviews and end the chapter with an examination of grounded 
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theory and why I chose it to guide my analysis. This is followed by a discussion of 

limitations related to this research project. From here I turn to my results. 

In Chapter Five, I provide the data that was collected throughout the course of my field 

work. This is broken down into several sections, with the first discussing the informant’s 

general knowledge of tidal power. This is followed by an exploration of perceptions of 

risk pre-deployment, along with further context provided by examining past experiences 

with industry and alternative tidal power proponents. The next three sections examine the 

Ocean Renewable Power Company’s (ORPC): willingness to learn;  to potentially walk 

away from the project should it be necessary; and to communicate honestly and 

transparently. This is followed by informants’ perceptions of ORPC following 

deployment. Finally, there is a discussion of risk perceptions post-deployment. 

Chapter Six is the analysis chapter where I relate the data to the relevant literature. There 

is significant discussion on risk, how perceptions of risk change and how public 

consultation can impact and change those perceptions. It also explores why certain risk 

perceptions persisted. There is also a discussion of the consultation process adopted and 

utilized by OPRC which is then compared to previous tidal power proponents in the 

region in order understand differences in approaches to public consultation and project 

outcomes. My findings inspired me to talk with my supervisor about the insights I had 

into the Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. Project, and she encouraged me to apply the 

findings in my case study to the Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. example as a proof of 

concept, to see if such an analysis was even possible given the extreme differences that 

exist between the two neighbour nations. Given that the NS data was added after my 

analysis was conducted, this may account for some disjointedness with regards to the 
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Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. Project data and focus when compared to the treatment I 

applied to the ORPC example. This brings us to Chapter Seven. 

In Chapter Seven, a return to my original research question furthers my discussion 

through an examination of OpenHydro/Emera Incorporated’s joint venture Cape Sharp 

Tidal Venture Ltd., which was a demonstration in-stream tidal device that was tested at 

the Fundy Ocean Research Center for Energy’s (FORCE) test site near Parrsborro, Nova 

Scotia, Canada. This Canadian project is then compared to ORPC’s in-stream tidal 

project to better understand the Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd.’s project outcomes. Here 

the discussion focuses on the ideas of proactivity versus reactivity, an above and beyond 

versus check the box approach to consultation, the financial impacts of consultation. The 

chapter ends with a discussion of lessons learned and what the next steps are with respect 

to future research. 
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Orientation and Literature Review 

This chapter examines the literature which forms the theoretical foundation upon which 

the analysis of my research question is conducted. My research question is: Given the 

documented concerns of Canadian fishermen regarding tidal power development, what 

can the experience in Maine of evaluating, approving, and installing a tidal power device 

tell us about the interaction of commercial marine species, inshore fishing and tidal 

power installations? In order to address the research question, literature on sustainability, 

risk, public participation, local traditional knowledge and power will be examined. First, 

sustainability will be explored with a focus on sustainable development and the analogy 

of the four-legged stool. Greenwashing will be touched on as it applies to the sustainable 

development discourse. From there, drawing on publications by Boholm, perceptions and 

definitions of risk will be studied and applied to the Environmental Impact Assessment 

(EIA) process. Participation as a solution to the inadequacies of the risk assessment 

portion of the EIA process will be explored using Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of public 

participation. This will be followed by a review of Wynne’s (1992) risk case study of 

Cumbrian sheep farmers post-Chernobyl, which will lead to a discussion on the 

legitimacy of lay-knowledge as a form of expertise and the inherently cultural nature of 

science. From there I will revisit the concept of the ladder of participation by way of 

Hurlbert and Gupta’s (2015) framework for public participation and show how a detailed 

examination of their model necessitates a discussion of power. Finally, I will discuss the 

impact of complex power in participation based on a Foucauldian approach. 
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2.1. Sustainability 

The word sustainability is rooted in the Latin word sustinere (tenere = “to hold” / 

sus = “up”) and linked, via main dictionary entries, to words such as “endure, support, or 

maintain” (Gosalia 2012). Sustainability is about a process or organism being able to 

support and maintain itself over a period of time. Sustainability when applied to human 

populations explores topics and concepts such as carrying capacity, health and urban 

development (Choguill 1996; McMichael et al. 1999; Desvaux 2007). The most common 

usage and public perception of sustainability are linked to the concept of sustainable 

development. Sustainability in this sense is best understood via the 1987 United Nations 

Brundtland Commission’s definition, where: “sustainable development is development 

that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations 

to meet their own needs” (p.54). This definition makes it clear that any development, to 

be considered sustainable, must account for present and future social, economic, and 

environmental impacts. The Brundtland (1987) definition was ambiguous and had “been 

brought into service in the absence of agreement about a process that almost everybody 

[thought was] desirable. However, the simplicity of this approach [was] deceptive, and 

obscure[d] underlying complexities and contradictions” (Redclift 2005, p.213). First, 

needs change over time, therefore each generation and culture will have their own unique 

characterization of ‘needs’. As Redclift states, “is development, or economic growth, the 

primary determinant of changing needs, and to what extent does our consciousness of 

changes in our needs or ‘wants’ influence how they are met? (2005, p.213).” Second, the 

Bruntland (1987) definition does not cover how needs are defined cross culturally 

(Redclift 2005). The consensus is that sustainable development is necessary and desirable 
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for us all, however, problems can arise due to the varying definitions which can be 

contradictory. “If in one society it is agreed that fresh air and open spaces are necessary 

before development can be sustainable, it will be increasingly difficult to marry this 

definition of ‘needs’ with those of other societies seeking more material wealth, even at 

the cost of increased pollution (Redclift 2005, p.213-14). This trade-off between the 

‘needs’ of developing and developed countries, is further complicated by the fact that 

where “accelerated economic growth promise immediate rewards, and environmental 

mitigation appears largely to benefit the rich world” (Redclift 2005, 214). The ambiguity 

here is that it is not clearly defined how we collectively “establish which course of action 

is more sustainable?” nor is it clear “who decides? On what basis are the decisions made? 

(Redclift 2005, p. 214). Finally, as pointed out by Redclift (2005, p. 214), there are:  

problems that strike at distinctive ontological positions. Much of the mainstream 

debate about sustainable development has ignored culturally specific definitions 

of what is sustainable in favour of the rather exclusive system of knowledge 

favoured by the dominant science paradigm (Norgaard, 1988). It is a paradox of 

our age that as more people in the developed world seek solutions to problems 

outside the conventional ‘loop’, in complementary medicine, lifestyle 

‘downsizing’ and supporting alternative food networks and ‘farmers markets’, it 

is still routinely assumed that civil societies are pursuing the same social and 

cultural goals.  

 

It is important to understand that since 1987 there have been profound political and 

cultural changes, including a rise in religious fundamentalism globally post-September 

11, 2001 (Redclift 2005). These developments have only marginally impacted “the way 

in which sustainable development’ is discussed” and there “is still considerable confusion 

surrounding what is to be sustained that different discourses of sustainable development 

sometimes fail to address” (Redclift 2005, p.214). To address this concern, Pearce et al. 

(1989) expanded the definition of sustainable development to include institutional 
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objectives. New Institutional Economists defined institutions as “all the mechanisms and 

structures for ordering the behaviour and ensuring the cooperation of individuals within 

society” (Pearce et al. 1989, p. 45).1 These are the rules, both formal and informal, “that 

govern and organize social behaviour and relationships, including reinforcing the existing 

social order, which is a stable system of institutions and structure that characterizes 

society for a considerable period of time (Pearce et al. 1989, p. 45). Societies and cultures 

grow and evolve, becoming more complex making institutions harder to change due to 

the mutually reinforcing process of institutional structure and the production of goods and 

services. Social institutions tend to be “highly invariant over long periods of time” 

creating a rigidity that is referred to as institutional inertia (Pearce et al. 1989, p. 45). This 

leads to “numerous market, policy, and institutional failures that prevent recognition of 

the economic significance” of environmental problems (Pearce et al. 1989, p. 45). 

Institutions must therefore be included in the discussions and definitions surrounding 

sustainable development due to their impact and interconnectedness with social, 

economic and environmental processes.  

The expanded definition by Pearce et al. was also insufficient according to other 

scholars, as it did not address the dynamic nature of the environment (Burger 2006; 

Christen and Schmidt 2012). Christen and Schmidt (2012) suggested that instead of 

deploring the vagueness of the Brundtland (1987) definition, it would be more useful to 

 

1 For more information on New Institutional Economics see Rudolf Richers’ 2005 article 

“The New Institutional Economics: Its Start, its Meaning, its Prospects”.  
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use it as a jumping off point for further discussions. The subsequent literature has worked 

with an analogy of sustainability, which has been the four-legged stool (Pritchard and 

Sanderson 2001; Corburn 2003; Rydin 2007; Frame and Brown 2008; Bond and 

Morrison-Saunders 2011; Yanarella and Levine 2014; Bond et al. 2015).  In this analogy, 

the four legs represent the need for ecological, social, economic and institutional 

(including legal and political) measures of sustainable practice. Indices of measurement 

must be established in order to evaluate the sustainability of a process or industry. True 

sustainability requires that all four components be balanced. 

No clear academic consensus exists regarding the definition of sustainable within 

the context of sustainable development. Therefore, it could be argued that until concepts 

of development, progress and capitalism are no longer linked to definitional and practical 

applications of sustainability, ambiguity acts as a red herring diverting attention away 

from the real issues of greenwashing and a hijacked discourse thus ignoring sustainability 

in the true sense (Kotze 2017). 

2.1.1. Greenwashing and Hijacked Energy Discourse 

Greenwashing is a tactic of misinformation used by corporations to exploit 

environmentally conscious consumers to generate higher revenues. Products are marketed 

as “green” when in reality they are often far from it. Products in this sense are being used 

in conjunction with discourse, as a toll to influence and control a population, via 

greenwashing (Foucault 1984). What is interesting is that the corporations incorporate the 

environmental discourse such that people absorb it and then internalize it, becoming self-

governors. 
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Affected products can be found in virtually every industry from cosmetic to 

automotive. A recent example of greenwashing concerns Volkswagen and its diesel 

vehicles. The affected Jetta and Passat models were programed to circumvent emissions 

standards by meeting emissions criteria during testing and inspections while exceeding 

the standard during routine operations (Hotten 2015). This “scandal” has a resemblance 

to the Swedish Volvo case in early 2002, in terms of consumer response to the deception 

(Boholm 2003: 168-172). Disgruntled consumers voiced environmental motives when 

questioned by media concerning their desire to own the affected models as these models 

were touted by industry as being one of the most environmentally conscious choices on 

the market (CBC Oct 1, 2015). This shift to environmental motives is a clear 

representation that environmental discourse is an effective technique deployed by 

corporations in pursuing their ends and at promoting consumer internalization and 

compliance. The energy industry is not immune to this environmental shift or to 

greenwashing (Imhof and Lanza 2010; Delmas and Burbano 2011; Stephenson et al. 

2012). In the context of renewable energy, one example is tidal power.  

A tidal turbine is marketed as a product that will generate electricity with zero 

emissions and thus as “green or clean” renewable energy. Only once the device has been 

manufactured, assembled and installed does the sustainability discourse begin to engage 

the public (Cox 2013). What is omitted in this discourse is the highly unsustainable way 

in which this completed technology came into existence. The production of electricity in 

general is unstainable therefore, a consideration of the degree to which a technology is 

sustainable, in other words the “green-ness” of the technology is important to help 

provide context. If no such consideration is given, then it is extremely likely we would 
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exist in a world without electricity. Discussions concerning the magnitude of emissions 

and environmentally negative impacts generated from the mining, smelting, 

manufacturing, machining, assembly and transportation required to complete production 

of one tidal turbine are virtually non-existent in the public arena. Also absent is the 

conversation pertaining to the emissions, impacts and by-products involved in the testing, 

installation and maintenance of these completed devices. Curiously, tidal turbines are 

constructed using metal. These metal devices are then placed in water, many in saltwater, 

resulting in corrosion; a situation which requires constant maintenance (Davies et al. 

2013). The hidden reality is that tidal turbines may be considerably less sustainable or 

green than they are marketed to consumers; in fact, they may not be sustainable at all. 

Partially, this is in response to the fact that these renewable technologies are caught up in 

the meta-narratives of modernization and progress. This hinders discussions of 

sustainability in a true sense, resulting in a skewed or hijacked discourse. The example 

above focuses solely on the final product’s zero emission output rather than the 

emissions-intensive manufacturing and maintenance process.  

2.2. Risk 

For decades, risk assessments, such as the EIA process, have been plagued with 

issues of divergent risk perceptions (Freudenburg 1988; Renn 1998; Fairbrother and 

Turnley 2005; Lundgren and McMakin 2013; Mahmoudi 2013; Keskitalo et al. 2015). 

These processes have tended to rely solely on technical or objective definitions of risk, 

such as the traditional cost/benefit model of analysis (Boardman et al. 2001), or as the 

statistical likelihood that the risk will cause harm (Calow 2009). These definitions usually 
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ignore and/or omit more substantive value-based approaches (Boholm 2003; see also 

Boholm et al. 2012). To counteract this omission, there has been a flurry of academic 

research exploring the inclusion of subjective risk in the EIA process to more accurately 

and effectively predict and manage risks and impacts (Mostert 1996; Wilkins 2003; Lui 

and Yu 2009; Shakeela and Becken 2015). Subjective risk “acknowledges that people’s 

beliefs and opinions often deviate from...scientific assessments. People understand and 

judge risks in terms of emic, locally defined, values and concerns” (Boholm 2003:161). 

Culture therefore plays a key role in risk definition. As a result, risk can be understood as 

an amalgam of scientific fact-based evidence and socially embedded normative 

components that are fluid and open to challenge and redefinition. This involves blending 

objectivity and subjectivity (Boholm 2003). As risk deals with uncertainty and aspects of 

the future, Boholm suggests that when risk is viewed as both objective and subjective it 

can be understood as “a framing device, which conceptually translates uncertainty from 

being an open-ended field of unpredicted possibilities into a bounded set of possible 

consequences” (2003, 167). This allows for the examination and identification of 

meaningful connections, the identification of cultural scripts, and allows for the existence 

of variation within risk definitions. This begs the question of how to incorporate varying 

definitions of risk into the EIA process, which has been plagued with issues of risk 

perception (Freudenburg 1988; Renn 1998; Fairbrother and Turnley 2005; Lundgren and 

McMakin 2013; Mahmoudi 2013; Keskitalo et al. 2015). For the purposes of this 

research it in important to distinguish between technical and value-based definitions of 

risk in order to clarify some of the subjective issues with the EIA process. 
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2.2.2. Value Based Definitions of Risk 

Reframing risk as subjective risk “in terms of emic, locally-defined, values and 

concerns” (Boholm 2003:161), suggests that culture plays a key role in risk definition, 

which involves a blend of objectivity and subjectivity (Boholm 1992: 165).  The 

incorporation of subjectivity allows for a broader evaluation of potential impacts 

generated by sustainable development projects. This inclusion could also serve as the 

foundation for the re-evaluation of the EIA process. The role of anthropology can be 

crucial in building the broader evaluation.  

Social anthropologists have long seen culture as strongly linked to risk perception 

as all individual thoughts and actions are culturally derived and motivated (Douglas and 

Wildaysky 1983; Boholm 2003). Boholm argues that the link between risk and culture is 

not simplistic. No two cultures have the exact same perceptions of risk due to a variety of 

complex variables including geography, lifestyles and history. A good example involves 

the perception of risk and children. It is clear that all children must be protected from 

risks; what is not clear is to what extent and from what risks. If we place risk largely 

outside of the child, in its environment, those risks must be identified and managed. If 

something goes wrong, an accident occurs, the fault lies in the failure of external 

apparatuses as responsibility does not rest within the child itself. Alternatively, the child 

can be seen as the object of risk and then the focus is on imparting knowledge, 

responsibility and prudence within the child in areas of personal safety. Based on this, it 

is clear that risk assessment, where values are concerned, cannot be an objective process. 

As risk deals with uncertainty and aspects of the future, Boholm’s suggestion that 

viewing risk as both objective and subjective and understanding it as “a framing device”, 
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allows us to search for meaningful connections, the identification of cultural scripts, and 

variation within risk definitions (2003:167). This is particularly true of the EIA process 

and acts as a critique of the EIA process itself.  

2.2.3. Risk Perceptions 

Risk perceptions are formed when an object or concept (such as nature, principles, 

corporations) is assigned value and worth by an individual or groups of individuals. The 

value recognized in these objects and concepts is “constructed around characteristics of 

appeal and importance, weight and significance” and this value has the capacity to be 

diminished, lost or reduced (Boholm and Corvellec 2015: 7). This object’s assigned value 

or worth is both contextual and circumstantial, in that what may have inherent value to 

one individual may not for another. Those that assign value to that object firmly believe 

that the object is worth protecting from harm or potential harm. Such objects are referred 

to by Boholm and Corvellec (2015) as objects at risk. In contrast, objects of risk are 

objects that are identified as potentially dangerous (guns, dogs, pieces of legislation) in 

contingent circumstances via “circumstantial framing”. As stated by Boholm and 

Corvellec (2015), these objects are constructed around characterises of potential 

destruction or harm. A link is therefore created between objects at risk and objects of 

risk, built on connections and associations made via conjecture, probability models, 

narratives and scientific studies. These links are designed to answer the “what if 

questions” with the answers resting on hypothesized conditions, courses of events and 

consequences (Boholm and Corvellec 2015). Essentially, the link must set up serious 

concern that the object of risk has the potential to harm the objects at risk. Then the 
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objects at risk can be protected via “riskwork”. For example, fish need protection from 

overfishing, the fish are the objects at risk and the object of risk could be the fishing 

industry, the object at risk, the fish, can be protected via “adequate riskwork” (Boholm 

and Corvellec 2015:7). The recognition of this complex relationship between objects of 

and at risk has led to critiques of the risk identification process, including EIAs. 

2.3. Participation as a Solution 

Addressing the inadequacies of the current risk assessment processes (or similar 

formal processes where issues or perceptions of risk must be addressed) through public 

participatory process has been debated for some time (Nicholson 1980; Webler et al. 

1995; Palerm 1999; Del Furia and Wallance-Jones 2000; Shepherd and Bowler 2010; 

Glucker et al. 2013). Public engagement can take many forms, with participants being 

involved in focus groups, open houses, online via surveys and questionnaires, by 

incorporating members of the public into committees and by placing them on boards. 

Here, ideally, members of the public’s views or ideas are included in the policy and 

management creative process, resulting in the implementation of strategies that 

accurately reflect public desires and concerns. Arnstein (1969) explored this concept of 

public participation. She proposed a framework referred to as the ladder of citizen 

participation, which argues that public participation is not the sole solution for addressing 

the inadequacies of the current EIA risk assessment processes.   

2.3.1. Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation 

The common perception at the time Arnstein developed her ladder was that 

citizen participation was a positive and desirable process in democratic societies. 
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Arnstein responded to this idealized notion of public participation by employing a ladder 

analogy. Before we turn to the ladder, however, it is important to understand how 

Arnstein defines citizen participation. According to Arnstein (1969: 216): 

…citizen participation is a categorical term for citizen power. It is the  

redistribution of power that enables the have-not citizens, presently excluded  

from the political and economic processes, to be deliberately included in the 

future. It is the strategy by which the have-nots join in determining how 

information is shared, goals and policies are set, tax resources are allocated, 

programs are operated, and benefits like contracts and patronage are parceled out.   

 

Defining who is a ‘have-not’ in this context is important.  

Have-nots would be members of the general public or individuals with lay 

knowledge relevant to the task at hand. These have-not citizens are juxtaposed with what 

Arnstein calls ‘powerholders’ or members of the societal elites. I prefer the term 

stakeholder instead as this is more in line with a Foucauldian conception of power, but to 

be clear I will continue to use Arnstein’s terminology in discussing the ladder. 

The ladder Arnstein developed consists of eight rungs, or levels, of citizen engagement 

(see Appendix A), including: Manipulation; Therapy; Informing; Consultation; Placation; 

Partnership; Delegated Power; and Citizen Control. Interestingly, in the lower rungs of 

Arnstein’s ladder the powerholders have the ability to engage in behaviors of 

manipulation, therapy and tokenism. This illustrates the way in which Arnstein is 

assuming a hierarchical arrangement in society. For example, the first two rungs on the 

ladder, Manipulation and Therapy, can be seen as non-participation, as they only give the 

illusion of participation. The powerholders’ purpose in employing these mechanisms of 

public engagement is not actually to engage participants in the decision-making process; 

rather, the powerholders “educate” participants and cure them of their pathologies 
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(Arnstein 1969, 217). These two tasks are accomplished by changing the way that 

participants see the issue. Foucault’s (1994: 237; 1991) governmentality, or, “the conduct 

of conducts” (discussed further below) is one way to think about how this process might 

take place. Due to the powerholder method of ensuring the desired conduct of citizens, 

and through the internalization of expert-identified risks, people pay less attention to their 

own perceptions of risk, which are based on their everyday experiences. There is no 

redistribution of power at these levels of engagement, as they are simply a continuation 

of subjugation by societal elites. In “tokenism”, powerholders can claim that interested 

parties have “participated in participation” in that powerholders have gone through the 

appropriate and required motions to engage “those people” (Arnstein 1969: 219). 

However, there is no real intention to incorporate participant’s ideas or input. 

Arnstein’s lower rungs allow us to see that participation alone is insufficient as it 

can be manipulated by various powerholders or stakeholders. Organizations or 

institutions often engage in illusionary forms of participation that in reality are 

exclusionary in nature. Arnstein (1969) notes that there are some major challenges with 

regard to their framework. First, roadblocks to genuine participation exist. Powerholders 

are tactical in deploying “racism, paternalism and resistance to power redistribution” 

(Arnstein 1969: 217). The have-not citizens are then plagued by the: “inadequacies of the 

poor community’s political socioeconomic infrastructure and knowledge base [and the] 

difficulties of organizing a representative and accountable citizens’ group in the face of 

futility, alienation and distrust” (Arnstein 1969: 217). These issues were highlighted by 

Arnstein in the late 1960’s and are still relevant today (Mngoma and Dlamini 2014; van 

Gerven 2014).  
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Second, the juxtaposition of the powerful and the powerless suggests that they 

represent homogenous blocs. Arnstein notes that in reality this is not the case (1969: 

217). The interactions are complex and dynamic with fluidity within and between groups 

that must be accounted for during any analysis. Finally, Arnstein suggests caution when 

employing this ladder in the sense that in reality there might be hundreds of rungs with 

more ambiguous distinctions and boundaries (Arnstein 1969: 217-218). Arnstein’s 

framework countered the common perception of the time by arguing that citizen 

participation was not always positive as a result of tactics such as non-participation and 

tokenism. In this sense, citizen participation is not a straightforward solution to 

addressing the inadequacies of the risk assessment process.  

2.4. Local or Traditional Knowledge / Experience-Based Expertise 

The notion that citizen participation is not necessarily positive, then, forces us to 

ask how we might ensure a better process. Exploring Wynne’s (1992) case study of 

Cumbrian sheep farmers, as an example of a case where public participation went wrong, 

may prove instructive. 

2.4.1. Wynne’s Case Study 

Wynne’s (1992) study focused on the mountainous Cumbrian area in north-west 

England. It explored the administrative restrictions placed on sheep movement and sales 

due to possible contamination following the 1986 Chernobyl incident. These restrictions 

had the potential to destroy the sheep farming industry in the area as the industry relied 

heavily on the sale of large sheep stocks (mostly lambs) each year. Expert scientists made 

their predictions based on the testing of soil samples to detect radioactive elements due to 
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nuclear fallout. The composition of soil samples used, however, were not the same as that 

of the soil in the Cumbrian mountain region and thus the predictions of rate of uptake into 

the biomass proved wrong. This failure to predict accurately the radioactive levels led to 

public distrust. Farmers argued strongly that scientists often ignored their localized 

environmental and specialist knowledge, knowledge that was vital to “the understanding 

and social management of the crisis” (Wynne 1996, 66). This omission was exacerbated 

by the scientific view that a “farm is a farm and a ewe is a ewe” (Wynne 1996, 66-67). 

Wynne made it clear that in this scenario, scientists often conducted “failed” experiments 

that could have been successful and meaningful had they incorporated and given weight 

to local farmers’ knowledge. Conflicts arose between the two parties because “the two 

knowledge-cultures expressed different assumptions about agency and control” (Wynne 

1996, 67). This is an example where the scientific community failed to actively and 

genuinely engage the pubic via participation.  Though the farmers were interested in 

participating, their knowledge was often discounted and discredited due to their lack of 

credentials or certifications.  

Wynne’s (1996) case study, then, hints that one way to ensure that participation is 

positive in such situations is to address the failure on the part of the scientific community 

to acknowledge the value and legitimacy of localized “vernacular, informal” lay 

knowledge. If we follow this line of thinking, that the legitimization of lay knowledge is 

one way to make participation positive, then it is necessary to understand how 

legitimization can occur. It is also useful to explore how this process could help increase 

the effectiveness of public participation in addressing the inadequacies of the current risk 

assessment process. 
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2.4.2. Science as Inherently Cultural and the Legitimization of Expertise 

For lay knowledge to be considered legitimate, we must acknowledge that at the 

core of the rejection of lay knowledge is the denial of scientific knowledge as 

fundamentally cultural (Jasanoff 1998). The tendency towards technically and objectively 

defining risk has led to the public deferring to so-called experts, not necessarily out of 

overt public trust, but due to a dependency on a system in which the public lacks the 

ability to generate their own widely-accepted knowledge (Wynne 1996: 65; Collins and 

Evans 2002). By revaluating scientific knowledge from a hermeneutical and cultural 

perspective it is possible to effectively assess the value and validity of lay knowledge. 

Adopting this approach, it becomes clear that scientific knowledge is not value-free or 

neutral. Scientists may claim objectivity, yet they fail to acknowledge their own 

subjective nature (i.e. scientific knowledge embodies its own particular culture). There is 

a tendency within modern science to see the “non-expert world as epistemically 

vacuous”, having no real value beyond the “parochial, subjective and emotional world of 

its carriers” (Wynne 1996: 61-62). This weakens science and lay knowledge, robbing 

both of fluidity and permeability, mistaking constructive dialogue between them as 

conflictual, and discounting all forms of mutual inspiration. Collins and Evans (2002: 

239) argue that in order to adequately address scientific and technical debates some form 

of “extra-scientific factors” were required in that “experiments, observations and theories 

[were] not enough”. This is an acknowledgement that in some situations the 

amalgamation of objectivity and subjectivity can produce new, “fuller” knowledge. This 

in no way suggests that experience-based expertise should be considered better than 

scientific knowledge or vice versa, but rather that these two ways of knowing can work 
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together to foster innovation and public inclusion and allow for the recognition and 

acknowledgement of the resulting broader scientific culture (Wynne 1996: 75). This co-

operation also allows risk identification to go beyond the realm of technical scientific 

knowledge, and to integrate lay knowledge and subjective risk perceptions. It is via these 

processes that lay knowledge is legitimized.   

This legitimization and the subsequent widening of expertise can increase the 

effectiveness of public participation in addressing the inadequacies of the current risk 

assessment process. The public are no longer viewed as have-not citizens who do not 

possess expertise, but, rather, as experience-based experts whose knowledge is vital to 

effective policy and management outcomes. Given the enhanced view of public 

participation and the incorporation of experience-based experts into the policy and risk 

identification processes then, it is useful to revisit the framework pertaining to the ladder 

of participation. 

2.5. The Ladder Revisited 

Improving Arnstein’s ladder through the incorporation of experience-based 

expertise may mitigate some of the roadblocks to public participation that she identified. 

An example of such an attempt is Hurlbert and Gupta’s (2015) split ladder of 

participation (see Appendix B), which takes and splits Arnstein’s ladder at the top and 

bottom to reflect the complex nature of participation.  

For Hurlbert and Gupta (2015: 105) the rungs on their ladder serve two purposes: 

(1) to act as activities (e.g. test ideas) and (2) to represent outcomes with regard to 
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stakeholder participation (e.g. seek consensus). The hypothesis of Hurlbert and Gupta 

(2015: 101) is that: 

…participation is not always necessary, not always useful, and may not always 

lead to consensus. [The split ladder] uses a methodological framework which 

links the nature of participation to the problem type, the nature of learning 

needed, and the type of adaptive governance or management required. 

 

Hurlbert and Gupta (2015) argue that the level of public participation depends on the 

context and objectives of the stakeholders and varies based on the level of governance 

(2015: 101; see also Michener 1998; Richards et al. 2004; Tippett et al. 2007). For 

example, if stakeholders are involved in a housing project for low-income families at the 

local level, the public would be engaged in a different way than they would be if 

stakeholders are involved in a water project targeting refugee populations at the 

international level. Participation levels and participation type are contextual.  

Hurlbert and Gupta (2015: 104) focus on engaging the public in issues pertaining to 

policy development and acknowledge that several engagement models currently exist 

(see also Davidson 1998; Jackson 2001). However, Hurlbert and Gupta (2015: 104) argue 

that none of the available models combine “problem structuring, social learning, trust, 

management and governance”, which are all necessary in determining the appropriate 

public participation mechanism for addressing policy problems. The split ladder of 

participation, as a diagnostic, evaluative and strategic tool, is said to be useful in making 

this determination (Hurlbert and Gupta 2015: 104). It is said to allow for the assessment 

of potential levels of public participation, to indicate when participation has the potential 

for success and the circumstances in which participation may be required.  
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According to Hurlbert and Gupta (2015), problems can be diagnosed and thereby 

situated within the split ladder. Depending on the desired policy outcomes, policy 

makers, academics, and stakeholders can assess the type of participation required. The 

authors view the ladder is an evaluative tool, as it can supposedly be used to study past 

policy problems that can, in turn, be compared and evaluated as policy successes or 

failures (Hurlbert and Gupta 2015: 104). Strategically, it allows stakeholders to assess 

their policy goals and level of interest by actively engaging or heeding the public and 

acknowledging the levels of learning required to effectively accomplish their end goals. 

The ladder is broken into four quadrants (see Appendix B) that reflect the 

complexity of engaging the public regarding various issues. For example, the authors 

argue that minimal public participation is required when dealing with structured problems 

(problems where functional agreement regarding “norms, principles, ends and goals” 

exists regarding a policy problem) as these can be managed via a technical approach 

(Hulbert and Gupta 2015: 101). Moderately structured problems require greater public 

participation and the result can go one of two ways: first, participation could work 

towards consensus building (top-right of Appendix B); second, it could lead to actors 

imposing their position and views on other actors in an attempt to structure the problem 

(bottom-left of Appendix B). If the latter occurs, it may be impossible for a consensus to 

be reached (top-left of Appendix B). This is a less than desirable outcome, and one that 

demonstrates how context and the desired goals of stakeholders play key roles in 

management outcomes. In a situation where a problem is unstructured, public 

participation and dialogue is required at the highest levels as “triple loop learning” is 

involved in conjunction with low trust. Note that triple loop learning is required when the 
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“values and norms that underpin assumptions are questioned and reflected upon leading 

to a deeper understanding of the context, power dynamics and values influencing the 

management of natural resources such that underlying world views may be changed” 

(Hurlbert and Gupta 2015: 102). Interestingly, it has been suggested that all debates start 

in the “top left hand corner in respect of wicked problems [unstructured problems], and if 

managed well can be transformed into moderately structured problems, perhaps through 

dialogue, building on consensus, and the framing of sub-problems” (Hurlbert and Gupta 

2015: 105; see also Hoppe 2011). Clearly this is a complex framework that takes into 

account the multifaceted nature of the inclusion of technical and experience-based 

expertise, stakeholders’ desired outcomes, problem structuring, social learning, trust, 

management, and governance. It is clear, again, in Hurlbert and Gupta’s split ladder that 

participation alone is not enough as there are still ways in which organizations and 

institutions can manipulate the public via illusionary participation: the public is included 

so long as the context suggests a viable outcome linked to inclusive public participation 

and only when it aligns with the goals of the stakeholders. 

While this framework has an appeal, it addresses power in simplistic terms. It 

employs a hierarchical conception of power with some greater authority positioned in 

such a way as to make all the decisions about what level of participation is required. This 

simplistic view of power falls within the realm of Wolf and Silverman’s (2001) first two 

modes of power: power as capacity and power as transactional. The first mode of power, 

power as capacity, deals with the attributes of an individual, yet reveals little about how 

this power is deployed and in what direction (Wolf and Silverman 2001). The second 

mode of power is “the ability of an ego to impose its will on an alter in social action, in 
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interpersonal relations” (Wolf and Silverman 2001: 384). In this sense power is seen as 

transactional but without addressing the context in which power plays out. These modes 

of power do not contextualize or situate power relations; rather, they simply acknowledge 

that one actor has the ability to impose its will upon another. This is of little analytical 

value as it does not adequately account for the complex nature of power itself, leading to 

several questions: how do we address the complex nature of power in public 

participation? How does power influence or effect public participation? How can a 

complex understanding of power aid us in addressing the inadequacies of the current risk 

assessment process? To address these questions, I now turn to conceptions of power.  

2.6. Power 

Power is a complex concept, with a multiplicity of definitions. Given its 

complexity and range of definitions it is difficult, at times, to be certain of exactly what 

someone means when they employ the term power, unless it is clearly operationalized 

and defined. In this thesis, power is defined using a Foucauldian approach. I argue that a 

Foucauldian perspective allows for a comprehensive, contextualized and complex 

understanding of how power is employed in issues pertaining to public participation. 

Only by acknowledging the complex and relational nature of power, does it become 

possible to address the questions raised at the end of the last section. 

For Foucault: “…power is not an institution, and not a structure; neither is it a 

certain strength we are endowed with; it is the name that one attributes to a complex 

strategical situation in a particular society” (Foucault 1978: 93). In this sense power is not 

something that can be possessed or held in potential forms to be exerted over one group 
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by another in a hierarchal fashion; rather, power is a complex multi-directional, strategic, 

relational force that is ubiquitous at every level throughout a social body. Due to the 

relational nature of power, it is conflict-ridden, enabling certain actions while inhibiting 

others, and constraining the interaction between actors, resulting in an action-reaction 

feedback loop. Another result of the relational nature of power is that no two interactions 

are ever the same. This is due to the fact that every action serves as a ripple on the surface 

of the water, impacting everything within its immediate vicinity and beyond in 

unintended and unclear ways.  

Wynne’s (1992) case study of Cumbrian sheep farmers provides an example. The 

concept of power as relational and conflict ridden is evident in the interactions between 

institutions at the highest level (i.e. the Departments of the Environment, Agriculture, 

Food Safety and potentially Commerce), highlighting the complexity of the “push and 

shove”, action-reaction feedback loop. One can only imagine the debates and conflicts 

occurring between and within these institutions at the time, with members of one 

institution arguing that the meat market must not be disrupted and members of another 

stating that human health must be protected from radioactively contaminated lamb, 

leading to a debate surrounding the acceptable level of radioactive contamination in lamb 

that is safe for human consumption. This action-reaction feedback loop persisted 

throughout the crisis, with the actions of each institution being constrained by policies, 

regulatory processes and other institutions. It is also the case, due to the relational nature 

of power that the actions one institution takes will generate ripples that influence in 

unintended and unclear ways the pool of actions and responses available to other 

institutions. While these complex relational interactions are all occurring at the highest 
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level between institutions, similar interactions are occurring simultaneously at, and 

between, the levels of the scientific community, the Cumbrian sheep farmers and the 

public. Approaching power from a Foucauldian perspective reveals, as Arnstein (1969) 

suggested, that the simplistic juxtaposition of stakeholders and have-not citizens may be 

insufficient to capture the complexity of relational power. We can now apply Foucault to 

the three questions posed as a result of the examination of Hurlbert and Gupta’s (2015) 

split ladder.  

First, applying a Foucauldian approach to the complexity of power in 

participation reminds us that power is broad. Foucault outlines two ways in which power 

affects the population: (1) via relational interactions, and (2) via the “conduct of 

conducts”. We already understand the utility of viewing power as relational in 

participatory processes, leaving us to explore the second aspect, which deals with 

governmentality and the creation of subjects. Power in this sense is a strategy used by 

government institutions and aimed not only at regulating behavior but also at creating 

subjects among members of the population – subjects being those who have internalized 

certain patterns of conduct as necessary and right. By understanding power in this way, 

we can begin to articulate, identify and better analyze power in participation.    

How does power influence or affect public participation? As demonstrated above, 

Wynne’s case study highlights the complex interactions within and between institutions, 

which in turn influences how these institutions engage the public via participation. This 

engagement occurs via direct interactions between members of the institutions and the 

public and is influenced by the ripples of other interactions, altering the way that the 

public then engages in participation with institutions. By using a Foucauldian approach, 
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we are able to explore the nuanced and complex ways power is employed in such 

situations in order to more accurately identify and examine the influence and effect 

power has in “real world” settings. 

Finally, how can this complex understanding of power aid us in addressing the 

inadequacies of the current risk assessment process? First and foremost, conflicts 

between and within the groups will be exacerbated as a consequence of experience-based 

and scientific experts having different opinions as to risk. We can then apply Foucault to 

better understand the context and nature of these conflicts, which stem from the relational 

nature of power, in order to better understand situations of participation. Foucault also 

allows for the acknowledgement that, due to high levels of complexity, there is no one 

clear way to include participants in policy and management outcomes. While this is not a 

concrete or tangible answer, it allows for questions to be raised concerning the 

development of frameworks of, and analytical tools for public participation.  

2.7. Conclusion  

In this chapter, I have laid out the theoretical foundation upon which my analysis 

will be built. I explored how sustainability is conceived with regards to sustainable 

development and the way greenwashing has impacted the way in which consumers and 

the general public view of such projects. This perception of green energy is significant 

when examining renewable energy projects, such as tidal in-stream energy conversion 

(TISEC) devices. The literature on risk, revealed the complexities of risk definition and 

how creating a universally accepted definition of risk, specifically within the EIA 

process, is virtually impossible as regulatory and technical definitions could drastically 
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differ from those formed by various stakeholders. It is within the context of a sustainable 

development project and the interactions this necessitates between industry, government 

and other stakeholders that literature on public participation was then explored.  

Arnstein’s (1969) ladder of citizen participation demonstrated the complexity of 

participation and highlighted the many tactics employed when engaging the public. Given 

that my research deals with the experiences of stakeholders and industry with public 

participatory processes and how risk is addressed within that context an examination of 

literature on local and traditional knowledge and how it is perceived by the scientific 

community was undertaken. Literature by Wynne and Collins and Evans made a clear 

case for the amalgamation of objective and subjective ways of knowing, thereby 

supporting Boholm (2003) and Boholm et al. (2012). This widening of expertise 

increases the effectiveness of public participation as the public is now seen as possessing 

knowledge vital to effective policy and management outcomes. This enhanced view of 

public participation challenged us to revisit frameworks of participation such as Hurlbert 

and Gupta’s (2015) split ladder of public participation. While the split ladder is more 

complex than Arnstein’s (1969), it approaches power in a simplistic manner. It employs a 

hierarchical conception of power, which obscures context, leading to an examination of 

literature regarding power. The literature revealed that only by adopting a complex 

understanding of power via a Foucauldian approach does it become possible to address 

the influence that power has on the participation process and the inadequacies of the 

current risk assessment process. My analysis then is influenced by an understanding of 

power as a complex multi-directional, strategic, relational force that is ubiquitous at every 

level throughout a social body; by the possibility of amalgamating experience-based 
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expertise and scientific expertise to improve public participation effectiveness; and by an 

acknowledgement that there is no clear or right way to include participants in policy and 

management outcomes. The next chapter provides both background and context for the 

Maine, U.S. case study results along with OpenHydro and Emera Incorporated’s joint 

Cape Sharp Tidal project in Nova Scotia, Canada. 
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Chapter 3: Background and Context 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide some background information which explains 

why fishermen and other stakeholders in both Canada and the U.S.  are concerned by 

tidal power instillations being deployed within the Bay of Fundy. The results and analysis 

can only be fully understood within the context I lay out below. It will begin with an 

examination of Washington County Maine, with a specific focus on socio-economic 

factors. The focus will then narrow to the region of the Cobscook Bay, which is the 

specific study area for my research. From there I turn my discussion towards industry, 

starting specifically with the Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Project. The final section 

explores past industries in the Cobscook Bay region which helps demonstrate the regions 

complex attitudes towards new project development and their constant struggle to 

balance economic prosperity and the environment. Some background information and 

context regarding tidal power in Nova Scotia, Canada is then provided which is vital 

when the Maine case study is compared to a recent Canadian tidal power project in the 

Discussion and Conclusion chapter. The focus of that section will begin with an 

examination of the turbine site location followed by a timeline of events that occurred 

from 2015 to 2019 with regards to the Cape Sharp Tidal power project.   

3.1. Washington County, Maine 

Washington County, Maine, named in honour of George Washington, was founded on 

September 25, 1789 along with Hancock County (see Map 1).   
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Map 1: Counties in the State of Maine, United States 

 

Washington County shares a border with the Counties of Hancock, Aroostook, and 

Penobscot, as well as an international border with New Brunswick, Canada. Within the 

county borders there are “two cities, forty towns, three plantations and two Native 

American areas” (Washington County Maine 2019). The county capital, or shire town, is 

Machias and the county is also home to the easternmost point in the U.S. Geographically, 
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the county covers 8,438 square kilometers which can be sub-divided into 21% water 

coverage, or 1,800 square kilometers, and 89% land area, or 6,638 square kilometers 

(Washington County Maine 2019).  

According to 2010 Census Data, Washington Country had a population of 32,856, 

with the population per square kilometer being 4.95 (Washington County Maine 2019). 

The 2018 County Population Estimate was 31,490 which represents a decrease of -4.2% 

(United States Department of Commerce 2019). Most of the population is located along 

the coast due to heavy reliance on the fisheries while the remainder are located inland 

centered around agricultural areas. The interior section of the County boasts a population 

of approximately 1,200 (Washington County Maine 2019). 

Economically, Washington country relies heavily on natural resource-based 

industries. Agricultural products, such as blueberries, play a significant role in county 

revenue (Washington County Maine 2019). The fisheries also play a crucial role, with 

2018 lobster landing values calculated at $80,076,718 USD (State of Maine Department 

of Marine Resources 2020). 

When examining socioeconomic factors, such as rate of poverty, income, education, 

unemployment, Washington County is categorized as having a low socioeconomic status. 

Historically, Washington County trends towards high poverty rates which is reflected in 

data collected over the course of a decade. Data collected in 1989 revealed that 19.3% of 

the population was living in poverty and when compared to the second most 

impoverished county in Maine (?) there was a difference of 3.3 percentage points (Untied 

States Department of Agriculture 2020). Data from 1999 revealed a decrease in poverty 

rates to 19% with a 4.1 percentage point difference when compared to the second most 
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impoverished county (United States Department of Agriculture 2020). The most recent 

2017 data revealed that Washington County had the highest poverty rating in Maine at 

21.1% (United States Department of Agriculture 2020). This number has risen since 

2010, when 18.04% of its population was reported to be living in poverty. These numbers 

over the course of 3 decades indicate a rather static economy. 

Education levels have been on the rise in Washington County since the 1970’s: 

Table 3. 1 Education levels in Washington Country Maine, U.S. 1970 -2016 

Year 1970 1980 1990 2000 2012-2016 

Did Not Complete 

High School 

54.2% 38.6% 26.8% 20.1% 12.0% 

Completed High 

School 

32.8% 39.2% 42.1% 41.9% 38.5% 

Completed Some 

College 

8.5% 11.9% 18.4% 23.4% 29.4% 

Completed College 4.5% 10.3% 12.7% 14.7% 20.1% 

 

However, when compared to other counties in Maine, Washington County consistently 

ranks in the bottom six counties per category and often rank in the bottom three. 

Education is almost always reflected in income and based on the most recent United 

States Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service (USDA) data, Washington 

County had a median household income of $37,943 USD in 2017, which is the lowest in 

the State of Maine (United States Department of Commerce 2020). Employment is 
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predominantly seasonal which is reflected in county unemployment rates. From 2010 to 

2018, Washington County has had the highest unemployment rate 5 years and the second 

highest for 4 years. Unemployment rates have seen a 4.5% decline statewide since 2011, 

with Washington County seeing a 5.7% decrease over the same time period (United 

States Department of Agriculture 2020). 

3.2. Cobscook Bay, Maine 

The Cobscook Bay is located in Washington County Maine, U.S. and is described 

as part of the Quoddy Region which includes an area between New Brunswick, Canada 

and Maine, U.S. (Thomas 1983; Harvey 2004) (see Map 2). The Bay is surrounded by 

nine communities with a collective population of approximately 7,000 people: the city of 

Eastport, located on Moose Island; the town of Lubec; Pleasant Point; and the townships 

of Dennysville, Perry, Pembroke, Tresscott, and Edmunds (Cobscook Bay Resource 

Center 2019). The mouth of the Cobscook is positioned between the city of Eastport and 

the town of Lubec (see Map 3). The mouth opens into the Passamaquoddy Bay, which in 

turn is located within the Bay of Fundy (Texas A&M University 2020). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

37 

 

 

Map 2: An Overview of the Quoddy Region, Maine 

 

Map 3: An Overview of Cobscook Bay and Adjacent Canadian Waters 
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The Bay of Fundy experiences the highest tidal ranges in the world, averaging 

11.88 meters, while the area surrounding Eastport experiences a tidal range of 7.3 meters 

on average (Cobscook Bay Resource Center 2019). Approximately 100 billion tons of 

water empties out of the Bay of Fundy daily which is more “than the combined daily flow 

of every freshwater river on earth” (Nova Scotia Department of Energy and Mines 2020). 

The Cobscook Bay is a shallow, drowned river valley with an average depth of roughly 

20 meters with the deepest point being 45 meters. At low tide about one third of the 

Cobscook Bay’s benthic habitat exposed at low tide (FERC 2012; Kelley and Kelley 

2004; Cobscook Bay Resource Center 2019). During high tide, the Cobscook Bay has a 

surface area of approximately 110.07km², with 324.93 kilometers of shoreline (Larsen 

2004).2 Traditional industries in the Cobscook Bay include shipbuilding, canning, 

preserving and fishing, ice; logging, and farming.3 

Today the region relies heavily on fishing and summer tourism along the coastal 

and forested regions as there are several trails, campgrounds and a Nature Conservancy 

property. Interestingly, the Cobscook Bay region has a history of tidal power project 

 

2 For a more detailed description of the geography, see FERC 2012. 

3 For a more on the industrial development of Maine refer to G. W. Stephens, Maine: A 

History, Volume 3 (1919), Chapter XXIII “The Industrial Development of Maine”. 

 



 

39 

 

development dating back to 1935, with the origin of the Passamaquoddy Tidal Power 

Project.  

3.3. Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Project 

In July 1935, the U.S. Corps of Engineers began the construction of a one-pool 

tidal power project in the Cobscook Bay. The goal was to eventually build a two-pool 

system with the high pool being in the Passamaquoddy Bay and the Cobscook Bay being 

the low pool. The project was approved by Franklin D. Roosevelt and received $10 

million dollars, later reduced to $7 million, in funding from the Emergency Relief 

Appropriation Act of 1935 (Charlier 1982; International Passamaquoddy Engineering 

Board, 1950; Passamaquoddy Engineering Board, 1959; International Joint Commission, 

1961). Approximately 5,000 workers were brought in to work on the project and Quoddy 

Village was created to house them. During the active construction phase two dams were 

constructed, one that connects Carlow Island to the mainland via Pleasant Point, and the 

other connecting Moose Island to Carlow Island (see orange highlighted areas on Map 4). 
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Map 4: Dams connecting Pleasant Point, Carlow Island and Moose Island, Maine 

 

Work then began on the Treat-Dudley Dam, however, work came grinding to a 

halt in June 1936 when Congress failed to authorise further funding for the project citing 

financial concerns, leaving this portion of the dam unfinished. In December 1935, the 

U.S. Corps of Engineers produced an estimate for the initial project at $61,500,000. A 

review board of the Bureau of Reclamation engineers placed the estimate higher at 

$68,158,000 (International Passamaquoddy Engineering Board, 1950). The cost for the 

portion of the project that had been completed was $6,363,784.97 (International 

Passamaquoddy Engineering Board, 1950). Franklin D. Roosevelt attempted to revive the 

project in 1939 and pitched it as an experimental plant to be tested in Maine.  

Roosevelt also felt that since the economic situation in Eastern Maine was dire 

such a project might help rejuvenate the area and even entice Canada to join in a joint, 

two-nation project (Charlier 1982). The Federal Power Commission reported in 1941 that 

an exclusive U.S. tidal power plant was “economically non-competitive”, while at the 
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same time supporting an international, two-nation Passamaquoddy model (Charlier 

1982). Multiple studies, assessments and reassessments were undertaken during the 

1950’s, which led to the production of the April 1961 Report of the International Joint 

Commission Docket 72 – Investigation of the Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Project. The 

executive summary states (International Joint Commission, 1961): 

The IJC concludes that the tidal power project selected by the Engineering Board 

is physically feasible although challenging. The IJC concludes that the tidal 

project alone is not economically feasible at present. It recommends treating the 

Passamaquoddy project as a long-range possibility, with better prospects when 

less costly energy resources (such as steam-electric) are exhausted, and economic 

and social cost-benefit analyses must be redone. 

 

President John F. Kennedy traveled to Eastport Maine, U.S. and met with Senator 

Edmund S. Muskie to discuss the 1961 report and visit the area. Again, the project failed 

to resume due to economic concerns. Kennedy later had the Secretary of the Interior 

further examine the report and encouraged him to find changes that “might result in 

making the project economically feasible” (Charlier 1982). Socio-economic impacts of 

the Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Project affected all surrounding communities. The 

members of the Passamaquoddy Pleasant Point Reservation were significantly impacted; 

a topic that will be covered in the Results chapter.   

3.3.1. Quoddy Village  

The Quoddy Village was constructed to accommodate the thousands of workers 

(labourers, technicians, clerks, and engineers) and their families that flooded the area 

when work began on the Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Project, as the City of Eastport 

lacked adequate housing (see Map 5).  
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Map 5: Quoddy Village, Maine 

 

The village, which more closely resembled a small town, was built approximately 5km 

outside of Eastport on what was once the “George Rice Farm located along the Old Toll 

Bridge and Route 190” (Wilcox 2020). The village consisted “of 128 single family, two-

family, and four-family houses; three large dormitories with dining rooms for single 

workers; a fire station; hospital; heating plant; school; large mess hall; and a large 

administration building that included a theatre, library, and sub post office” (Laverdiere 

and Kalish 2014; Wilcox 2020). This project injected hundreds of thousands of dollars 

into the local, county and state economy and created numerous employment opportunities 

that made the area a hub of activity. The project drew people in from all over the region 

and the world to witness the construction of the world’s largest tidal power project. With 

the end of project funding in 1936, the Village emptied over the course of 1936-37 and 

was ultimately repurposed in 1938 by the National Youth Administration (NYA).  
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The NYA used Quoddy Village from 1938-1943 to train approximately 800 youth 

a year in vocational trades (Quoddy Regional Project 1940; Laverdiere and Kalish 2014). 

In 1943, the village was repurposed again by the U.S. Navy and became known as Camp 

Lee-Stephenson. It operated as a construction training center for the 30th, 103rd, 112th, 

119th and 136th United States Naval Construction, or Seabee, Battalions of the Naval 

Construction Force throughout World War II (Naval History and Heritage Command 

2020). The sudden increase in population brought some economic prosperity to the 

region. In 1944 Camp Lee-Stephenson shifted from a training center to a convalescent 

hospital for Seabee’s, which led to an influx of families to the village wanting to be close 

to their loved ones during recovery (Nixon and Meader 2018). Camp Lee-Stephenson 

closed officially in 1946, leaving the Quoddy Village site empty and abandoned.  

In 1947, the New York entrepreneur Frank Cohen proposed the Quoddy Village 

Displaced Persons Project to the City of Eastport and to the War Assets Administration 

who owned the property. The plan was “to bring 25,000 Jewish DPs [displaced persons] 

and their families from the American occupied zone of Germany to Eastport, Maine, 

[where they] would receive vocational training in a trade and manufacturing and 

educational classes as well” (Gronau 2011; Prochnik to JDC New York 1947). After six 

to nine months, they were to be relocated to South America to begin a new life (Gronau 

2011; Prochnik to JDC New York 1947; Roosevelt 1947). The project never came to 

fruition because the War Assets Administration refused to cede the Quoddy Village 

property to the City of Eastport. Cohen tried to buy the property several times over the 

course of the following years; however, they lacked the capital required to meet the 

asking price set by the War Assets Administration (Gronau 2011).  
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Some of the Camp Lee-Stephenson buildings still stand today as do several of the 

family houses. A few of the buildings at the site have been repurposed, for example an 

old military building was purchased by the Quoddy Rifle and Pistol Association who 

established the Lloyd F. Knowlton Range; however, the land and assets remain largely 

unused.  

3.4. Past Economic Development in the Downeast Region 

The City of Eastport has had a rocky relationship with various industries; this 

relationship has often been described as a roller coaster by informants, as will be seen in 

the Results chapter. While several of these relationships will be discussed later, in the 

Results chapter, the sections below will provide some background information regarding 

local industries while providing region specific examples. 

3.4.1. Sardine Canning  

From the late 1880’s until 2010, sardine canning was a mainstay of the coastal 

Downeast Maine economy, with industry centers located in Lubec and Eastport (Maine 

Bureau of Industrial and Labor Statistics 1896; Hatch 1919; Hawes 1922; Johnson Henry 

and Thompson 2013; CBS News 2010). The industry was brought to the U.S. by George 

Burnham who in 1865 had the idea of using small herring as a replacement for sardine. 

Louis Hatch in Volume 3 of Maine: A History, referenced a 1905 United States report on 

the Census of Manufacturers which stated: 
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It was well known that myriads of small herring were annually caught near 

Eastport. These were too small for pickling or smoking and he [Mr. Burnham] 

thought they might be used with profit as a substitute…he visited France and 

studied the question on the scene of actual operations and became familiar with 

the details of French canneries. In 1867 he went to Eastport, secured a plant 

[however] owing to the dampness of the climate, he found great difficulty in 

drying the fish…but he had done well enough to call the attention of others to the 

matter who, after several years, in 1875, made a successful start in the 

business…(Hatch 1919: 675). 

 

That 1875 success involved Julius Wolff who is acknowledged for starting and operating 

the first successful sardine cannery in the U.S. (Whelan “Eastport Renovation Uncovers 

Clue to Sardine Industry Roots”; Jarvis 1943). Varney stated in 1886 that:  

there are now thirteen sardine factories in full operation in Eastport, employing 

about 800 hands. These factories run night and day during the season and turn out 

about 5,000 cases per week. Some $8,000 per week are paid out weekly to the 

hands, - men, women and children…(Varney 1886).  

 

Over time the sardine industry declined and in 1937 the City of Eastport went bankrupt 

and the State of Maine took over municipal affairs until 1943 when “the city 

finances were declared sound” (The City of Eastport 2018). In 1983 Holmes Packing 

Corporation, the last cannery in Eastport, closed its doors. Lubec saw its last cannery 

close in 2001, bringing significant economic hardship to the area. A skilled segment of 

the population was removed from these communities making it difficult for them to 

rebound when the industry left. 

3.4.2. Aquaculture 

Aquaculture got a limited start in Maine during the 1970’s with molluscs and 

finfish. During the 1980’s, aquaculture introduced the cultivation of Atlantic Salmon and 

in 1984 salmon pens were placed in the Cobscook Bay. The industry quickly grew with 
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corporations setting up pens in the Bay along with small, individual operators. However, 

the success and scale of the industry led to its own downfall. Farm density and 

overcrowding in the Cobscook Bay led to an epidemic of infectious salmon anemia in 

2001 (Brainerd Dispatch 2001; United States Department of Agriculture 2001). When 

coupled with increased pressure due to international competition there was a virtual 

collapse of the industry in the Bay, with all pens removed by February 2002 

(Normandeau Associates Inc. and Battelle 2003). The impact of this lost industry was a 

significant (Johnson, Henry and Thompson 2013).  

3.4.3. Pittston Company Oil Refinery  

In 1973 the New York based Pittston Company expressed interest in building a 

marine terminal and crude oil refinery in Eastport, Maine. The refinery would have been 

capable of producing 250,000 barrels-per-day and would have included a large crude oil 

storage facility (National Resource Council of Maine 1983). The proposed marine 

terminal would have been capable of accommodating Very Large Crude Carrier (VLCC) 

class oil tankers which would have to navigate through Head Harbour Passage (National 

Resource Council of Maine 1983) (see Map 6). 
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Map 6: Head Harbour Passage 

 

During discussions with some members of the Eastport community, I found that while 

some residents were excited about the economic and employment prospects, others were 

vehemently opposed to the project based on environmental concerns. Following several 

legal and regulatory setbacks, Pittston announced the termination of the project in 1983 

(National Resource Council of Maine 1983; Pittston Company v. Endangered Species 

Committee 1980; In the Matter of the Pittston Company Oil Refinery and Marine 

Terminal at Eastport 1977).  

3.4.4. Liquefied Natural Gas 

From 2005 until approximately 2010 there was a fierce debate within the 

Passamaquoddy region over a proposed liquified natural gas (LNG) facility to be situated 
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in the town of Robbinston, in Washington County Maine. Robbinston is located along the 

St. Croix river near the Canadian town of Saint Andrews (see Map 7). 

Map 7: Robbinston, Maine and Adjacent Canadian Area 

 

The project entailed the construction of an LNG facility, storage facilities, a bi-directional 

natural gas pipeline and a marine berth (FERC 2014). There were those who saw the 

LNG facility as an opportunity for significant economic growth along with temporary and 

long-term job creation prospects. Table 3.2 represents the results of an updated 2005 

(2014) economic study conducted by the Margaret Chase Smith Center at the University 

of Maine (Gabe et al 2005; Gabe 2014). 
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Table 3. 2 Gabe (2014) economic study 

 

Gabe revealed that it was anticipated that approximately 80%, or 881, of the 1,101 

construction jobs; 70 of the operating positions, and all 16 tugboat positions would be 

filled with local, Maine hires (Gabe 2014). Those opposed to the project were concerned 

with a variety of issues. According to the executive summary of the Environmental 

Impact Statement (EIS) on the Downeast LNG Project it was stated that concerns were 

raised over “safety; alternatives; purpose and need; wildlife habitat; threatened and 

endangered species; tourism; commercial fishing; United States-Canadian economic 

relations; and property values in proximity to the project facilities” (FERC 2014). The 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission’s (FERC) conclusion was that while there would 

be some adverse environmental impacts, Downeast’s proposed mitigation measures in 

conjunction with FERC’s recommendations would potentially reduce these to less-than-

significant risks (2014). Ultimately, the Downeast LNG Project was unable to garner 

social licence, and experienced issues with investors and market conditions which lead 

FERC on August 17, 2016 to issue an order dismissing dockets and terminating 

proceedings. In the order, FERC stated that “at this point, Downeast’s project has been 

before the Commission in one form or another for more than ten years. There has been 

Annual Economic Benefits  

Construction Phase (3 years)  

Direct local construction employment 1,101 jobs 

Secondary employment created 1,249 jobs 

Direct and secondary employment payroll $374.8 million (three-year total) 

Operation Phase (30 years)  

Direct operation employment 123 jobs 

Secondary employment created 213 jobs 

Direct and Secondary employment payroll $21.6 million (per year) 
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essentially no progress at all towards completion of an application in the past nine months 

and Downeast has presented nothing to persuade us that its situation is likely to change in 

the immediate future” (FERC 2016). In 2017, Downeast LNG placed the land in 

Robbinston up for sale.  

3.5. Maine Conclusion 

Washington County, Maine is of a lower socioeconomic status when compared to 

other counties in Maine. This is due in part to the heavily resource-dependant nature of its 

economy which can result in unpredictable and inconsistent seasonal employment, 

especially in coastal communities. Due to the potentially unpredictable nature of 

employment and economic security, residents in the Cobscook Bay region are constantly 

seeking out opportunities to bring economic stability to the area. While several industries 

have come and gone over the decades, one industry has a long and recurring history in 

the region, tidal power. Discussions continue to this day in the region regarding what the 

locals refer to as the “Quoddy Dam” project. There are many residents from the 

surrounding communities who would like to see the project gain new life in the hopes 

that it would bring economic benefits to the region. Others are opposed to project renewal 

based on the extensive environmental impacts that would result from a barrage or dam 

style installation. This desire for economic stability and success is constantly butting up 

against the intense desire to protect the local environment and its resources upon which 

these communities so greatly rely. This clash between the economy and the environment 

is complicated further by the region’s relationship with industry. Here, the Quoddy 

Village is a microcosm for the entire Cobscook Bay region which has experienced 
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several ups and downs with respect to economic development and industry.4 You begin 

with a mass migration/influx of workers and economic growth in the area during the 

Passamaquoddy Tidal Power Project only for it  to end abruptly, crashing down, with the 

mass exodus once funding was cut. Then there was an influx of youth with the NYA, 

only to be replaced by the U.S. Seabees and their families upon the NYA departure. The 

Seabees too left in 1947 when Camp Lee-Stephenson officially closed. There are these 

constant ups and downs, in and outs, almost like the tide itself. It is this motion, this 

complex dance between, prosperity and depression that must be understood in order to 

fully understand the region’s experience with the Ocean Renewable Power Company 

(ORPC). I now turn to a Canadian experience where I will further illustrate some of the 

challenges of tidal power deployment in the Bay of Fundy.  

3.6. Cape Sharp Tidal Project, Nova Scotia, Canada 

The Cape Sharp Tidal Power project was a joint venture between OpenHydro 

Group Ltd., a Dublin-based renewable energy technology developer, and Canadian 

Emera Inc. which is a publicly traded energy utility company. Together they formed 

Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. which became the licence holder for the project. The plan 

was to:  

 

 

 

4 This will be discussed in detail in the Results and Analysis chapters. 
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deploy and operate two in-stream tidal energy turbines at the FORCE test site 

which is located approximately 10 km west of Parrsboro, in Cumberland County, 

Nova Scotia. The OpenHydro Open-Centre turbines are 2 megawatts (MW) each 

and [would] be joined by an interconnection cable. Power created by the turbines 

[would] be transferred to an onshore substation via a subsea cable. The Project is 

located in Berth D at the FORCE test site.  
Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. 2018 

 

It was to be a phased project with the planned initial deployment occurring in November 

2016 followed by the second, at a later undetermined date, based predominately upon the 

results of the first deployment (Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. 2018). As with all turbines 

deployed at the FORCE test site, the Cape Sharp Tidal project was a demonstration 

project, focused on “assessing the feasibility of generating tidal energy in an 

environmentally and economically sustainable way” and studying the “potential near-

field (i.e., within 100m of the turbine) interaction of the OpenHydro Open-Centre in-

stream tidal energy device with marine species” (Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. 2018).  

The turbine itself, is an Open-Centre turbine which: 

is a shrouded, horizontal axis turbine, with four key components: a horizontal axis 

rotor; a direct-drive permanent magnet generator; a hydrodynamic duct; and a 

subsea gravity base type support structure. This simple design uses seawater for 

both generator cooling and for lubrication. The turbine possesses only one moving 

part, the rotor, and is bi-directional (i.e., the turbine is capable of extracting 

energy in both the ebb and the flood flow directions).5 

Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. 2018 

 

The Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. project intended to be the first in-stream tidal device 

to successfully generate energy in the Bay of Fundy and the first turbine ever to be grid-

 

5 To see an image of the OpenHydro’s Open-Centre turbine visit 

https://tethys.pnnl.gov/sites/default/files/publications/CapeSharpTidal-EEMP-2018.pdf 
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connected at the FORCE test site (see the area marked by a red dot on Map 8 and the area 

highlighted in orange in Map 9).   

Map 8: FORCE Test Site Location (wide view), Nova Scotia 

 

Map 9: FORCE Test Site Location (close view), Nova Scotia 
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It is important to stress that the information gathered on the Cape Sharp Tidal project 

came exclusively from secondary sources, aside from a brief phone conversation with 

three of the fishermen involved in Nova Scotia. 

3.7. Timeline of Events  

This section examines secondary sources and establishes a timeline of events that 

occurred between 2015 and 2019. This timeline will provide insight on Cape Sharp Tidal 

Venture Ltd.’s approach to public consultation and the financial impact that consultation 

has on a sustainable development project when issues arise.  

3.7.1. 2015 

Public consultation with the communities involved began in 2015 when Cape 

Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. scheduled four open houses: Pictou on September 21; Parrsboro 

on September 22; Halifax on September 28; and Wolfville on October 5 (Marine Energy 

2015) (see Map 10).  
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Map 10: Cape Sharp Venture Ltd. Open House Locations, Nova Scotia 

 

Prior to the open houses, The New Wark Times reported that Sara Dawson, the 

community relations manager 6 for Emera Inc., stated: 

We are on the eve of a deployment,” she adds. “It’s a fascinating project to work 

on and we’re so excited that the community is interested in knowing about it and 

we’ve committed to being part of that discussion which is one of the reasons 

we’re hosting the open house. 

New Wark Times 2015a 

 

A report in The New Wark Times the day after the Pictou open house revealed that the 

Cape Sharp tidal project would bring money to the town during deployment and that 

 

6 Sara Dawson has a Bachelor of Arts Degree from Dalhousie University in International 

Development and a Post-Graduate Certificate in Public Relations from Humber College. 
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there was a tourism benefit already established due to the FORCE test site (2015b).  It 

also stated that some concerns were raised:  

Derek Andrews another visitor to the open house said that while he recognizes we 

need to end our dependence on fossil fuels, he is concerned about the potential 

effects of tidal turbines on marine life including fish and whales. He also said we 

need to weigh the benefits of renewable energy against some of its costs. 

The New Wark Times 2015b 

 

Dawson went on to state prior to the open house: 

Dawson says that so far, Cape Sharp Tidal has awarded $30 million worth of 

contracts to various Nova Scotia companies including Aecon Group Inc. which 

builds the turbines at its facility in Dartmouth before they’re trucked to Pictou 

where they’re assembled. Aecon employs 250 workers. The company is also 

building the massive barge that will carry each of the turbines from the shipyard 

in Pictou all the way down to the Bay of Fundy and then up to the Minas Passage. 

The barge was designed by Lengkeek Vessel Engineering Inc. in Dartmouth. 

Hawboldt Industries in Chester, is fabricating three heavy-lift winches that will be 

used to lower the turbines into the water. 

The New Wark Times 2015a 

 

In the research that I conducted for this section I was unable to locate any other articles 

that discussed the outcomes of the other open houses. I was able to speak with a NS 

fishermen and they revealed that the concerns of the fishermen were related to the 

impacts of the turbine on local marine life, specifically related to electromagnetic fields 

(EMF’s), noise, kinetic energy loss and changes to water flow, sedimentation, turbidity, 

and the impact to scallop and lobster larvae. Environmental monitoring and baseline 

environmental data was collected by FORCE for their test site7.  

 

7 Documents can be accessed at https://fundyforce.ca/document-collection. 
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3.7.2. 2016 

Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. decided to hold off on deploying their tidal turbine 

in order to address the concerns raised by local fishermen and other stakeholders who felt 

they had not been heard (Riley 2016). Sara Dawson stated in June that: 

Despite our best efforts, there are some people who still felt they haven’t been 

consulted and that doesn’t sit well with us…We want to take the time to hear 

directly from them. 

            Riley 2016  

 

Colin Sproul, a lobster fisherman in Nova Scotia and the spokesperson for the Bay of 

Fundy Inshore Fishermen’s Association (BFIFA) stated:  

They never chose to engage us before and the time for meaningful consultation is 

long since passed…We have to be very careful about any contact we have with 

the proponents as they will pervert any meeting into meaningful consultation – 

any success we’ve achieved has been by talking with the government. We don’t 

want to exclude anyone from meaningful conversation but there’s a big difference 

between what the tidal industry calls meaningful consultation and what the 

stakeholder calls meaningful consultation. 

            Riley 2016  

 

This article is also the first reference to the fact that BFIFA had retained legal council and 

had established a legal fund which was quickly growing due to community and other 

stakeholder support (Riley 2016).  

In July 2016, there was an article published by the Canadian Broadcasting 

Corporation (CBC) which discussed a perceived lack of transparency on the part of Cape 

Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. by fishermen who accused the company of conducting poor 

public consultation (Ward 2016). There was concern over the fact that Cape Sharp Tidal 

Venture Ltd. was only interested in meeting with individuals one-on-one which was seen 

as a “divide and conquer tactic” (Ward 2016). Colin Sproul, spokesperson for BFIFA 

stated: 
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We feel the lack of transparency and meaningful inclusion on tidal energy 

development in Nova Scotia has led to all of these problems. We really would like 

to engage Cape Sharp Tidal Venture, but we just feel irresponsible to do it in an 

off-the-record informal manner like they’ve requested. 

Ward 2016  

 

In July of 2016, The New Wark Times revealed that BFIFA had gone to court to 

file an application to prevent the deployment of the Cape Sharp turbine and overturn the 

Nova Scotia government’s decision to move ahead with deployment8 (The New Wark 

Times 2016). David Coles, BFIFA’s lawyer stated: 

Coles adds the fishermen are hoping to reach agreement with the company on 

environmental and economic issues without having to go to court, but had to file 

their application now to meet the required deadline for challenging the minister’s 

decision. 

 

Sarah Dawson responded via email: 

…that the company does not comment on legal matters. She added that Cape 

Sharp is continuing to consult with people concerned about the turbines and has 

no timeline on when the first turbine might be going into the water. 

 

According to a CTV News article, a group representing 175 BFIFA members 

appeared in court in August to try and prevent the deployment of the Cape Sharp tidal 

turbine until a year long study into baseline data was conducted (Macdonald 2016a). Matt 

Lumley, a spokesperson for the FORCE test site, stated that the non-profit had already 

spent approximately $15 million dollars on 110 scientific environmental studies and the 

development of three underwater sensors (MacDonald 2016a). Lumley went on to say:  

 

8 BFIFA’s NS Supreme Court application can be found at 

https://warktimes.files.wordpress.com/2016/07/amended-notice-of-application.pdf. 
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The most important questions we need to answer, in terms of viability of the 

technology, happen when the turbine is in the water, and (the federal Fisheries 

Department) shares that opinion. 

MacDonald 2016a 

 

In June, the Nova Scotia Environment Minister, Margret Miller, granted the 

approval of the Cape Sharp tidal project and cleared it for deployment which is what 

sparked the BFIFA to file their application with the courts of Nova Scotia. Miller stated, 

“We did listen to the fishermen and their concerns…we did our job as a regulator” 

(MacDonald 2016a). Sarah Dawson, from Emera Inc., reiterated their interest in 

continued dialogue with stakeholders and BFIFA.  Around the time BFIFA became 

aware there was a report which suggested that Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. was 

preparing to deploy the turbine in November of 2016 (MacDonald 2016a). BFIFA 

responded with: 

We're more than willing to keep talking with the proponent, but it's hard for us to 

accept that our talks are in good faith. 

Colin Sproul cited in MacDonald 2016a 

 

BFIFA went back to court. According to an article in The New Wark Times, 

published the day after the court date, it was an eventful court appearance. This is 

because there was a sense of urgency to hearing the case as: 

The respected online business news site, allnovascotia.com, reported on 

Wednesday that turbine developer OpenHydro has applied to the Canadian 

Transportation Agency for permission to use a foreign-registered, heavy-lift cargo 

vessel called the BBC Pearl for turbine deployment during neap tides in early 

November. 

The New Wark Times 2016b 
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This revelation caught BFIFA by surprise as Colin Sproul revealed that BFIFA 

was told that turbine deployment was suspended until further notice while talks 

continued: 

Cape Sharp has related to us that they still intend to negotiate in good faith…but 

it’s hard for the association to accept that when investigative journalism reveals 

that they’ve been deceiving us and all the fishermen of Nova Scotia. 

The New Wark Times 2016b 

 

Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. argued that any delays in deployment could have 

severe financial impacts, ones that threaten the very existence of the project:9 

If the November window is missed it could push deployment to the Spring of 

2017 due to weather restrictions and, if so, would threaten the very existence of 

our company. OpenHydro is pleased to have used 200,000 manhours of labour in 

Canada/Nova Scotia over the last three years, and hopes to continue developing a 

long term industry in Nova Scotia with associated economic and labour benefits. 

Jacques Chatelet (Chief Operations Officer Open Hydro) 2016 

 

In September, it was revealed that BFIFA launched a stay in court, even though 

they had a February court date with the Nova Scotia Supreme Court, after “Cape Sharp 

Tidal would not agree to keeping the project on hold until after the review hearing” 

(MacDonald 2016b). BFIFA spokesmen Colin Sproul stated “the company has told the 

fishermen to disregard an earlier published report that suggested it faced financial ruin if 

it failed to get a turbine in the water by November”, and clarified that BFIFA does not 

“oppose the generation of renewable energy from tidal projects…[the] group just wants 

 

9 For a copy of the letter see https://warktimes.files.wordpress.com/2016/08/bbc-pearl-

application_1.pdf. 
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to make sure this project does not endanger the Bay of Fundy’s marine ecosystem” 

(MacDonald 2016b). 

In October, the Nova Scotia Supreme Court ruled in favour of Cape Sharp Tidal 

Venture Ltd. paving the way for deployment of their tidal turbine (The Canadian Press 

2016). Justice Jamie Campbell stated in the decision that: 

The association [BFIFA] needed to show evidence that the deployment of the 

turbines now would result in harm that would happen before the judicial review . . 

. and that the harm would persist after that. 

The Canadian Press 2016 

 

Since BFIFA was unable to prove their case, Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. were cleared 

to proceed with deployment activities, putting the project on track for a November 

deployment. On November 7, 2016 Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. successfully deployed 

their turbine in the FORCE test site (The New Wark Times 2016c).  

3.7.3. 2017 

In May 2017, Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. announced plans to temporarily 

move the Cape Sharp tidal turbine to a location outside of the area where no 

environmental impacts assessments had been conducted in order to conduct operational 

testing on the turbine for approximately five days (Burke 2017). BFIFA spokesmen Colin 

Sproul stated that “they have no approval to conduct that testing and more importantly is 

there will be no environmental-monitoring equipment at the site” which could endanger 

marine species and the environment (Burke 2017). Nova Scotia’s Department of 

Environment said: 
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Typically, approval is not required to move a piece of equipment for the purpose 

of repair or improvement. We are in discussions now with the company to ensure 

we understand the full extent of their next steps. 

Burke 2017 

 

Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. made it clear that: 

 

We think it might be possible to generate more electricity with the unit if we are 

able to address an issue that is related to its current design…The testing would 

examine the performance of the turbine and involves lifting and lowering it into 

the water multiple times. Tidal activity is too strong at the current site near 

Parrsboro to run those tests and it wouldn't be safe for crews. 

Burke 2017 

 

BFIFA responded by stating that “they [Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd.] don't even have 

the ability to monitor what's going on with the money-making side of their business, 

much less its effects on the environment of the Bay of Fundy” (Burke 2017).  

The exact site where the turbine would be deployed for this testing was unclear, 

however Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. suggested it was “considering an area east of 

Spencers Island near Advocate Harbour in Cumberland County…[and that they have] 

already met with lobster fishermen in that area to get their input on the tests” (Burke 

2017) (see Map 11). There were already plans to remove the turbine and take it to Saint 

John, NB to conduct repairs in May and the hope was that the testing would be done 

before the turbine was brought to New Brunswick (Burke 2017). 
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Map 11: Spencers Island, Nova Scotia 

 

As a result of this planned move some fishermen were forced to move gear. Mark Taylor 

said that they had to move his traps during the original deployment in November 2016 

and had to do the same again (Patten 2017). This is difficult since: 

..his lobster traps are much heavier than traditional traps and difficult to move. 

Each one weighs 325 pounds so they can withstand the currents brought on by the 

rise and fall of the world's highest tides. Adding to the challenge is fishing in an 

unfamiliar area, he said. It's going to cost us a lot this summer because now we 

can't fish in our traditional spots," said Taylor. "I've been fishing for 35 years in 

that one spot so I know the place.” 

Patten 2017 

 



 

64 

 

Stacey Pineau10, who is a spokesperson for Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd., made it clear 

that every effort is made to limit work during lobster season but that at this point work on 

the turbine was necessary, stating: “we do have the right to be on the water and obtain all 

necessary approvals and permits for our operations” (Patten 2017). Pineau asserted that 

the company is in constant contact with fishermen, including Taylor: 

“If Mark [Taylor] has also chosen to move any gear he might have in that area 

that is his choice and not a request we have made,” wrote Pineau. “We have not 

finalized a location for the five days of testing as yet because we are looking very 

carefully at factors, including active fishing seasons and how much certain areas 

are fished, along with other technical considerations we have related to water 

depth and current.” 

Patten 2017 

 

Taylor responded that they personally had lost 80 traps, which Cape Sharp Tidal Venture 

Ltd. paid for, since the losses were due to their increased ship traffic running over his 

gear (Patten 2017). With lobster season quickly approaching at the end of July, Taylor 

was worried: “we need those low-running tides to get better fishing and of course they 

need those tides, too, to get that piece of junk off the bottom…It's a conflict for sure” 

(Patten 2017). 

 In June 2017, the turbine was removed from the FORCE test site; however, plans 

to conduct further testing at another location were cancelled due to fishermen concerns 

(Willick 2017). BFIFA responded: 

 

10 Stacey Pineau has a Bachelor’s Degree in Public Relations from Mount Saint Vincent 

University and a Master’s Degree in Electronic Commerce from Dalhousie University. 

They are also the owner of Latitude Communications Inc. located in Fredericton, NB.  
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For us, it's a total vindication of what we've been hollering about for a year now 

— that there is no ability to monitor the turbine, either its operational side or 

environmental effects side.  

Willick 2017 

 

It was revealed that:   

Although the massive device generated some electricity for a few months, it was 

disconnected from the Nova Scotia Power grid on April 21, 2017 for retrieval, 

onshore upgrades to its Turbine Control Centre and other repairs. 

The New Wark Times 2017 

 

This made it difficult to properly conduct the monitoring of the turbine (Willick 2017). 

As of November 2017, there were no dates or plans with regards to the redeployment of 

the original turbine as the company continued to work on repairing sensors. A report 

released in October revealed that there were several problems with the monitoring 

equipment: 

One of four hydrophones (underwater microphones) operated only intermittently, 

while another failed shortly after deployment. Acoustic devices called imaging 

sonars were pointed at the sea floor instead of capturing fish and marine mammal 

movements in the mid-water column; electrical interference caused interruptions 

in data transmission to shore-based computers interfering with analysis of the 

data. A video camera mounted on the turbine was damaged shortly after 

deployment and failed to record any footage. In the period between April 21, 

when the turbine cables were disconnected and June 15, when the turbine was 

successfully retrieved, there was no underwater monitoring at the turbine site for 

the presence of marine life. 

The New Wark Times 2017 

 

A spokesperson, Darren Porter, from Fundy United raised the issue that a report by the 

Nova Scotia Auditor General revealed “that the provincial government is failing to 

monitor many environmentally sensitive projects” which could shed light on why the 

Cape Sharp turbine was allowed to operate without properly functioning monitoring 

equipment for seven months, even though tidal power was not specifically covered in the 
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report (The New Wark Times 2017). Mr. Porter went on to say that “the government 

wants it (tidal power) even more than the companies do. The politicians want it for jobs” 

(The New Wark Times 2017). 

3.7.4. 2018 

The second turbine was successfully deployed on July 23, 2018 and according to 

Stacey Pineau, a spokesperson for Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd., “Everything we 

learned from the first turbine, we applied to this one” and that “[t]here were upgrades to 

its operating efficiency and its environmental monitoring devices” (The New Wark 

Times 2018). While this deployment was considered a success by Cape Sharp Tidal 

Venture Ltd. and FORCE, it was a point of frustration for Mark Taylor, a local lobster 

fisherman, who “says he lost 100 traps worth $235 each when Cape Sharp vessels cut 

them off during the four-day operation” (The New Wark Times 2018). Taylor was given 

approximately six days notice to move their traps, however they stated that that was 

insufficient time: 

In that four-five-six days, there was a high run of tides which we can’t get out, we 

can’t move traps…before the tides dropped off, we only had 24 hours left to get 

them out of there. 

The New Wark Times 2018 

 

Taylor has lost traps before during movement/deployment activities and while the 

company has compensated them for the traps, they do not cover the costs related to lost 

catches (The New Wark Times 2018). Taylor stated of the company’s attitude, “Now, it’s 

just a cost of business, ‘we’ll run right over those traps, we’ll just buy new traps’” (The 

New Wark Times 2018). They went on to say that, “I’m not being satisfied with (them) 
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just paying for the traps this time…I’m not accepting that, I shouldn’t have to accept it 

and I’m not going to…I’m afraid they’re just trying to put me out of business” (The New 

Wark Times 2018). Taylor along with BFIFA members and the Fundy North Fishermen’s 

Association believe that deployment activities should not be taking place during lobster 

season which ends on July 31. Alasdair McLean of OpenHydro responded that the 

company tries to adjust its operations to take the fishing industry’s concerns into 

account”, however: 

It’s important for us to get the turbine in the water…today was a beautiful day, so 

we had an opportunity here to do it and it’s difficult to give those up because you 

never know what’s going to happen in the future. 

The New Wark Times 2018 

 

Later that week, and to the shock of OpenHydro’s 100 employees, OpenHydro’s 

French parent company, Naval Energies, announced “cessation of its investments in tidal 

stream on Thursday, forcing the liquidation of its tidal stream subsidiary” (O’Faolain and 

Siggins 2018). The liquidation was “blamed on a ‘deterioration in the market’ and a ‘lack 

of commercial prospects in the long term’” (O’Faolain and Siggins 2018). In August, 

Emera Inc. released a statement that the company had “no practical option” but to 

withdraw from the Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd, in which OpenHydro owned an 80 

percent stake: 

From the beginning, we understood that OpenHydro's in-stream tidal energy 

technology was cutting edge and required investment in a non-commercial 

demonstration project to prove its viability. Without support from the technology 

developer, OpenHydro, to operate and maintain the technology and the turbine, 

we do not believe that there is further value in pursuing this project for our 

business. 

Davie 2018b 
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Emera Inc. spokesperson Stacy Pineau revealed that the turbine is still turning; 

however, the Nova Scotia Energy Minster stated that the turbine cannot remain for long 

at its current location (Davie 2018b). It was also made clear that “many restaurant and 

hospitality businesses in Parrsboro, N.S., have claimed to be out thousands of dollars 

because of the sudden liquidation of OpenHydro” (Davie 2018b). This was announced in 

the same week that Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. deployed a new turbine (Davie 

2018a).  

In November 2018, a report released by the Supreme Court of Nova Scotia stated 

that while the turbine was deployed in July 2018, by “September 2018, the turbines had 

been damaged beyond repair and were incapable of generating electricity” (Quon 2018). 

This fact was not made public by Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. when they spoke with 

the Canadian Press on September 18:  

[T]hey were working to determine why the rotor was not turning. Emera said at 

the time that experts believed a component failure in the generator caused 

sufficient damage to prevent the rotor from turning.  

Quon 2018 

 

A spokesperson for Emera stated that “the company was aware in September that 

the turbine was damaged beyond repair” but provided no response as to why this detail 

was omitted from the September 18th press release (Quon 2018). Due to the liquidation 

of OpenHydro and issues related to creditors, the turbine remained in the water while 

court proceedings continued. 

3.7.5. 2019 

In April 2019, the Nova Scotia government revoked Cape Sharp Tidal Venture 

Ltd.’s marine renewable-electricity licence and its feed-in-tariff approval because of 
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OpenHydro’s liquidation and Emera Inc’s departure from the project (Shumkov 2019). In 

August 2019, the Energy Minister for Nova Scotia made it clear that there was no rush to 

remove the now defunct Cape Sharp tidal turbine, even though its removal was ordered 

back in April when its licence was revoked: 

It's not spinning…it's in a safe state. There's no threat to marine life and we 

continue to look for solutions to eventually retrieve [it]. We’re not putting a 

timeline on it now. 

Laroche 2019 

 

To further complicate matters, it remains unclear who is responsible for the retrieval of 

the turbine now that the two companies originally involved have walked away from the 

project. The Energy Minister stated that they are exploring private-sector partnership 

solutions with regards to retrieval (Laroche 2019). It was also discovered, via 

investigative journalism, that the Nova Scotia government had $1 million that was “set 

aside by Cape Sharp as a security when it entered into an agreement with the province to 

test the turbine [which] would cover a significant piece of the retrieval price tag,” 

however, the final retrieval cost remains unclear (Laroche 2019).  

 In September 2019, FORCE revealed that it is suing “five companies for damages 

to a subsea cable that ran from the test site to land” with the statement of claim stating: 
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From August 2015 through November 2016, OHTC [OpenHydro Technology 

Canada] used an anchor assembly to moor their lead tug during a series of marine 

operations. These marine operations included, among other things, positioning 

trials, cable recovery and the preparation of the eventual cable connection to the 

turbine. The “Irving Beaver” was controlled by two Atlantic Towing owned tug 

boats — the “Atlantic Hemlock” and the “Atlantic Bear” — with the front tug 

anchored on a single mooring. This mooring was installed in August 2015, with a 

9 ton stockless anchor (the “Anchor”). The purpose of the mooring was to assist 

in the positioning of the “Irving Beaver.” During marine operations between 

August 2015 and May 2017, the Anchor slipped from its original position. From 

December 2015 to October 2016, the anchor was dragged approximately 100 

metres along the seabed. In November 2016, when the turbine was being 

deployed at the test site, the Anchor was dragged an additional 50 metres away 

from its initial and intended position and became entangled with FORCE Cable 

A, cause [FORCE’s] losses. 

Bousquet 2019 

 

To add insult to injury, FORCE was not informed of the cable entanglement issues until 

August 25, 2017 which was nine months after the incident occurred (Bousquet 2019). 

While it is unclear what the total cost in damages is, it is clearly significant based on 

FORCE’s submitted claim: 

FORCE now must use surveying boats to find and inspect the cable; untangle the 

cable from the anchor; figure out how to replace, repair, or move the cable back 

into position; and test the replaced/repaired cable. This will involve many boats 

and other operational costs. FORCE is additionally claiming damages for loss of 

business. 

Bousquet 2019 

 

This lawsuit adds to the mounting costs associated with Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd.’s 

failure to deliver on its tidal power project.  

 In October 2019, the government of Nova Scotia announced that any company 

interested in making use of the FORCE test site, specifically the site where the Cape 

Sharp tidal turbine sits, must be able to cover the $4.5 million cost of removing the 

broken turbine (Quon 2019). It was originally believed that a $1 million security would 

cover the cost of retrieval, which is what OpenHydro put aside. A new assessment has 
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found that estimate to be extremely low. Sticking with a private-sector partnership 

approach, the government hired a consultant, John Dalton who is the president of U.S.-

based Power Advisory LLC., to find a private company interested in utilizing the Cape 

Sharp site and willing to cover the removal cost (Quon 2019). A tender will be issued for 

the site and it is hoped that the “retrieval and disposal of the Cape Sharp turbine could 

happen in the second half of 2020” (Quon 2019).  

The tendering process began December 18, 2019 and was set to last two months, 

led by Power Advisory LLC. (Rankin 2019). A Call for Applications document released 

on December 11, 2019 called for applicants:11 

[T]o establish and maintain financial security for the construction, installation, 

operation and decommissioning of a four megawatt in-stream tidal energy 

demonstration at Berth D throughout the term of the licence. Bidding companies 

are also required to meet several other criteria, including proof of public 

engagement, including consultation with the Mi’kmaq community, as well as a 

draft environmental monitoring plan and draft risk management plan. 

Rankin 2019 

 

The tender process is slated to end February 18, 2020 with the successful bidder being 

notified on March 18, with the hopes that the turbine will be removed no later than 

December 31, 2024 (Rankin 2019).  Having established a clear timeline and narrative for 

the Cape Sharp Tidal project and together with the background information on Maine, 

 

11 For more information see the Call for Applications: Nova Scotia In-Stream Tidal 

Energy Demonstration Project at Berth D – Fundy Ocean Research Center for Energy 

(FORCE) can be found at https://nstidalrenewables.poweradvisoryllc.com/wp-

content/uploads/2019/12/Compare-NS-Tidal-Call-for-Applications-FORCE-Berth-D.pdf 
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U.S. we are now in a position to understand both the hopes and fears of the local peoples 

when tidal power installations are proposed. I now turn to the methodology used during 

my fieldwork in the State of Maine, U.S.   
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Chapter 4: Methodology 

In this chapter I explore the methods utilized in the study that allowed me to answer my 

research question and other questions related to tidal power development in the Cobscook 

Bay, Maine. Methods I chose include purposive sampling in combination with chain 

referral/network sampling, followed by semi-structured interviews. These methods were 

underpinned by a grounded theory approach for my analysis. These methods were viewed 

as the most appropriate given the research interests, as explained in what follows. 

4.1. Research Questions to be Explored and Answered 

The research question for this proposed research is: given the documented 

concerns of Canadian fishermen, what can the experience in Maine of evaluating, 

approving, and installing a tidal power device tell us about the interaction of commercial 

species, inshore fishing and tidal power installations? To answer this question and 

evaluate the experience in Maine, five further questions were explored:  

1. What was the experience of Maine stakeholders, with regards to tidal power 

development in the Cobscook Bay area, before their interactions with Ocean Renewable 

Power Company (ORPC)? 

2. What were the risk perceptions of Maine stakeholders regarding tidal power in the 

Cobscook Bay region prior to the arrival of ORPC? 

3.  What was the experience of Maine stakeholders during their participation in the 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process for ORPC’s Cobscook Bay tidal 

installation and how did that process shape their risk perceptions regarding tidal power? 
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4. What are Maine stakeholders remaining risk perceptions related to tidal power 

development in the Cobscook Bay region? 

5. How do Maine stakeholders view ORPC as a proponent, compared to others, based on 

their interactions with the company pre- and post-deployment of ORPC’s tidal power 

device in the Cobscook Bay? 

There are two important things to note before proceeding. First, I use the term 

stakeholder throughout my thesis to refer to individuals or organization that has either 

interest or concern for a specific project and includes members of the public and those 

traditionally categorized as “have-nots”. Second, the above research question was written 

before I was even aware of the Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. Project and thus, it is not 

reflected above. The methods outlined below allowed me to gather the data required to 

answer the above questions. 

4.2. Methodology 

To understand and articulate Maine’s experience with tidal power, a diversity of 

data was collected from multiple sources. The required data included: Maine fishermen’s 

experiences fishing near a tidal power installation; stakeholder perceptions regarding the 

impacts of tidal technology; Maine stakeholder’s experiences with the EIA process and 

ORPC community engagement process; stakeholders’ understanding of transboundary 

environmental impacts and their desirability for consultation in such a context. I 

conducted my research in Maine around the Cobscook Bay, between Eastport and Lubec 

(see Map 12).  
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Map 12: Cobscook Bay, Maine and Showing the International Boundary Between 

Canada and the US and Adjacent Canadian Islands 

 

Following Boholm’s perspective on risk, I used purposive sampling, which 

allowed me to target individuals or groups with specific perspectives (see Bernard 2011: 

145-146). Purposive sampling, also known as judgement sampling, is where informants 

are selected based on the purpose the informants are to serve. For example, if you are 

conducting research on whale watching in the Bay of Fundy you would need to talk to 

whale watching boat owners, individuals accessing the tours, business owners, etc. 

Purposive sampling is commonly used in intensive case studies such as the one that I 

undertook.  During my preliminary research, I used purposive sampling to identify six 

key sample groups: ORPC representatives, scientists employed by ORPC, Maine 

fishermen, Maine members of the Passamaquoddy First Nation, New Brunswick (NB) 

fishermen, and NB and U.S. Federal government regulators. Consequently, I identified 
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one member from each sample group which I used as key informants to suggest other 

individuals within their sample group. To help dispel the bias of purposive sampling, in 

that each sample group is identified based on the judgement of the researcher who has a 

specific idea to explore, and to avoid participant selection based on that bias, I used chain 

referral or network sampling.  

Chain referral or network sampling is used to study hard-to-find or hard-to-study 

populations (see Bernard 2011: 147-148). I used the snowball technique which allows the 

researcher to start with one or two key informants and then through informant 

recommendations and subsequent informant-initiated referrals new informants are 

located. This technique works well in small populations where it is likely that people will 

be in active contact with one another, facilitating the effective creation of an exhaustive 

sampling frame. The adoption of this technique allowed participants to guide the process 

by providing me with contacts within sample groups that they believed to have 

information relevant to my research (see Bernard 2011: 147-148). This combination of 

sampling methods allowed me to get at the specific perspectives while still being guided 

by the participants themselves. Once participants were identified and selected, I 

conducted semi-structured interviews to gather the data. 

I selected semi-structured interviews as it allowed for the use of an interview 

guide or script (see Bernard 2011: 156), in particular, it allowed me to ask about both pre-

and-post deployment risk perceptions of the ORPC tidal installation. Both sets of data 

were needed in order to observe how these perceptions of risk evolved and changed over 

time. A script allowed for data to be collected on a variety of topics in a somewhat 

systematic way and aided the coding of said data. As such, semi-structured interviews 
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facilitated comparisons across multiple informants in ways that unstructured interviews 

could not. As opposed to the rigidity of structured interviews, semi-structured interviews 

provided the participants with flexibility and freedom in their answers while also granting 

me the flexibility to pursue new leads as they emerged. During my preliminary research, I 

identified several processes that would impact risk perceptions regarding tidal power (see 

Table 4.1). In this table I colour coded what might be perceived as objective and 

subjective in terms of risk perception identification, definition and framing. The green 

areas denote subjective risk, the orange objective risk, while the grey areas explore the 

potential location of Maine Fishermen within the two.   

Table 4. 1 Table outlining methodological approach and sample numbers for 

proposed research 

Framing 

Concepts 

Processes Purposive sampling Possible Data 

Comparisons 

Objective risk EIA Process ORPC Officials (n=2)  *  * 

Objective risk 

 

Site Selection Scientists employed by 

ORPC (n=4) 

  *  

Scientific 

Assessment of 

impact of 

Installation 

Maine fishermen (n = 

12) 

* *   

Subjective Risk Fishing Near 

Installation 

Passamaquoddy (n=3)   *  

Subjective Risk 

 

Fishing Away from 

Installation 

NB fishermen (n=15) *    

 NB and federal 

regulators (n=2) 

   * 

 

As a result of Maine fishermen’s exposure to these processes, I began my 

interviews with them. These interviews focused on risk perceptions regarding tidal power 

and their perspectives and experiences with the EIA and ORPCs participatory processes 
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(see Appendix C). The original interview schedule was broken into six sections: 

Background information; Tidal Power in the Cobscook Bay; Experience with 

Environmental Impact Assessment Process; Experience with Ocean Renewable Power 

Corporation Consultation/Siting Process; Transboundary Environmental Impact 

Assessment; and Other Issues. Questions in section two of the interview schedule focused 

on informant’s pre-deployment experience with tidal power in the region. Informants 

were asked to rank their top five risk perceptions pre-deployment and how the 

introduction of tidal power could potentially impact local fisheries. Section three focused 

on gathering data related to informant experience with the regulatory process, specifically 

the EIA process as it pertained to ORPC’s Cobscook Bay instillation. Section four 

explored informant’s experiences with ORPC’s public consultation process along with 

fishermen’s experience with the site selection process for ORPC’s turbine deployment. 

Section five was concerned with Transboundary Environmental Impact Assessments in 

an area such as the Western Passage, NB to gauge informant’s familiarity with ORPC’s 

future plans to deploy turbines close to Canadian waters and the current U.S. legislation 

regarding an EIA in such a context. Informants were then asked how they would like to 

be consulted in such a scenario. Finally, section six asked informants to list their risk 

perceptions regarding tidal power development in the Cobscook Bay based on their post-

deployment knowledge and experience. Using grounded theory methods, the data was 

preliminarily analyzed following the first couple of interviews and that analysis was used 

to decide which sample group in Maine to interview next. Based on the analysis, I 

subsequently focused on community partners, the Passamaquoddy Tribe and then other 

identified stakeholder groups. 
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By adopting a grounded theory approach and using its methods during my 

analysis I allowed the theory and conclusions to emerge from the data itself (see Charmaz 

2006). To accomplish this, I was continuously coding and analyzing my data as it was 

collected. I began by coding my initial interviews line by line, as recommended by 

Charmaz (2006). This enabled me to identify themes. Once key themes were identified 

those themes helped further guide analysis. I began to form categories and from those 

categories my theories developed. It should be noted that my interview schedule changed 

several times throughout the course of my research based on the emergent data that was 

generated by my ongoing analysis, which helped me to identify gaps as they occurred 

(see Appendix D). This approach provided flexibility and allowed me to seek out 

alternative avenues of investigation in real time, adding a degree of fluidity to the 

research process. In this sense, I followed the direction the data took and did not direct it. 

Secondary data was also used throughout the research and was collected from a 

variety of sources such as journals, books, media outlets and government legislation. This 

data was used to help contextualize the primary data and assisted the identification of 

further avenues of investigation, including a comparison with a similar project 

undertaken in eastern Canada which are discussed in the Background and Context chapter 

as well as in the Discussion and Conclusion chapter. 

4.2.1. Methodological Limitations 

First, the general limitations linked to qualitative research concern validity and 

reliability. “Because qualitative research occurs in the natural setting it is extremely 

difficult to replicate studies” (Wiersma 2000: 211). This is to say that, should another 
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social scientist attempt to reproduce my research it is possible that we could arrive at 

differing conclusions due to a variety of factors: gender, age, ethnicity, level of trust and 

ease between interviewer and informant.  

Second, there are also limitations related to sample size and self-reported data. I 

was able, through referral or network sampling, to interview 21 informants. Table 4.2 

provides some demographic data collected from the informants. Given how small the 

communities are that I worked in, providing more in-depth demographic data, especially 

pertaining to gender, would make it easy to accurately identify some informants, 

therefore that data was omitted. 
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Table 4. 2 Demographic data   

Group Age Number of 

Informants 

Maine Fishermen  8 

 35-44 years 2 

 45-54 years 4 

 55-64 years 2 

Maine Scientists  2 

 45-54 years 1 

 25-35 years 1 

Passamaquoddy Tribe  2 

 45-54 years 2 

ORPC  1 

 55-64 years 1 

Other12  8 

 45-54 years 4 

 55-64 years 2 

 45-54 years 2 

 

This sample is relatively small; however, given time and resource constraints, it is the 

largest number that could be accommodated in my Master’s research. 

With regards to semi-structure interviews, there was the risk that once the data 

was analyzed, some information would be found to be lacking. This could occur for 

several reasons, since certain information may prove to be of great significance only in 

retrospect and thus, I may not have asked certain questions that would have been 

appropriate or important. By using grounded theory and by continually analyzing the data 

 

12 The Other category refers to occupations or classifications that, if listed would 

undoubtedly reveal the identity of the informant given the population size of the 

fieldwork site.  
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as I went along, it was possible to mitigate some of this risk. I made several adjustments 

to my interview schedule and conducted follow-up interviews as necessary to acquire the 

missing data.  

I anticipated some interviewees could exhibit the defense effect, which is when 

“people tell you what they think you want to know, so as not to offend you” (Bernard 

2011: 178). However, upon reviewing my data and reflecting upon my interactions with 

my informants and community members, I did not detect any defence effect responses.  I 

also considered the social desirability effect, “which is when people tell you what they 

think will make them look good, especially according to prevailing standards of behavior 

and thought” (Bernard 2011: 180). Upon careful consideration and examination of both 

the interactions I had within the community and the information collected I was unable to 

detect any trace of the social desirability effect.  Finally, I also accounted for the third-

party-present effect when analyzing the data generated from my interviews. There existed 

the potential for interviewees to alter their answers depending on who was present during 

the interview as “many face-to-face interviews have at least one third party present in the 

room, often a spouse or partner of the person being interviewed” (Bernard 2011: 181). 

Fourteen of the interviews were conducted in public spaces, such as restaurants, pubs and 

fishing piers; three were conducted in private homes and of those, there was only one 

interview where a third party was present; three interviews were conducted on private 

boats and only one of those had no third-party present; and finally, one interview was 

conducted over the telephone.  

Another limitation is that I relied on self-reported data for my research. Self-

reported data is limited by the fact that it rarely can be independently verified. 
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Essentially, I must take what is said by the interviewees at face value. There exist several 

points of bias in self-reported data which constitute limitations. First, individuals may 

exaggerate or embellish responses, giving events or actions more significance than that 

demonstrated by other data sources (USC 2016). Secondly, individuals may telescope, 

which simply means that they remember events happening at one time when they in fact 

happened at another (USC 2016). Selective memory is also a limitation (USC 2016). In 

this respect individuals may have only partial memory of events, or not remember at all.  

Finally, there is attribution, which sees individuals attribute negative outcomes to 

external forces while attributing positive outcomes to themselves (USC 2016). These 

factors were considered during analysis.  

It should be noted that with respect to the self-reported data and limitations 

related to validity, the findings and results of my research were significantly consistent 

with those produced by earlier research related to tidal power in the area and a pilot 

project. The pilot project was conducted by Dr. Melanie Wiber of the University of New 

Brunswick, and Maria Recchia of Fundy North Fishermen’s Association and a previous 

study was conducted by Johnson, Zydlewski and Jansujwicz on stakeholder identification 

and perceptions of engagement (2013). I was aware of the results of the Wiber and 

Recchia study prior to conducting my fieldwork and was alerted to fishermen’s concerns 

regarding tidal power however, I conducted a standalone study. I was unaware of the 

2013 Johnson et al. study until June 2019, long after my results and analysis were 

complete. My research used a different stakeholder identification method; however, we 

were still able to identify the same stakeholders.  
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4.2.2. Limitations of the Researcher 

I was a young person, with a feminine gender expression, dealing with mostly 

older male participants accustomed to working in a predominately male environment. 

This difference in gender could have led some participants to feel uncomfortable talking 

with me. It was also possible that, especially in the Maine context, my affiliation as a 

researcher with the University of New Brunswick and my association with the Canadian 

Fundy North Fishermen’s Association could also make potential participants 

uncomfortable. This is because tensions due exist at times between U.S. and Canadian 

fishermen in the area.  Given that I conducted my research outside of my country of 

origin, it was possible that participants in the U.S. could have been more wary or 

conscious of what they said and how they said things, as I am an outsider. What I 

discovered was that, for the most part, informants and community members very quickly 

accepted me into their community. This in large part was because Canadians often visit 

the area and many residents of the Cobscook Bay area have family living in Canada. It 

should also be noted that Dr. James M. Acheson, from the University of Maine, became 

well-known throughout the communities of the Cobscook Bay during the 1980’s when he 

produced a work entitled “The Lobster Gangs of Maine” (Acheson 1988). The fact that 

the region was already familiar with dealing with an anthropologist and their past 

experiences were positive, meant that community members and informants were excited 

to have another anthropologist in the region conducting research. 
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4.2.3. Timetable Limitations 

I conducted research in the State of Maine, U.S. on four separate trips. The trips 

occurred between June and September 2016 (see Table 3.3) 

Table 4. 3 Maine fieldwork dates 

Date Days of the Week Trip Number 

17-19 July, 2016 Friday-Sunday Trip 1 

4 July 2016 Monday Trip 2 

8-10 July, 2016 Friday-Sunday Trip 3 

14 September, 2016 Wednesday Trip 4 

 

Trips were limited to the U.S. for two reasons: 1) the cost of travel, car rental and 

accommodations; 2) as a single mother at the time, childcare was difficult to access. The 

time between trips to the U.S. was spent analyzing the Maine data using grounded theory 

and adjusting my interview schedule based upon said analysis. Due to time limitations 

and the amount of Maine data I collected, the New Brunswick portion of the research was 

abandoned. I was also unable, due to time limitations, to conduct an equally in-depth 

study of the Cape Sharp Venture Ltd. Tidal power project. This limited me to secondary 

sources and phone conversations.     

4.3. Ethical Concerns 

The sub-project that my research represents received ethical approval from the 

University of New Brunswick Fredericton Campus Research Ethics Board, REB #2012-

073. All participants were informed via a letter of consent that their participation was 
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voluntary and that they can at any time, without reason, withdraw from the research. The 

letter of consent can be found in Appendix E. All information gathered from these 

participants via the above method was stored in a locked filing cabinet with the sole key 

being in my possession. The only other person able to see portions, often redacted, of the 

original data was my supervisor, Dr. Melanie Wiber. The original data will be destroyed 

once the thesis production is complete. 

4.4. Conclusion 

Based on a review of the methods outlined above I was able to collect the data 

required to answer my research question and the sub-questions which underpinned it. The 

use of purposive sampling in combination with chain referral/network sampling allowed 

me to locate and access the informants needed to conduct the research. Semi-structured 

interview enabled me to work from an interview schedule that also allowed for flexibility 

during the interview. Finally, grounded theory permitted me to analyze the data as I went, 

making changes to the interview schedule as required, parsing out new avenues of 

investigation along the way. In the next chapter the results of my fieldwork are presented.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

87 

 

Chapter 5: Results 

Given that there is a long history of tidal power in the Cobscook Bay region, I began the 

interview process by evaluating informants’ general knowledge pertaining to tidal power 

technology and devices. With informants’ baseline knowledge established, questions 

shifted to the pre-deployment perceptions of risk with a specific focus on tidal in-stream 

energy conversion (TISEC) devices. These risk perceptions were further contextualized 

by an understanding of past experiences with other industries in the region, followed by 

informants’ previous experiences with alternative tidal power proponents. The focus of 

the interview then narrowed to informants’ personal experiences with the Ocean 

Renewable Power Company (ORPC). Based on informant responses the results were 

broken into several areas of importance: ORPC’s willingness to learn and ultimately to 

withdraw; fiscal management; local employment and staffing; the acknowledgement of 

local/traditional knowledge and experience-based expertise; and ORPC’s willingness to 

communicate. These areas helped to contextualize the informant’s current perceptions of 

ORPC as well as their post-deployment risk perceptions.  

5.1. General Knowledge Pertaining to Tidal Power  

Before delving into specific risk perceptions, informants were asked about their 

general knowledge pertaining to tidal power. When asked about their knowledge or 

personal experience with tidal power prior to the deployment and operation of ORPC’s 

TidGen® Power System, all 21 informants mentioned having knowledge pertaining to 

the 1930’s Quoddy Dam Project, with many informants relaying anecdotes told to them 

by parents and other relatives involved in various aspects of the Project: 
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Well, probably anyone growing up in Maine in the later half of the 20th century 

knew about the Quoddy Dam Project and you couldn’t set foot in Eastport 

without at least hearing or knowing about it. I can remember as a kid growing up 

and reading in the Bangor Daily News throughout the late 50’s and into the 60’s 

about different attempts to bring it back in some form or another. Of course, 

growing up in Maine, most of the electricity at that point was produced by 

hydroelectric projects so we were familiar with river run generators and once I 

moved to Eastport, you couldn’t live here for very long without someone saying 

that: “Well you know my grandfather came here with the Army Corps of 

Engineers and worked on the Quoddy Dam project”. 

            Daniel13 (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

Several informants also commented on the quantity of hydro-electric dams located in the 

rivers of Maine and how Maine has a long history of using water (e.g. waterwheels) to 

power industries and communities.  

While many of the informants had positive recollections or perceptions of The 

Quoddy Dam Project, it proved to be a difficult topic for members of the Passamaquoddy 

Tribe. Elmer (45-54 years old, Member of the Passamaquoddy Tribe) stated that: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

13 All names used in this thesis have been changed to protect informant identities. 
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The project was built with the causeways connecting these islands and that was 

the beginning of the fastest pace of acculturation of the Passamaquoddy since mid 

1900’s, whenever that road was put in. All of a sudden, now instead of having a 

dirt road going to the Passamaquoddy community, which was difficult to travel 

down, now you had a highway through the middle of the community that the 

Passamaquoddy had no say over that road being built. It was just taken by 

eminent domain, and now we are still dealing with it [and] with the large trucks 

going through. We got a major port in Eastport and you know…there was so 

much transportation associated with this project that it really hurt the 

Passamaquoddy. The language started to die off. We are still dealing with that, 

trying to keep the language. The Passamaquoddy culture has changed a lot since 

then and so it doesn’t go over well, the development, the hurting of the 

environment and the loss of the Passamaquoddy culture and values. So the way of 

life of the Passamaquoddy has changed drastically because of all this 

development and the struggle to have power.  And power is needed, electrical 

power is needed, but how we get it is key and I don’t know if you can find a good 

way that would be environmentally friendly.  

  

Elmer (45-54 years old, Member of the Passamaquoddy Tribe) went on to explain the 

Passamaquoddy Tribe finds it difficult, based on experience, to endorse hydroelectric 

dam projects: 

Dams have ruined a lot of the ecosystem. If there was a way to have technology 

and not ruin the ecosystem I think the Passamaquoddy would be in favour of it. 

But, you know, it seems like power…it’s conflicting rather than harmonizing with 

nature. If there was a way we could capture power that was ecosystem friendly I 

think the Passamaquoddy would be in favour of it. 

 

When asked about more recent tidal power projects, several informants proposed that the 

renewed local interest in tidal power had more to do with gas prices than a concern for 

“green” energy. Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) summed this sentiment up best 

by stating: 
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There wasn’t any talk about tidal power or alternative energy until the prices of 

fuel went up. So when the gas prices seemed to peak over 2.50 dollars, then went 

to 3 and 4, then everybody started to look at other ways to make power. And now 

that the gas prices are back down there is a lot less talk on alternative types of 

power, so until your gas prices start to go back up, people don’t think about it. It’s 

like buying cars. Everybody bought cars that had big gas mileage [and] that would 

go a long ways on a gallon of gas. [But] now that gas prices are back down you 

see a lot more big trucks, SUV’s and there’s not as much grant money, so the 

government don’t invest as much money into it when the price of gas is down. 

 

Informants also referred to the Pennamaquan Tidal Power Project that had been proposed 

for Pembroke, Maine, which received a preliminary permit from the U.S. Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC) in March 2011.14 When asked specifically about TISEC 

devices, all but two informants had heard of such technologies being deployed overseas 

in Norway. Overall, informants were knowledgeable when discussing hydroelectric 

dams, however their knowledge of TISEC devices prior to contact with ORPC was 

minimal. 

5.2. Perceptions of Risk Pre-Deployment 

Based on their minimal knowledge regarding TISEC devices at the time, all 

informants were asked if they believed that the introduction of a TISEC device into 

Cobscook Bay would impact local fisheries. Most informants believed that there would 

be some impact to local fisheries primarily due to bottom loss and the interaction between 

the turbine with local fish species. During a discussion with Marty it became clear that 

 

14 Refer to section 5.4. of this chapter for more information about the project. 
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bottom loss was a prominent concern due to the importance of the local scallop and 

urchin drag fishery; an industry with its share of benthic habitat impacts:  

We have 200 boats here during scallop season. I mean you get so many boats  

dragging here that the water running under that bridge down there looks like the 

Mississippi River from over dragging. It’s mud. 

            Marty (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Michael elaborated further by linking bottom loss to potential economic loss in an area15. 

Such loss which would be devastating in communities heavily dependent on resource-

based industries coupled with low socio-economic statuses: 

Just don’t kill the fishing bottom, that’s all. Hell, if it would work and our 

electricity be cheaper it’d be fine, But as I say, just as long as they stay off the 

fishing grounds. All is fine, but once you start taking money away from the 

fishermen, then it’s a different story. 

            Michael (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Herbert (45-54 years old, Other) explained why cable placement in an area known for 

drag fishing concerned several members of the fishing community: 

I guess the concern would be how close can they drag to it [the site], I mean they 

could drag up a cable and melt the boat.  

 

15 “The project boundary includes an approximately 375-foot-wide corridor that extends 

approximately 2,000 feet from the northern shoreline of Lubec, Maine into Cobscook 

Bay and connects with an approximately 1,000-foot by 1,800-foot area that encompasses 

the project’s TidGen™ Power System. The project boundary encloses 63.3 acres, which 

includes 62.6 acres of underwater land and 0.7 acre of terrestrial land for the on-shore 

station and underground P&D cable” (FERC, February 2012). 
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In terms of fish interactions Daniel indicated that many of the concerns stemmed from the 

appearance of the TidGen® Power System itself:16 

Everyone, as soon as they saw the model or the drawing of what ORPC had, we 

said ok we are not damming anything up but geeze that thing looks like an old-

fashioned lawnmower. Those twisted blades going around, that projected really an 

ominous image. You think about them going around really fast in a 6.5 knot 

current, what’s it going to do to porpoises, or to schools of herring? And so, a lot 

of people were concerned about the physical damage that could be done on 

marine life in the Bay. 

            Daniel (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

Having gained an understanding of concerns pertaining to the fisheries, I turned my focus 

to other stakeholder groups to uncover the larger scope of concerns. 

 Informants were asked to rank their top five concerns regarding the deployment of 

this type of technology. Table 5.1 illustrates each informants’ top five concerns. It should 

be noted that not every informant reported concerns, only one informant listed five 

concerns, while most reported two or more concerns. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16 For an image and description of the device visit https://www.orpc.co/our-

solutions/scalable-grid-integrated-systems/tidgen-power-system. 
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Table 5. 1 Informants’ ranked risk perceptions 

Informant Ranking 

Alan 1. Site location 

2. Cable placement 

3. Bottom loss 

Charles 1. Stakeholder engagement 

2. Regulatory process 

3. Fiscal management of the project 

4. Number of turbines to be deployed 

Daniel 1. Marine mammal interactions 

2. Fish interactions 

3. Number of turbines to be deployed 

4. Changes to tides and currents 

Elmer 1. Fish passage 

2. Ecosystem disturbances 

3. Marine mammal interactions 

Gabe 1. The device itself 

2. Interaction of the technology with climate change 

3. Alewifes 

4. Changes to the local ecosystem/biodiversity 

Gerard 1. Raising community hopes only to let them down 

Herbert 1. Bottom loss 

2.Site location 

3. Cable placement 

4. Decommissioning and cleanup 

Herman 1. Bottom loss 

2. Noise 

3. Fish interactions 

4. Marine mammal interactions 

Joyner 1. Bottom loss 

Marty 1. Number of turbines to be deployed 

2. Bottom loss 

3. Alewifes 

Michael 1. Bottom loss/destruction 

Paul 1. Noise 

2. Electric and magnetic fields (EMF’s) 

Piet 1. Marine mammal interactions 

2. Liability if turbine is damaged by fishing gear (suspended gear) 

3. Gear interaction with turbine (dragging gear) 

4. Decommissioning and cleanup 

5. Enforcement of cleanup 

William 1. Regulatory process 

2. Navigation 
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Many of the environmental concerns raised were expected based on the results of 

previous pilot research conducted by Dr. Melanie Wiber of the University of New 

Brunswick, and Maria Recchia of Fundy North Fishermen’s Association. Other social, 

institutional and economic concerns raised by stakeholders highlight the complexity of 

sustainable development projects. While Gerard (55-64 years old, Other) was the only 

informant to officially rank the impact on the local communities based on past-

experiences with various industries, all 21 informants referenced past-experiences when 

explaining their ranked choices, especially when discussing bottom loss, 

decommissioning and cleanup. 

5.3. Past-Experiences 

 It was abundantly clear, based on informal conversations with members of the 

communities and the interviews with various stakeholders, that past experiences dealing 

with various industries had a serious and lasting impact on the locals. These industries 

were namely aquaculture, the sardine industry, Liquid Natural Gas (LNG) and other tidal 

power proponents. Gerard revealed that: 
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Eastport has always had a roller coaster ride with industry. So, there would be 

great expectations and sometimes they would materialize, like the sardine 

industry, like shipbuilding and also with trade. Tidal power would be one of those 

high points that there was great excitement about in the late 20’s, early 30’s. 

Franklin Roosevelt came here and of course it was a joint international project 

initially and then it became just the US side. That was something that was always 

in the background for people. [We] thought for a long time that it would be 

resurrected after Congress killed the funding. And supposedly, even John 

Kennedy flew over to have a look at Quoddy Bay, so it was always sort of in the 

background, something that might happen again.17  

            Gerard (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

Industries have frequently come and gone in this region of Maine, with the result being a 

series of economic growth spurts and security followed by broken promises, complete 

industry collapse and withdrawal, economic uncertainty and collective cynicism. This 

was especially true of the experience with aquaculture which saw great economic 

prosperity only to be followed by a virtually complete collapse of the industry in the 

Cobscook Bay. Aquaculture was always mentioned when informants discussed bottom 

loss. 

Then there were the Salmon pens. Not too long ago this Bay was full of pens and 

we had green slime everywhere because of the nutrient loading. So, you know, for 

everything that wants to come in, everybody wants a piece of this. Everybody. 

And what do you do with these people, that this is their living, because for the 

greater good, suddenly you are peons. 

            Marty (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

In terms of displacement of fishing grounds, you know, there was great concern in 

terms of aquaculture with that.  

            Gabe (45-54 years old, Other) 

 

 

 

17 Refer to the Background and Information chapter for more information on the Quoddy 

Dam Project and the sardine industry. 
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Fishermen have already lost a lot of bottom. They’ve lost a lot of access to their 

fishing grounds over the years primarily because of fish farms and they’re very 

sensitive to that and then there’s been this, we’ve had the last 3 or 4 years of this 

LNG bluster and sort of plans imposed, grandiose plans that are sort of imposed 

and you sort of take them or not. And so, fishermen are not very well inclined to 

listen to some new industry that has no track record from people who are not from 

here, who know nothing about our ways and who are by design trying to get more 

bottom that they won’t be able to fish.  

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Not only did aquaculture take up bottom but some negative environmental impacts had a 

profound impact of the economic stability of some community members: 

We had red tide so bad for 9 weeks straight here a few years back. Nobody was 

making any money. People were scared to death. They didn’t have any money for 

school clothes, they didn’t have any money for oil with winter coming. I mean, 

they were scared.18  

            Marty (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

During an informal conversation with Marty they mentioned that a lot of debris remains 

in the Bay such as chain, ropes and mooring blocks. This has caused several close calls 

for marine users whose props became entangled. Ambrose (45-54 years old, Other) told 

me a story of how a boat They were on snagged some rope and chain, forcing the stern of 

 

18 According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) red tide 

or “Harmful algal blooms, or HABs, occur when colonies of algae…grow out of control 

while producing toxic or harmful effects on people, fish, shellfish, marine mammals and 

birds. The human illnesses caused by HABs, though rare, can be debilitating or even 

fatal” (2020). Vadas Sr. et al examined red and green algae production near and away 

from salmon farms in the Cobscook Bay during the summers of 1995 and 1996, noting 

that the highest values for algae were observed at sites adjacent to salmon farms (2004).  



 

97 

 

the boat to be pulled near underwater as the tide was coming in. They called for a diver, 

but it was taking too long, a couple people jumped into the water and removed the chain 

and cut the rope with pocketknives they had on board. Ambrose (45-54 years old, Other) 

stated that had they taken 5 more minutes to free the boat she would have sunk. 

Interactions such as this one has left marine users wary of proponents’ 

decommissioning promises.   

 Following the issues with aquaculture and the turmoil over the siting of 

LNG facilities, local communities and stakeholders were wary of industry and 

development: 

The LNG [proponent] was quite amazing with how manipulative and how 

transparent that manipulation was. 

            Gabe (45-54 years old, Other) 

 

It really helped that ORPC came here as a start-up, as most everybody who lives 

here is sort of in permanent start-up mode anyway. They [local people] certainly 

identify with that far more than they do with corporate entities who send out their 

press people who demonstrate how safe LNG is by dunking cheerios into fuming 

LNG containers and then eating the cheerios and then saying see how safe it is. 

            Daniel (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

Several informants when asked further about their experiences with LNG and 

LNG’s impact of the community often declined to comment further and appeared to be 

visibly upset and agitated, highlighting the lasting and ongoing effect of the proponents’ 

interactions with the communities of the Cobscook Bay. 

There was some overlap between when ORPC was establishing itself in the 

Cobscook Bay area and when LNG was wrapping up. This was also when other tidal 

power proponents were also looking to set up in the region: 
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ORPC came in just as the LNG was starting to go out and so I think there was that 

element to things or being hyper alert to wrongdoing. Is this ok or this not ok? 

            Gerard (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

It was kind of like a gold rush. Suddenly, there were all these companies, these 

start-ups looking to come into the area, to stake their claims and we in the 

community were still very much in the midst of real turmoil over the siting of 

three Liquefied Natural Gas facilities here on the US side. The whole LNG 

experience was really quite bad. 

            William (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

Given the influx of interest in the development of tidal power in the area and the 

frequency with which other projects and proponents were mentioned, I expanded my 

research to further examine these alternative tidal power proponents. 

5.4. Alternative Tidal Power Proponents 

Informants were asked about their interactions with other tidal power proponents 

who had pursued development projects in the Cobscook Bay. Several of the informants 

had interactions with previous proponents in a limited capacity through the First Annual 

Cobscook Bay Conference, held on March 24th 2007; the 2007 Tidal Power Forum, held 

on August 4, 2007, and subsequently, through the Second Annual Cobscook Bay 

Conference held on August 23, 2008. At these meetings, the proponents were ORPC, 

Tidewalker Associates, the Passamaquoddy Tribe and Halcyon Tidal Power LLC.   

 Halcyon Tidal Power LLC’s proposed Pennamaquan Tidal Power project was a 

$125 million tidal barrage project located in Pembroke, Maine. The barrage was to be 
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1,616 feet and stretch between Hersey Neck and Leighton Neck (Ho-Chunk Inc. 2014) 

(see Map 13).19  

Map 13: Pennamaquan Tidal Power Project Site Location, Maine 

 

Halcyon Tidal Power LLC conducted information sessions two years prior to the public 

meetings that were held in the community as part of the regulatory hearing process 

mandated by FERC. These meetings were well attended by members of the public, often 

filling venues to capacity. At these meetings, the public raised several concerns, some 

 

19 You can also refer to Map 12. 
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regarding impacts to the marine species. Concerns were also raised about economic 

impacts to the fisheries with respect to fishermen safety. Marty explained that having to 

use a lock system could negatively impact the ability of fishermen to offload their 

products in a timely manner: 

            I said, you’ve got a whole fishing fleet, you have scallop that are up there,  

you have clam flats up there. I said how are the fishermen going to get in? [He 

said] oh you know, we’re going to build a lock system. It will take them 20 

minutes. So, they were going to float, you got trucks waiting to buy your scallops. 

So, one at a time. 2 boats, 40 minutes. 3 boats 1 hour, right?  

            Marty (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

They also mentioned the potential for disaster if a fishing boat were to be in distress 

while in the lock system: 

What happens if a boat flips over? How is the Marine Patrol and the Coast Guard 

going to get to them? Well they are going to have to wait 20 minutes! Assholes! 

Marty (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman)  

 

Halcyon Tidal Power LLC. proposed to conduct over 40 scientific studies to assess 

environmental impacts. Informants were asked if Halcyon Tidal Power LLC. actively 

sought, accepted, or incorporated stakeholder local/traditional knowledge or experience-

based expertise. While few informants responded, all agreed that their knowledge was 

never sought by the company and all attempts to offer advice or suggestions were 

brushed aside or rejected. Marty reported going to one of the FERC hearings regarding 

the Pennamaquan Project: 

I just sat there and listened until we got into the fisheries. When we got into the 

elvers, it was bullshit what they were planning on doing, how they were going to 

set traps to try and figure out how many big eels are running, you know? And I 

had to tell them, do you realize that not every fall the big eels do go out, the silver 

eels, that only on the dark of the moon and it has to be raining and the 

temperatures have to be right and if it isn’t they might wait another year...They 

didn’t care. 

            Marty (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 
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This rejection of local/traditional knowledge was also felt by members of the 

Passamaquoddy Tribe who opposed the project. In a letter penned by Chief Frederick 

Moore III, Moore elaborated on the opposition, citing negative impacts to the elver 

fishery, fish passage, and impacts to a sacred cultural site located in the affected area 

(Moore III 2014). Marty recounted being at a public meeting where several members of 

the Passamaquoddy Tribe were present voicing their concerns, asking questions and 

attempting to explain their positions: 

We live in an area that belongs to the Passamaquoddy Tribe, and there are a lot of 

people there. We were there [at one of the meetings] and people, some of them 

even broke down crying and said, and gave these speeches, just talking about their 

connection to the area, and what their concerns are and I started crying with them. 

I love this place, it’s part of me, it’s part of who I am… it feels like you’re losing 

something and always feeling like something is being taken away. I think, the 

term I came up with in my head yesterday is, it must be in my DNA, and losing 

everything because of power and being swept off the land and then coming here 

for a fresh start and seeing it happen again and again and again. We’re just being 

pushed aside and listening to the Native Americans so eloquently speak and talk 

and cry [at the public meetings in Pembroke]…it breaks my heart. I feel like I am 

one with this land and it breaks my heart to see what’s going on here. But the 

people that were there for the project, they were like pfffffff. They don’t care. 

They don’t care. 

            Marty (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

The relationship between the Passamaquoddy Tribe and the proponent was so poor that 

the Moore III stated: “We will not consult with the applicant because the proposed 

project will cause an unacceptable destruction to our homeland, and there is no way to 

mitigate this damage” (Moore III 2014: 2). 

 Informants described being talked down to, informed and educated as if they 

knew nothing at all about tidal power and the environment. People within the community 

often felt dismissed and ignored when they raised concerns. Marty stated “…we’re all 

stupid, we’re all ignorant, we’re backwoods, with no education” when asked about how 
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Halcyon representatives perceived the local population. There was a sense in the 

community that Halcyon Tidal Power LLC. was relentless, even in the face of 

overwhelming community disapproval. During one visit, members of FERC had 

informed members of the community of the proponents’ determination to see this project 

come to fruition: 

When FERC was here… we took FERC down to the reversing falls and they took 

one look at it and told us these people [Halcyon Tidal Power LLC] are never 

going to go away. 

            Marty (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

There was also a fierce desire accompanied by an intense sense of helplessness within the 

community to be able to protect their communities, the resources they depend on and 

their livelihoods: 

We are a resource-based economy here. These folks depend on that Bay. We got 

100 clam diggers that depend on this Bay, on access, on healthy, clean water. You 

know, this is our traditional right and I don’t want to see them people come in 

here and push these people the hell out. And they will tell you they’re not going to 

but they will… they get a grant for millions of dollars and they come down here 

and are like ‘Here we are and we’re going to take over!’ And us little people, us 

little small communities have to band together and figure out how the hell do we 

stop this? How do we go up against these companies? And in the meantime, most 

of us or any of us that will get involved are stretched so damn thin, because we 

are very, very busy. It’s hard. People here are very, very protective of this place. I 

mean they’ll fight you to the death if it ever came down to it. If they were going 

to lose their way of life, I’ll tell you what, it would be to the death. There’s no 

other way around it. What are we going to do? How are we going to live if we 

can’t fish? 

            Marty (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

The overall experience of interacting with Halcyon Tidal Power LLC. was described by 

the few informants who were involved in the process as unpleasant, frustrating and it did 

nothing to build trust between the community and the proponent. The proponent 

experienced considerable community and stakeholder resistance and spent a significant 
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amount of resources dealing with delays and complications during the FERC process, 

which ultimately led the proponent to suspend project development activities in the area. 

 A second proponent, Tidewalker Associates, was interested in harnessing tidal 

power in Half-Moon Cove, Maine (see the area highlighted in orange on Map 14). 

Map 14: Half Moon Cove, Maine 

 

The project had been in the works for 30 years when it was presented at the 2007 First 

Annual Cobscook Bay Conference. It was developed by Normand Leberge while 

employed by the Passamaquoddy Tribe. Elmer explained the project during one of our 

conversations: 
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At one time the Passamaquoddy were investigating the possibility of harnessing 

power in just this little Half-Moon Cove. Normand Leberge back in the late 

1970’s and early 80’s was working to put a dam across what they call the Old Toll 

Bridge, or the Old Bridge going into Eastport. In essence, what that would do is 

cause the water to be retained in this little area of Half-Moon Cove. Which is the 

Perry, Pleasant Point and Eastport area. It doesn’t go any further than that into the 

Cobscook. That didn’t go through, that has never gone through the review process 

with the Federal government, and for some reason, it just has not risen to the 

level, I guess, of being a viable project. 

            Elmer (45-54 years old, Passamaquoddy Tribe Member) 

 

The Half-Moon Cove project generated many discussions within the community at 

Pleasant Point as well as within the surrounding communities over the decades.  

 Much like the Pennamaquan Tidal Power project, individuals struggle with the 

concept of a dam and the potential environmental impacts associated with such a 

structure. This struggle is more acute in the Cobscook Bay region due to ongoing 

negative environmental impacts from the 1930’s Quoddy Dam Project and its associated 

causeways that connect Eastport, Carlow’s Island and Pleasant Point to the mainland. 

Most informants when asked about the Half-Moon Cove Project made comments like 

Michael (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) who stated that “dams are unwelcome” or 

Charles (45-54 years old, Maine Scientist) who remarked that dams “do not make sense”. 

Even representatives from the Passamaquoddy Tribe at Pleasant Point have voiced their 

opposition to dam projects: 

Since then [the Half-Moon Cove proposal], the Tribe has come out mostly against 

projects like that, tidal power projects like that, that interfere with fish passage. 

For sure anything that interferes with fish passage, they’re not in favour of it. 

            Elmer (45-54 years old, Passamaquoddy Tribe Member) 

 

On May 21st, 2014, the Half-Moon Cove project was denied its third preliminary permit 

by FERC. This was not unexpected, as it is extremely rare for a proponent to receive a 

third permit for the same site. Dr. Leberge stated during an informal conversation in the 
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summer of 2016, that the greatest challenge aside from stakeholder opposition based on 

environmental concerns, was the securing of private funding which the project needed in 

order to move forward. It required private funding because his project proposed the 

construction of a new dam, not the upgrading of an existing dam, which made his project 

ineligible for Federal grants. While Dr. Leberge is continuing to explore options, the 

project is currently at a standstill. 

The final proponent, The Passamaquoddy Tribe located at Pleasant Point, 

explored the possibility of developing a tidal power project in the Cobscook Bay: 

We would like to be independent and be able to have our own source of power for 

the community for security reasons. You know, we had a lot of power outages 

especially during the winter, people will freeze, their pipes will freeze. We have a 

lot of elderly that need to have that backup source of power when the power goes 

out, so they have generators that keep their life supporting oxygen machines or 

whatever other equipment they need, just to stay warm. We have the need to be 

secure with that and we also have, we would like to be able to generate revenue to 

be able to have financial security, because our economic system has been changed 

since contact so the Tribe is needing to look at ways to secure enough money to 

survive in this new economic system that we are now in. 

            Elmer (45-54 years old, Passamaquoddy Tribe Member) 

 

The Passamaquoddy Tribe at Pleasant Point had first attempted to secure permits for sites 

in the Cobscook Bay in order to access tidal power development feasibility. Steve 

Crawford who was the  Director of the Environmental Department of the Pleasant Point 

Passamaquoddy Tribe in 2007 stated that the Tribe wanted to place a 10’ diameter in-

current unit at a site off First Island that would generate approximately 12,000 

kiolwatts/month, or 92%, of the power required by their sewage treatment plant 

(Crawford 2007). The Passamaquoddy Tribe had filed applications with FERC to secure 

permits to proceed with their project: 
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We actually put in, in the past, to secure some of that area out in the Bay to study 

some of the currents and to be able to put in some machines to see whether or not 

those currents could generate power that was environmentally friendly, but we 

didn’t end up getting that far with it and I guess ORPC got the permits instead. 

            Elmer (45-54 years old, Passamaquoddy Tribe Member) 

 

The device the Tribe intended to use was an off-the-shelf underwater electric kite, 

UEK®System, which weighs 30 pounds underwater, can be moved within the water 

column to control depth, is equipped with a fish screen to prevent fish from entering the 

turbine, and can be maintained by deploying a diver (Pleasant Point Passamaquoddy 

Environmental Department 2007).  

 The Passamaquoddy Tribe’s tidal power project was mentioned by some 

informants as a project that did not concern them considering that the project was 

designed to benefit the Tribe and not the surrounding communities. The common 

comment about the project was that the Passamaquoddy Tribe had a good idea in that 

they were looking to deploy an off-the-shelf technology that had already gone through 

research and development. Paul summed it up when towards the end of our interview, I 

asked them what they thought ORPC could have done differently: 

How they designed it [the turbine]. Because I think they could have taken 

information, and this is just my opinion because I don’t know the ins and outs, but 

I think that the turbine that the Passamaquoddy Tribe was working on was kind of 

a good concept and you could do that on Clark’s Ledge down here and it would 

be relatively low cost compared to what they’ve done and actually generate power 

and all the infrastructure is within a 100 yards maybe so it wouldn’t have cost 

them the [same] amount of money... I think would have been a better fit and put 

them on some kind of a fixed post and that way it’s easy to maintain. Because 

maintenance is going to be the killer, anything that is in salt water that you are 

going to have to maintain. 

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

The project never got past the feasibility stage according to Charles (45-54 years old, 

Maine Scientist). The Tribe was able to deploy sensors to examine the feasibility and best 
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location for the turbine; however, based on the data collected from the sensors there was 

not enough force from the tides in that location to warrant actual deployment.  

 When discussing these proponents, both William and Charles made reference to 

challenges within the federal processes and a proponent’s ability to be open, honest and 

transparent, while also attempting to understand and work within local contexts: 

...my biggest concern is whether the developer is open and transparent with 

community members. Because without that honest, transparent dialogue you don’t 

know what you’re getting. That’s the biggest thing, having dealt with three 

developers so far, and one was really good at it and two were not. That is where a 

lot of animosity and a lot of mistrust comes from, and frankly the information 

forthcoming wasn’t even, it didn’t make sense in some ways from even a practical 

perspective, from even someone [with a] laymen’s understanding. So, I don’t see 

how the federal process weeds out developers that don’t have their act together 

early enough. Both of those developers have walked away, eventually, but I don’t 

know that it was the federal process that beat them back. I think it was actually 

funding. They couldn’t find it.  I really feel like everyone who is a stakeholder, I 

know we sometimes use that word casually, but it really is people that have, 

whether it is competing uses or interests or concerns about this development, 

should be at the table. 

            Charles (45-54 years old, Maine Scientist) 

 

One of the issues in any kind of permitting is how smart is the company to  

understand what is going on. And I got to tell you that a lot of companies that 

have proposed tidal dams and wings and tidal power stuff, LNG, some of them, 

it’s particularly in tidal power...there’s been 3 or 4 advocates for different projects 

and some of them are fabulous and have really figured out how to deal with the 

locals and some of them are complete frigging idiots. Just hire lawyers and throw 

money at it. They wasted 15 to 20 million of their dollars for nothing, and other 

one spent 13 million and got everything they wanted. I mean it all comes down to 

the attitude of the proponents and how they want to deal with people. And a lot of 

them have got money to do this kind of stuff because they’re complete, excuse my 

language, fucking assholes, and that’s just the way they came across and it never 

got done. People don’t suffer fools gladly around here. So, it’s an issue. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Most of the informants made similar statements about proponents in general, with all 21 

informants stating that, by comparison, ORPC did an excellent job building trust, 

engaging and involving the local communities and stakeholders. While these 
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relationships were rocky at times ORPC succeed where others had failed due to their 

willingness to learn, communicate, engage, and withdraw. 

5.5. Willingness to Withdraw and Willingness to Learn 

Most of the informants revealed that ORPC had stated publicly that they were 

willing to walk away from the development of tidal power in the Cobscook Bay should 

there be evidence of deleterious environmental impacts: 

And he [Chris Sauer] actually said in their first tidal power forum, he said “if we 

put our turbines in the water and we discover that marine mammals or fish are 

getting turned to chum, being harmed, then we’re going to take them out of the 

water and we’re not going to do the project. We are only going to do this project 

if it can have an extremely low impact on the local ecosystem, and its 

inhabitants”. And he said that in public and we wrote it on the flip charts that we 

were using back then and we published it in the notes and so that became a public 

piece, a piece of the public record. 

            Daniel (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

Theo, a representative of ORPC, mentioned this as well when discussing the Tidal Power 

Conference: 

There was one thing that Chris Sauer said, now you can say anything when you 

want to come in so, the one thing he said was that if we find out that it’s 

detrimental to the environment, we’ll walk away. He didn’t have to say that. The 

other two didn’t say that…If not true and he doesn’t mean it, at least he said it and 

the other two didn’t. 

            Theo (55-64 years old, ORPC Representative) 

 

Theo explained that this approach was based upon a company philosophy regarding 

success and failure: 

And that’s another thing about a company is that they have to be willing to lose 

the resource, the cost of developing a proposal and that it may not go anywhere. 

Now failure should not be, and when I say failure and I may use that term loosely, 

it should not be a defining event. It should be a step. It should be looked upon as a 

step. 

            Theo (55-64 years old, ORPC Representative 
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The willingness to withdraw, whether honest or not, went a long way to build trust with 

the community and various stakeholders. 

5.5.1. Fiscal Management 

Given that most informants reported being unhappy with the fiscal management 

of the ORPC project, I approached Theo to try and better understand how funds were 

spent. Theo reported: 

Half the cost of this project, millions of dollars has gone into environmental 

understanding and monitoring. The significant money, a portion of resources, has 

gone just to the application, the regulatory process. I’m not lamenting it. It’s the 

fact that in the United States, we have a different regulatory system than other 

areas of the world, and that has a cost to it. And so, there’s a portion of money, 

what’s left over goes to pay people to do their work to try and make the most cost 

effective, least environmentally impact, most efficient energy producer of moving 

water possible. That’s just the way it is. So that’s kind of where the resources go 

in terms of that. 

            Theo (55-64 years old, ORPC Representative) 

 

Most informants were not familiar with the regulatory and permitting process and as such 

informants’ perceptions of ORPC’s fiscal management echoed the statement made by 

Joyner: 

Yeah it was making some of those guys very wealthy. They were 

lucky…Towards the end I was just kind of just laughing at it. You know? That 

was it. They were you know, they were smart men. They were making some 

money. It was grant money that could have gone elsewhere into something more 

productive, I think. 

            Joyner (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Informants reported concerns about the functionality of the device. Alan stated that they 

knew the device was never really going to work well and was frustrated that grant 

deadlines interfered with the possibility of increased local employment: 
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They could have continued to work and could have had jobs, the generator had 

only worked at 50% capacity but they had to have it in the water by such and such 

a day to get the next grant money so we put it in the water. It was only going to 

work 50% when it came, so what’s the odds of it ever working? What did you 

learn?  Probably wouldn’t see that in any of their reports, you know if you guys 

have it I would make them accountable to their money in running the project. 

            Alan (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Alan expressed their frustration further when talking about maintenance work that was 

done on the turbine during deployment in 2012: 

[ORPC could have] not wasted their money. It was government money. It was 

free money and they didn’t use it like they would have used their own money. An 

example would be…to dive and tighten three bolts today and go back tomorrow 

and tighten two different bolts and then go back the next day and do this. You 

know what I mean? It required three divers, a tender, it was a lot of money, but it 

wasn’t their money so they wouldn’t think that far ahead. 

            Alan (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Paul and Alan also talked about the financial challenges of maintenance and using a fixed 

bottom support frame: 

…it cost way too much to do maintenance on this. I mean you have got to be able 

to do maintenance and at a relatively cheap cost…and I think they are trying to do 

more on that on how to lift them up, to do maintenance cheap…Last time I was 

talking to them guys [ORPC], they had a diode or some electrical part, it’s like a 

thirty-five cent part, but it cost them one hundred thousand dollars just to lift this 

thing [the turbine] up to fix it. 

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

            You got to be able to bring it up. You can’t have a diver, because of cost. 

           Alan (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Theo also commented on costs and footprint associated with a fixed bottom support  

frame and how it challenged the company to explore alternative options to cut  

costs: 
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One of the endeavours we have is how to minimize the footprint. You have to be 

acceptable to other users of the resource. A support frame, which I can’t say we 

may never use again, but, it’s very costly. Already, you know, in our deployment 

we reduced the cost, I want to say, by 60%, on the second [one]. Even in that 

limited program up there, the methods that we have, and you saw all the cranes 

and the barges and all, we got away from that…So basically, the tension system 

reduces the foot print to just below the tidal energy unit itself, the hydrokinetic 

energy itself. 

            Theo (55-64 years old, ORPC Representative) 

 

Informants stated that ORPC retained the services of large, non-local businesses to aid in 

the manufacturing of components and the setting of moorings and anchors. In a 

conversation with William about the manufacturing of components, they opined that 

using larger companies is not always the best option, especially when that company has 

no experience working in such a unique marine/tidal environment: 

You saw the bolts today…they glued them. They frigging glued them! And it’s 

like we told them, and they were like ‘no, no, no it will work fine’. That’s when 

they started to listen to us, after that episode. Before that, it was just like, ‘pfffff, 

the engineers said this’. Well fuck your engineers, it didn’t work. ‘Well, we’ll try 

it again’. It is not going to work again, and it didn’t…it cost them hundreds of 

thousands of dollars. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

William highlighted the fact that following the incident with the glue, ORPC approached 

a local machinist to fix the issue: 

And that machining on that, there’s a hundred thousand dollars worth of 

machining, just putting those sets of bolts in on both sides. That’s six sets of bolts, 

three on each end. One thousand dollars. But they never let go again. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Piet also spoke of the dangers of working with non-local company personnel who were 

unfamiliar with the local marine environment: 
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I took some people out to do work and one of the guys had little to no experience 

on the water and when they were laying the fiber-op cable, he tied it off early to 

the boat. Then the tide came in and it started to pull the boat under and luckily the 

cable snapped. It was an oopsie that cost over a million dollars. If they had gotten 

somebody that knew about the area and the waters or had experience on the water 

period, like maybe a local fellow, then maybe that could have been avoided. 

            Piet (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Herman talked about ORPC’s experience with one of these large companies during 

deployment activities: 

They actually hired a big boat to set all the anchors… four big anchors and a lot 

of chain to suspend the first barge, and they hired a big boat out of Castine, 

Maine…he come up here and dumped them all overboard, but he was scared to 

hook them up.  They paid this guy megabucks. They were paying him almost a 

day, and he was like I don’t know almost two weeks getting them in, and he never 

hooked them up. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

At the end of this period, ORPC hired a local contractor to take over the job and set the 

anchors. It took the local contractor two to three tides to properly set the anchors. This 

reportedly marked a turning moment for ORPC, as they began to shift towards local 

employment for marine-based deployment activities. Despite this shift away from larger 

outside to more local companies, Theo was clear that the company was focused on the 

safety first and foremost: 

[We hired local] as much as their capability, you know their infrastructure, their 

equipment would allow. Some of the things, for safety purposes, they did not 

have, let’s say on the water, the marine vessels, the infrastructure to [operate] 

safely, and we erred on the side of caution because one accident, there goes all 

your investment and you just can’t. There’s no cost. It’s an indeterminable cost to 

have an accident. It’s dangerous enough to fish or to be on the water on its own 

right, let alone doing stuff that hasn’t been done before with equipment that novel. 

 Theo (55-64 years old, ORPC Representative) 

 

Focusing on local employment helped to reduce project costs as Herman pointed out, 

when elaborating on the anchor setting example: 
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This guy [non-local] was two or three weeks [setting the anchors] they paid 

maybe hundred grand, I don’t know what they paid him maybe sixty or seventy 

grand at least…it cost [the local guy] around twelve grand. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Discussions with informants revealed that ORPC was willing to learn and adapt as the 

project developed over time. The proponent demonstrated this willingness through the 

fiscal management of the project, by accepting and giving weight to local/traditional 

knowledge or experience-based expertise, and through community engagement 

processes. 

5.5.2. Local Employment and Staffing 

Local employment also helped to build trust with the local communities and 

stakeholders. When informants were asked about trust, they reported that while there was 

limited trust at first, over time things changed: 

[We did not trust them], not at first because they were another new company 

coming in. But over time, they hired a lot of local people. You know, when your 

brother’s working for them or something, it’s pretty hard not to trust them, and 

over time they got that trust. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

We trust them because they [ORPC] hired a lot of local people, you know it 

wasn’t just somebody from another area coming in. 

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Daniel explained why local employment could build so much trust with stakeholders and 

members of the community:     
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There are cultural differences between urban and rural communities. In urban 

communities, what people value is “what I know, and how I display it”. And in a 

rural community what people value is “who do I know, and can I trust them?” So 

there have been so many people on so many different levels on [the] project that 

come here to work with fishermen or work with the community or whatever. And 

they come in and do presentations as though it is at a conference: “I got a PHD in 

this and I’ve done this.” And [they] want us to understand how very smart and 

very well educated they are and so they are displaying all their peacock glory. 

And its making local people say: “who is this person? Why would I trust this 

person?” And then it is like: “ohhh, he graduated from Shed High School back in 

1960 something, and he married my cousins somebody or other and oh yeah he’s 

a professor of oceanography at Texas AM but he actually came from here and he 

summers here every summer.” So, all of a sudden what he has to say has greater 

value because you can trust the context and his relationships. 

            Daniel (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

Some of the informants stated that some of the staffing choices made by ORPC, 

specifically non-local personnel, worked against the company. William discussed one 

such incident: 

Personnel wise, sometimes they had people who I would say ‘you don’t want this 

person working for you, because they’re bad-mouthing the company.’ You know 

that kind of stuff. Just a real sour apple type thing. Like, it’s really hurting you in 

the community so find a way to get rid of them. You know, not that I, I only did 

that once but it was so bad, so egregious, that it just, for something I knew wasn’t 

true. I was like ‘this person is killing you’. That’s what local people can do to help 

you out, if something is happening to your company, particularly an outside 

company. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

ORPC’s response was to terminate the employee and re-focus their efforts on hiring more 

local employees.  

Well, see they hired a few people here that knew us too, so they employed three 

or four people in the office down here that knew everybody. 

            Theo (55-64 years old, ORPC Representative) 

 

This shift in staffing aided the proponent in the areas of trust and community engagement 

which also facilitated the dissemination of information. It also made company 

representatives more accessible and approachable:  
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One of the [local] bosses, he’s right from this area so I see [him] down here [at the 

Waco Dinner], I could sit here and talk to him. If I had a concern I could say Gee, 

what’s going on here? and he’s here. You know it was comfortable. So, that was 

one of the things, they hired some good local people and everybody meshed in 

well. 

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

The guy who was running, helped do the ORPC knew everybody and he’d come 

from this town so it’s kind of hard, like if you didn’t tell somebody something, 

he’s still got to live here kind of type thing. 

            Piet (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Hiring local also helped to incorporate and facilitate the acknowledgement and 

acceptance of local/traditional knowledge and experience-based expertise. 

5.5.3. Acknowledgement of Local/Traditional Knowledge and Experience-Based 

Expertise  

When discussing ORPC’s presentation at the 2007 Tidal Power Conference, 

Daniel noted something that set ORPC apart from other proponents: 

Chris Sauer said: “Look, we think we’ve got a great technology, we’ve designed 

it with this person and that person and we think this is a really good technology. 

But we know that you’ve got some very strong currents here and we know 

nothing at all about the marine ecosystem, about the marine mammals. We know 

absolutely nothing about the nuts and bolts that we’ll have to know of -- how to 

rig barges, just how to get to and from shore, where to moor, how to deal with 

anchoring, heavy complex gear, of the kind that you already have all this 

experience with [from] floating fish farms. So if you think that maybe there’s 

some hope that this might give some employment to local people and you listen to 

us and you tell us what your concerns are, [and] you judge whether we can be 

trusted or not, maybe we could all have something good happen here”. 

            Daniel (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

What set ORPC apart was that they acknowledged their lack of local knowledge and 

actively sought it from members of the affected communities. Nineteen informants stated 

that ORPC consulted with them in some way, seeking out or accepting the offer of 

local/traditional knowledge or experience-based expertise.  These informants reportedly 
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felt as though ORPC accepted and incorporated that knowledge into decisions and 

outcomes. When asked question 4.4 of the Semi-Structured Interview Schedule (Do you 

feel as though fishermen’s concerns, local knowledge and input was acknowledged? 

Accepted? Desired? Taken into consideration?) informants stated: 

Oh, they definitely were [accepting of my knowledge] yeah. They enjoyed having 

someone that knew something before they went and did their experiments and 

stuff.  

            Joyner (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Yeah, because of the filings ORPC had to make. They consulted very extensively 

with everybody to get the filings right. By the time it got to the FERC hearings it 

had already been filed, that information was all there, I think. In my opinion, 

yeah. They generally do. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Yeah [ORPC was accepting], I think they needed it because there was no one 

familiar with the water so they needed someone to help them. 

            Piet (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Yeah, I think they really did listen, especially when we proved ourselves in the 

beginning, you know. I think they really listened to us, even the engineers a 

couple of times would come to us and ask questions…they’d have a meeting on 

deployment and invite some of us in…[talk]  about how’d you get it off the beach, 

how’d you get it off the wharf, this big piece of equipment? We’d throw ideas 

out, and in between everyone’s ideas, that’s when like everyone’s ideas come 

together to come up with the best idea. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Yeah, you know we’re pretty smart. We know where the back eddies are. You 

know, like if you are going to go up towards St. Andrews in the winter time to the 

Calais area to scallop, we know when the tides run down [and] where to be to not 

fight that tide. Yeah well that’s common, we just learn that stuff.  

            Michael (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

These responses highlight the ways in which ORPC applied local/traditional knowledge 

to address a variety of challenges. It should be noted that the acceptance of experience-

based expertise was not always a quick process, and in some cases, it took ORPC a while 

to accept what locals were telling them. Recall William’s statement regarding the bolts 
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and how it was only after that incident that ORPC really began to listen and take into 

consideration the local’s knowledge. 

While the acceptance of knowledge did not always occur smoothly, Daniel 

summed up ORPC’s reliance on local/traditional knowledge best when they stated: 

ORPC took it into consideration, they definitely did. They counted on [local 

knowledge] and it wasn’t only that they valued the traditional knowledge about 

what was in the water and when. But it’s a pretty big and complex system out 

there and there are a lot of very weird idiosyncratic dynamics that occur in 

extremely localized [waters], and they were always flabbergasted when somebody 

would bring up something that would happen with the current. Well down here 

off Buckmen Head, no matter what tide stage you’re at, the current always runs 

more or less in the same direction. It is so not intuitive. Things like that they 

would say ‘is that right?’ and they’d scribble it down…. And then even more than 

that, ORPC really needed people [with knowledge like that] of this community 

that knew how to build a barge or adapt a feedbarge to their purposes and get it 

out there and moor it, and implement everything. So, the traditional knowledge is 

embodied in boat handling and marine fabrication and all of those things. This 

place still has very high levels of that kind of information and everyone around 

here kind of doesn’t know that they have that. They all dismiss it, the value of it 

does not rise to visible… So ORPC, not only did they recognize it, they would 

have failed if they hadn’t interacted with people on that level of traditional 

knowledge. The aquaculture company at the time, they made so many, so much of 

their information and their tools and their barges and everything else available to 

ORPC to make this go. ORPC couldn’t have done it without them.  You have 

probably seen photos of ORPC’s sign on the side of one of their barges or their 

devices that lists something like 38 local partners. None of that was a big stretch. 

Everyone on there did something significant. So that was pretty impressive. 

            Daniel (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

Daniel also provided an anecdote regarding the accuracy and validity of local/traditional 

knowledge or experience-based expertise: 
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Before the first study was done trying to map the hydrodynamics of the Bay, one 

of the professors sat down with [a local fishermen], and [this man] on a piece of 

white lined paper drew a map of the Bay and he showed through a 12 hour tide 

cycle. He showed where the currents were and what kinds of speeds, through hour 

by hour. He had 12 sheets of paper there. And when [the professor] completed his 

first computer model of this place, he was flabbergasted at how much correlation 

there was between what [that local] had drawn out hour by hour and what he had 

come up with in his computer model. That was pretty amazing. 

            Daniel (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

Theo (55-64, ORPC Representative) made it clear that fishermen were their most valued 

stakeholder because “they’re probably the closest users of especially Cobscook”. When 

asked question 4.5 from the Original Semi-Structured Interview Schedule 

(Representatives from ORPC stated that fishermen were their most valued stakeholder, 

did you feel that that was in fact that case based on your experiences?) most informants 

agreed with ORPC’s assertion: 

            Yes, they never went against us. 

            Alan (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Oh yeah, they definitely did, because they always come to the fishermen or 

sometimes they would ask me who they could ask…You know and not just take 

my opinion take three or four opinions. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

However, ORPC’s motives were occasionally called into question. 

I think they were covering their tracks in doing so, yeah. They didn’t really want 

to cause problems. That would have made their job a lot harder, wouldn’t it? 

            Joyner (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Sure. I believe that. Well no, the investors are the most important stakeholders, 

but after the investors it would be the fishermen. Because if the investors don’t 

invest, forget it, it is not going to work. You know, it’s grants, and I would put 

that in the investor status, but after that, yeah, they were always very, very good 

about consulting with the fishermen. Very good. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 
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While ORPC’s true motivations are open for question and examination, perhaps what is 

most interesting is that in 2013 ORPC actively sought out stakeholder knowledge to 

choose the site where ORPC finally deployed its bottom support, frame mounted 

TidGen® Power System. Charles (45-54 years old, Maine Scientist) explained that 

representatives from ORPC gathered local fishermen around a table for a meeting and 

asked the fishermen where they thought the test site should be located. In the middle of 

the table was a chart of the Cobscook Bay and attendees began to point out good and bad 

locations.  Local fisherman identified a site of Goose Island that all attending fishermen 

agreed would work. (see the orange highlighted area on Map 1520).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

20 For a wider view of the area where Goose Island is located please refer to Map 16. 
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Map 15: ORPC Goose Island Site Boundaries, Close View 

 

That is where ORPC deployed the turbine. Herman recounted being at the meeting: 

They had a big public meeting there and there was I’d say probably 8 of us that 

got up and spoke…about what would interfere with fishing, where we thought the 

best tidal flow would be, and that’s how they picked the Goose Island site. We 

said it wouldn’t interfere much. I think it had a lot to do with why they picked the 

first site and Shackford Head too. But Shackford Head, they kind of already 

picked them sites and we pretty much told them to stay inside this box, it’s not 

really going to interfere with us. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

I think ORPC worked very well with the fishermen to address any concerns by 

siting where they would have the least impact. And they did modify their plans 

with some of that impact so that built some trust because they were actually 

willing to change a little bit.  

            Gabe (45-54 years old, Other) 

 

The meetings were structured after a round table meeting like those observed in Canada: 
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We learned a lot from friends on the Canadian side back in the late 90’s, early 

2000’s. In the Maritimes at that time there was a great deal of awareness of how 

to conduct civil processes and so we learned a lot by the example set by Arthur 

[Bull] and his Marine Resource Center and some of the folks at St. Xavier 

University, Fundy North Fishermen’s Association. And before them there were 

some larger entities and we really learned a lot on this side of the border from 

their experiences. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

The meetings were low tech and were governed by three rules: 

[We] figured out ways of facilitating meetings with fishermen that didn’t require 

much in the way of written documentation, didn’t have flip charts, and didn’t 

follow Roberts rules of order. From our fishermen meetings we developed three 

rules. They were that everyone gets a chance to speak, only one person gets a 

chance to speak at a time and we won’t make it personal. We started every 

fishermen meeting, every tidal power discussion, every LNG community meeting 

with stating those rules and asking everyone if they could abide by those and if 

they couldn’t then perhaps they should leave. And so, we were able to take on 

really informal exchanges of information and view points in a civil tone by taking 

that approach that we couldn’t have taken otherwise. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

It is important to realize that such collaboration between ORPC and the fishermen was 

only possible due to the work done by the Maine Sea Grant Program and the Cobscook 

Bay Resource Center. Charles described the role that the Maine Sea Grant Program 

played: 

[Their] role there was to help the researchers [from the University of Maine] 

engage with community members as well as with the developer to assist with 

logistics in the area. [They] can help with who are the contractors that can provide 

you with boats, where can you stay, what stakeholders would it be best to meet 

with so that you can best design your field monitoring with their knowledge in 

mind. It was those kinds of thing. Putting together meeting to meet with 

fishermen for instance so that they can talk about their project and learn from the 

local people about what they know about fish stocks in the area, both past and 

present.  

           Charles (45-54 years old, Maine Scientist) 
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The Cobscook Bay Resource Centre was able to bring their knowledge and experiences 

dealing with aquaculture and the LNG to table when dealing with ORPC.  

The whole LNG experience was really quite bad and we [as an organization] 

determined early on that we were not going to promote or oppose any of those 

projects. We have a very diverse board and massive polarization amongst 

members [due to their other community affiliations] and some on the board were 

accustomed to being activists and advocating for or against and really were 

pushing for the board to take a position and I could just see this whole thing flying 

apart. So, we ended up saying wait a minute, we played a pretty good role with 

LNG. There was the entire formal FERC public hearing structure and the 

environmental impact statements and everything else from a formal federal level 

with LNG, most local people were not familiar with that kind of formal legalistic 

approach to information sharing or decision making, and many local people had 

been though about 15 years or maybe 20 of similar kinds of conflict over 

aquaculture sites. So, based on our experience with what work and what didn’t 

work with aquaculture, and with truly what didn’t work with LNG what we felt 

we needed to do was to not take a central advocacy role and to try and facilitate 

community conversations. we were able to take on really informal exchanges of 

information and view points in a civil tone by taking that approach that we 

couldn’t have taken otherwise and so I would say that we learned a lot from those 

aquaculture hearings that many of the issues having to do with aquaculture site 

selection were smoothed long out before the public hearings came about. 

            Daniel (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

This helped shape the way in which stakeholders demanded to be engaged and the way 

that ORPC approached the stakeholders.  
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We took Chris Sauer around and some of the folks had already introduced him to 

Eastport municipal officials, but there were a lot of other folks, particularly 

fishermen and particularly Tribal Leaders. So, I introduced Chris to some other 

folks and folks from Tribal Leadership and a few other folks and I said look, 

fishermen have already lost a lot of bottom, they’ve lost a lot of access to their 

fishing grounds over the years primarily because of fish farms and they’re very 

sensitive to that and then there’s been this, we’ve had the last 3 or 4 years of this 

LNG bluster and sort of plans imposed, grandiose plans that are sort of imposed 

and you sort of take them or not. And so fishermen are not very well inclined to 

listen to some new industry that has no track record from people who are not from 

here , who know nothing about our ways and who are by design trying to get 

more bottom that they won’t be able to fish, so I think really the smart thing for 

you guys to do is to start building some relationships and if you would like to 

come to a fishermen’s meeting and just meet everyone I would see if the 

leadership is interested and so that began the series of consultation and 

relationship building first by Chris Sauer and then as ORPC began to expand it’s 

staff there were 2 or 3 different staff people who sort of took over his role or sort 

of shared his role with meeting with fishermen and as a result there were at least 3 

and maybe 4 decision points where if ORPC had just come in and said this is what 

we’re doing or this is what we want to do out of the clear blue it almost would 

have certainly been shot down, but because they’d established a relationship over 

a least a 2 year period before the first  decision point was reached they knew some 

of the fishermen leadership, leadership knew some of their guys and we had the 

rules of the fishermen meetings and there were tidal power forums, there was a 

process by which people could state their concerns and share their information.  

So, all of that kind of conversation making certain things part of the public record 

building relationships all happened long before there was the first FERC required 

even preliminary meetings. 

            Daniel (55-64 years old, Other) 

 

With the assistance and guidance of these organizations ORPC was able to connect with 

stakeholders and community members early in the project which facilitated 

communication. 

5.6. Willingness to Communicate  

All informants indicated that to a point, ORPC was interested and willing to 

answer questions and to provide explanations relating to decisions and actions. For 

example, stakeholders reported that they had a greater sense of the technological aspects 
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of the project than aspects pertaining to financial, business and regulatory processes. 

William clearly articulated this point while also outlining various stakeholder frustrations 

with this fact: 

Consultation was good to a point. But they weren’t always smart enough to         

take it beyond the point, you know. But the technical side of things, we were 

really well informed. It was the business side of things and somewhat the 

regulatory side, but more the business side that we weren’t. But they figured it 

was proprietary, it was their business, why should you be involved? Well because 

it’s our land, our people, our city, and it affects us. And then they go ask you to 

testify at public hearings, work with your Senators, your congressmen, and it’s 

like: “Oh, now all of a sudden I can help you out. Where were you when I was 

asking?” That’s a two-edged sword. If you want to get a little you got to give a 

little. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Most informants felt that they were heard and found ORPC willing to answer questions: 

I mean they [ORPC] was really open. They had a lot of meetings, a lot of pictures, 

even the presidents, the CEO’s, they was down here. I know they had an office in 

Portland, but they’d come up and we could sit down and talk to them, and even if 

I had a specific question I could just go to him and talk to him and they were real 

open about what was going on. I mean they told us, you know? As far as I was 

concerned there was no real information that was being withheld. 

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

They were good about them [the concerns I raised], you know they did come back 

with answers, if they didn’t know the answers, they’d find them. 

           Alan (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

I went to a meeting they had. They held meetings in Eastport and down here 

[Lubec] and I went to it, and more or less they just wanted to know technically if 

they did [this] was it going to hurt us? And they listened to us, they really did 

listen, and actually where they put it I don’t believe it really hurt anybody… If we 

had something to say we’d get up and say it and they would listen. It was kind of 

a casual setting, but it was open room so, we sat in chairs, listened, like regular 

meetings I guess. But they did listen. I mean they probably really badly wanted to 

do stuff that we don’t want them to do, but it seemed like they listened to us. 

            Michael (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Theo explained why communication was so important to the company: 
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If you’re familiar with a fishing community you know they are an independent 

bunch, and if anything, I would rather have them criticize. I’ve got thick skin, 

personally, and that is what my role was, to receive the daggers. One of the things 

about first movers, being first movers on the vanguard, one’s chest, if you let me 

be symbolic, is exposed to the slings and arrows. But you can’t, as I told a 

fisherman. You know they all talk amongst themselves and they talk amongst 

themselves more freely than they would talk with me. But I said if you tell me 

what an issue is or what a problem is in your mind, if you perceive one, I might 

not be able to do anything about it. I will certainly relay it to a larger audience. 

But I can’t do anything about it if I don’t know about it. And so please, you’re not 

going to hurt my feelings. I’ll find something else to do in life. If there’s a 

situation that this isn’t going to work and we can’t find that adaptive solution, 

then I’ve done may things and I will hopefully be able to do other things. But you 

have to [communicate], communication is a two-way street.  

            Theo (55-64 years old, ORPC Representative) 

 

The company’s position on the importance of communication meant that opportunities to 

hold conversations with stakeholders were provided relatively frequently in the form of 

informal and casual meetings held within the communities: 

They were real good at going to the town every 6 months and trying to tell people 

because the first few meetings everybody showed up and then as the meetings 

went every 6 months anything you wanted to know they’d tell you. But the 

information meetings I think they had one just about every 6 months [or] at least 

once a year, they’d invite anyone that wanted to come ask questions, what their 

next project was going to be and so that way people could ask questions, and then 

people got more and more comfortable of them. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Many informants were appreciative of the dissemination of informant and the ability to 

easily communicate with ORPC: 

When people are doing this kind of stuff you know it impacts a lot of people and 

just as long as the information is out there then people have a chance to actually 

put their input and say how its going to affect me, you know? I think that you 

know it will go a long way. I may not agree with ORPC [or] the way they do it or 

what happens, but at least if I have an input, I get a chance to say anything. Now, 

I may choose not to go. I mean, there are some fishermen that they’ll come down 

here at the Waco and voice their opinion but when they actually have a chance 

they don’t bother showing up. Well you know that’s up to each individual. 

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 
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Communication was also facilitated by the fact that ORPC hired locally to staff their 

Eastport, Maine office.21  

5.7. Current Perceptions of Proponent (2016) 

Stakeholders and informants were asked questions to better understand their 

current perceptions of ORPC and the experience of tidal power development in Maine. 

When asked what ORPC did well, the most common response was the tone of 

community engagement, including the tendency towards local employment: 

The best thing was their initial approach. When you compare it with the LNG 

companies here, which was ‘this is what we’re promising you, this is what’s 

going to happen, you’ll all make a lot of money and be very happy’. With ORCP 

it was much more soft approach, coming in to listen, to understand the 

community, making some promises I guess but not, you know going beyond what 

they actually anticipated would happen, and I think really trying to listen and 

doing the community outreach which the LNG companies did not do. That 

contrast was very dramatic. There was a real integrity with Chris and John. I 

didn’t feel like they were manipulating information. There was another fellow 

who I ran into at the Renewable Energy conference, who when I went up to ask a 

question, he was not a good person and I don’t think he stayed with them very 

long, and they didn’t try and bribe non-profits like the LNG companies did. The 

LNG was quite amazing with how manipulative and how transparent that 

manipulation was. So, I think you know Chris’ background seems to have really 

influenced him as a human being so he seems to actually really genuinely respect 

people and that comes through. 

            Gabe (45-54 years old, Other) 

 

The best thing they did I think was probably having the public meetings, putting 

everything out there, right on the table and letting people know what they were 

going to do ahead of time and then they’d come back and actually they’d have 

another meeting saying what could we do better or what could we have done 

different and they was really good at that. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

 

21 Refer to section 5.5.2. for further details. 
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They ended up hiring some good people who really helped them out, and that, it’s 

all people. Whatever you’re trying to do, it’s people.  

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Informants frequently reported on ORPC’s ability to keep stakeholders and communities 

informed: 

The information, they got all the information out, you know? They may not have 

given you the technical information, maybe that was a trade secret, I don’t know. 

I don’t know about [power] generation, I don’t know how they do that, but as far 

as where they [were] going to put it, how they going to put it, what it’s going to 

look like, we all knew what it was going to be. I mean they showed us the barge 

that they was going to do the sampling, when they was going to do it, and so they 

was real good at giving everyone the information. And they’d listen, if you didn’t 

like it, told them it was a bad idea, they’d take it under advisement.  

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Trying to keep us informed I guess, like I said that guy that took charge of it was 

from here. You know he used to stop by, come down and see me at my office and 

drop off paperwork and stuff…like if he had some paperwork and he wanted all 

of us fishermen to know he would bring it and we had it there so the fishermen 

could see it…I don’t think they was trying to hide anything. 

            Piet (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Finally, the ability for ORPC to site the turbine in such a way that it minimally impacted  

local fisheries was important: 

I know the first go up there, they did that right. Well obviously, they did [as] it 

didn’t interfere. It didn’t interfere with navigation, it didn’t interfere with us 

dragging, so they did that right. So, they must have paid pretty good attention, no 

dummies. 

            Michael (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Most informants mentioned the lack of interference with the fisheries; however it was 

usually brought up casually after commenting on one of the above two topics.  

When informants were asked what they would have liked to have gone differently, they 

expressed frustration over the functionality of the device and the viability of the 

technology itself: 
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I’d like to see one of them work. You know? I’m leaning more towards the solar 

power thing now that their talking about how little area of this country… there’s a 

graph that came out the other day. I don’t remember where I saw it. The amount 

of land it would take to solar power this whole country is like a tiny little area out 

in the southwest desert. And they do not have to worry about the water getting 

into the electric stuff and I mean they had a lot of problems, trying to make that. 

            Joyner (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

How they designed it. Because I think they could have taken information, and this 

is just my opinion because I don’t know the ins and outs, but I think that the 

turbine that the Passamaquoddy Tribe was working on was kind of a good 

concept and you could do that on Clark’s Ledge down here and it would be 

relatively low cost compared to what they’ve done and actually generate power.  

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Most informants also expressed frustration over the fiscal management of the project: 

I think they spent a lot more money than they had to, and they ran out of money a 

lot quicker by thinking that they needed bigger equipment than what they actually 

needed. I mean the equipment definitely did the work, did the job but they went 

through a lot of money in a hurry, and they always underestimated how long it 

was going to take and how much money it was going to cost, two big things. But 

now they look back and I think they see where they made a few mistakes and I 

think if they went again if they could get some, they would manage their money 

better. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Herman went on to say however that while people in the community disagreed with how 

grant money was being spent, they saw an upside: 

There was always say probably 2 or 3 at every meeting that was thinking that they 

was doing it wrong [spending] grant money, [that] they was wasting money, stuff 

like that. But the way I looked at it was it was grant money and if it didn’t get 

spent here it would get spent somewhere else and it created jobs. It created 10 to 

12 jobs at the peak of it. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

Surprisingly, most of the informants were upset over the way in which ORPC left 

Eastport, Maine: 
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When they essentially left this area, they did not communicate well and they did 

not prepare people including their own employees here. I think that certainly 

could have been handled better. And it could have been because they didn’t know 

themselves, but they could have communicated that it was based on grant funding 

and we don’t know if we’re getting it, that it is dependent on approvals, FERC 

approvals and financial backers and all that. They seemed to choose really good 

staff people, including the people who worked here. So they chose people who 

were really leaders in their own sense in the community. So when you get a leader 

like that in the community upset it has far more weight to it than they may have 

realized. They chose really good people, well respected people so when those 

people got upset other people got upset. And it was surprising cause they did 

seem to have such a good track record and were as transparent as they felt they 

could be given that they would still have to weight all these particular demands, 

like their financial backers and how much can they publicize. 

            Gabe (45-54 years old, Other) 

 

While ORPC never truly left Eastport, staffing levels were significantly reduced and 

frequent communication with the local communities and stakeholders came to a virtual 

standstill. Most informants were unaware that ORPC was still operating in the area.  

When asked if they could change one thing about their experience or the process itself, 

the way in which ORPC withdrew was again mentioned and linked to transparency: 

It’s just my philosophy, total openness with everything you do, and they just 

didn’t at the end. They should have, and it’s still an ongoing issue. Big time. 

            William (55-64 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Finally, the overwhelming response from informants was that they would not change 

anything:  

I probably wouldn’t change anything so long as future times they do the same, 

you know?  As long as the information’s there [and] they don’t try to keep it. I 

think they get better off even though you may get some ugly fishermen who say ‘I 

don’t want this and this is going to take my area away’, at least they tell you 

what’s going on. That’s the biggest thing, make sure the information’s out there. 

Don’t try to do anything sneaky. That’s the biggest thing and ORPC didn’t. 

‘There it is and this is what we want to do and we value your opinion -- if you 

don’t want it just tell us and you know we’ll try and work with you’. I mean it’s 

not always going to work and you’re not going to please everybody. 

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 
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I’m trying to think of anything that would have frigged the fishermen up and I 

cannot think of anything. 

            Piet (35-44 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

No, I guess not, not really, I guess I was really informed, if I had any questions, 

they’d answer them. 

            Herman (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

In fact, many of the informants simply replied with “nothing”, or after a long pause “I 

cannot think of anything”. 

5.8. Current Risk-Perceptions (2016) 

At the end of each interview, informants were asked to rank their current top five 

concerns regarding the deployment of a tidal power device after having gone through the 

experience. Table 5.2 illustrates each informants’ top five concerns. It should be noted 

that not every informant reported concerns, only one informant listed four concerns, 

while most who responded reported one or two concerns. Eight informants reported no 

longer having any concerns about tidal power based on their experiences with ORPC. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

131 

 

Table 5. 2. Risk perceptions post-tidal power experience 

Informant Ranking 

Alan 1. Location 

Charles 1. The continued use of the Cobscook Bay as a testing location 

Elmer 1. Fish passage 

2. Impact to marine species 

Gabe 1. Impacts to marine species 

Gerard 1. Impacts to the communities – expectations 

2. Impacts to livelihoods 

Herbert 1. Bottom loss 

2. Impacts to livelihoods 

Herman 1. Bottom Loss 

2. Impacts to livelihoods 

3. Impacts to marine species 

Joyner 1. Bottom loss 

2. Impacts to marine species 

Marty 1. Bottom loss 

2. Deployment of more devices 

3. Navigational concerns 

4. Impacts to livelihoods 

Paul 1. Bottom loss 

2. Cost of technology – too expensive to manufacture to be a 

competitive source of energy generation 

William 1. Navigation 

 

Charles was mainly concerned with the continued use of the Cobscook Bay as a testing 

location for tidal power and sheds some light on why bottom loss has persisted as a main 

concern, especially for fishermen: 

It’s likely not lucrative to do it here in Maine. This is likely going to stay a test 

area and they are looking for areas around the globe where energy is much more 

costly, and given the current climate for energy production they cannot compete 

with other energy sources here even though we have such great tides here for 

generating power, so I think that elevates some of the fishermen’s concerns in the 

near term, those concerns are not going away. 

            Charles (45-54 years old, Maine Scientist) 

 

Bottom loss remained the primary concern for those who responded and was often linked 

to concerns over impacts to livelihoods: 
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Taking fishermen’s bottom [remains the] biggest concern, I mean taking area 

from the fishermen, they have to make a living. 

            Paul (45-54 years old, Maine Fisherman) 

 

Impacts to marine species, both fish and mammals, remained a concern even though all 

scientific evidence gathered during testing revealed the TidGen® Power System had 

minimal environmental impacts at the time the tests were carried out. This was because 

most of the informants felt that it would take years of operation and testing to truly 

understand the impacts of such a technology. Theo addressed this when they stated: 

People sometimes ask me about the environmental impact and I say come back in 

10 years because nature is of such a variety and dynamic entity that even though 

you may obtain information in a period of time the next season, and the same 

season one year from now or 5 years from now can be different and it would be 

unfair, in my view, to make a characterization of this technology on a small 

sample. 

            Theo (55-64 years old, ORPC Representative) 

 

Finally, during an informal conversation with Gerard (55-64 years old, Other) they stated 

that the biggest concern from his perspective was that tidal power development in the 

area may become another part of the roller coaster, further damaging trust of industry and 

community morale. 

5.9. Conclusion 

Informants and stakeholders in the area of the Cobscook Bay region have a long 

and complex history with tidal power development projects. The bulk of the region’s 

experience stems from the Quoddy Dam project of the late 1930’s with more recent 

proponents trying to build on its legacy. ORPC represented a fresh take on tidal power 

with its introduction of a TISEC device. Perceptions of risk pre-deployment were highly 

influenced by stakeholders’ previous experiences with tidal power in the region as well as 
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the high level of uncertainty surrounding a new and untested technology.  ORPC 

established itself as a unique proponent when it made it clear that it was willing to 

withdraw from the area should harm to local environment arise. ORPC continued to set 

itself apart from other proponents in their heavy reliance and emphasis on local 

employment and staffing. This close working relationship led to ORPC acceptance and 

integration of local traditional knowledge or experience-based expertise into project 

design and deployment. The partnership ORPC was forming with the region was only 

possible due to its willingness to communicate honestly, openly and transparently with 

stakeholders and local communities. Perception of ORPC in 2016 within the region 

tended towards one of satisfaction regarding the overall tone of engagement. 

Stakeholders were impressed with the level of local employment, information distribution 

and site location. However, stakeholders were dissatisfied with the functional capabilities 

of the turbine itself along with the project’s fiscal management. It was this fiscal 

management issue that stakeholders alleged led to ORPC abrupt departure. Risk 

perceptions post-deployment in 2016 were concerned that the Cobscook Bay would 

remain an international tidal power testing location which could impact various marine 

species and thus livelihoods. There is still the concern that the renewable energy sector, 

specifically tidal power, will be yet another industry in the economic roller coaster that 

persists in the region.  In the next chapter I will apply my analysis to the above data.    
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Chapter 6: Analysis 

The analysis presented in this chapter focuses on two specific areas, risk and the 

consultation process. Risk will be analysed using Boholm and Corvellec’s (2015) risk 

classification system of objects of risk, potential links or harms and objects at risk. The 

risk perceptions of the Cobscook Bay case study informants will be examined in 

chronological order starting with pre-deployment risk perceptions, followed by post-

deployment risk perceptions, and end with a discussion of persistent risk perceptions. 

This section will be followed by the analysis of the public consultation process using 

Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation (1969). ORPC will be compared with previous 

tidal power proponents in the area along with the LNG project in order to articulate and 

understand ORPC’s success.   

6.1 Risk 

To understand how perceptions of risk change and how certain public 

consultation processes impact these perceptions, it is important to first revisit how risk 

perceptions are formed in the first place. As mentioned, the Theoretical Orientation and 

Literature Review chapter, risk perceptions are formed when an object (such as nature, 

principles, corporations) is assigned value and worth by an individual, or group of 

individuals. The contextual and circumstantial value granted to these objects, objects at 

risk, has the capacity to be diminished, lost or reduced requiring the object to be 

protected from potential harm (Boholm and Corvellec 2015). Objects of risk are the 

objects that are potentially dangerous or destructive. Links are therefore created between 

objects at risk and objects of risk, built on connections and associations designed to 
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answer the “what if” questions with the answers resting on hypothesized conditions, 

courses of events and consequences (Boholm and Corvellec 2015). The link must prove 

that the object of risk has the potential to harm the objects at risk. The objects at risk can 

be protected via riskwork. For example, “fish need protection from overfishing…the fish 

are the objects at risk and the object of risk could be the fishing industry…the object at 

risk, the fish, can be protected via adequate riskwork” (Boholm and Corvellec 2015: page 

number). I applied this understanding of risk to the Cobscook Bay case study. 

6.1.1 Risk Perceptions Pre-Deployment 

Informants were asked to list their top five pre-deployment risk perceptions 

regarding ORPC’s planned tidal power project. Table 6.1 is a condensed version of Table 

5.1 located in the Results chapter. This new table allows us to easily assess the frequency 

with which various risk perceptions occurred.  
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Table 6. 1 Pre-deployment informant relayed risk perceptions 

Risk Perception Number of Times Listed 

Bottom Loss 5 

Noise 2 

Fish Interactions 2 

Marine Mammal Interactions 4 

Regulatory Process 2 

Navigation 1 

EMF’s  1 

Cable Placement 3 

Liability if Turbine or Cable was 

damaged by Fishing Gear 

2 

Decommissioning/Cleanup 2 

Enforcement of Cleanup 1 

Site Location 2 

Number of turbines to be deployed 3 

Alewifes 2 

Fish Passage 1 

Ecosystem Disturbances 3 

Stakeholder Engagement 1 

Fiscal Management of Project 1 

Community Hopes/Disappointment  1 

The device (turbine) itself 1 

Interactions between technology and 

climate change 

1 

 

The areas that are coded in orange represent potential harm (or links), the area that are 

coded in green represent objects of risk, while the area marked in blue represents an 

object at risk. At first glance Table 6.1 lists 21 separate, unique and disconnected risk 

perceptions, with many being reported only once. Upon further analysis, using Boholm 

and Corvellec’s (2015) risk framework, it becomes clear how interconnected and 

interdependent these risk perceptions are. It also gives insight as to how the informants 

viewed and classified risk pre-deployment. Table 6.2 restructures Table 6.1 and breaks it 
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down into the three categories described by Boholm and Corvellec (2015): objects at risk; 

potential harm and objects of risk. 
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Table 6. 2 Pre-deployment risk perceptions analyzed 

Object at Risk Potential Harm (Link) Object of Risk 

Bottom of the Cobscook 

Bay 

1. Damage due to tidal turbine 

infrastructure 

2. Loss of bottom due to 

excessive deployment sites/ 

increased number of devices 

deployed 

Renewable Energy 

Industry/ORPC 

Marine Species (Including 

fish, mammals, 

invertebrates, etc.) 

1. Noise from tidal power 

turbine, and installation activity 

2. EMF’s from tidal power 

turbine, buried cables 

3. Injury to marine species due to 

direct interactions with the tidal 

power turbine 

4. Obstruction of natural 

pathways for fish (fish passage) 

ORPC’s Tidal Power 

Turbine 

Livelihood 1. Cable placement - may 

interfere with fishing which 

requires dragging equipment and 

preferred fishing locations 

2. Liability - who is liable if the 

turbine is damaged by fishing 

gear?  

3. Site location – may take away 

viable fishing grounds 

4. Navigation – will it make 

travel throughout the Bay more 

challenging 

ORPC’s Tidal Power 

Turbine and 

underwater cable 

system 

Governance 1. Decommissioning of the site 

2. Site cleanup enforcement 

Regulatory 

Process/Legislation 

Cobscook Bay Ecosystem 1. Localized disturbances due to 

renewable energy technology 

deployment 

2. ORPC’s TideGens’ specific 

local impact 

3. Climate change 

Renewable Energy 

Industry/ ORPC 

Cobscook Bay Region 

Communities 

1. Community and stakeholder 

engagement process 

2. Fiscal management 

3. Trust in industry 

ORPC 
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Reviewing the information in Table 6.2 suggests several issues. First, it becomes clear 

that informant’s pre-deployment concerns were easily able to identify mechanisms of 

harm (potential harm) which form the links between the object at risk and the object of 

risk. Nineteen of the twenty-one risk perceptions listed by informants could be placed in 

this relational category. Informants’ were able to identify two objects of risk and one 

object at risk. It should be noted that while informants may have alluded to the bottom of 

the Cobscook Bay being at risk, it was not explicitly listed, and the risk perception was 

framed within the context of potential harm. This distinction will be important later in the 

analysis.  

Second, the objects of risk listed by informants make it clear that not all risk 

perceptions applied directly or exclusively to ORPC and their TidGen® project. In fact, 

three of the six objects of risk involved processes outside of OPRC’s jurisdiction and 

control, thus impacting the extent to which perceived risks relating to them could be 

discussed and addressed via consultation by ORPC alone.  

 Third, by classifying risk using Boholm’s framework it becomes clear that many 

of the pre-deployment risk perceptions listed by informants are not unique to ORPC’s 

project and in fact have been articulated by stakeholders in reference to other sustainable 

development projects (i.e. Cape Sharp Tidal Power Project, Pennamaquan Tidal Power 

Project, Cape Wind Project). This insight allows for a deeper understanding of pre-

deployment stakeholder risk perceptions and how they are formed during sustainable 

development projects.  

Finally, it became clear upon analysis that the main pre-deployment object at risk 

identified was livelihood. The potential harms listed in Table 6.2 under livelihood clearly 



 

140 

 

indicate risk to fishermen’s livelihoods. However, upon further analysis it becomes more 

complex. Given the socio-economic status of Washington County and the resource 

dependant nature of the local communities, livelihood is intrinsically intertwined with 

other objects at risk: Marine Species; the Cobscook Bay Ecosystem; the Bottom of the 

Cobscook Bay; and Governance. This interconnectedness and interdependence are 

directly related to the fact that, for Cobscook Bay stakeholders’, the majority of perceived 

risks are framed as both social and economic, even if others would frame them in the 

context of environment or institutions. Such framing of perceived risks directly impacts 

the effectiveness of specific public consultation strategies in addressing and mitigating 

risk. All risk perceptions listed by informants in Table 6.2 were capable of being 

addressed through public consultation. 

6.1.2 Risk Perceptions Post-Deployment 

Informants were asked to list their top five post-deployment risk perceptions 

following the completion of ORPC’s TidGen® tidal power project. All risk perceptions 

listed by informants at this point would have been impacted to some extent by ORPC’s 

public consultation process. Table 6.3 is a condensed version of Table 5.2 located in the 

Results chapter. This new table allows us to easily asses the frequency with which 

various risk perceptions occurred. 
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Table 6. 3 Post-deployment informant relayed risk perceptions 

Risk Perception Number of Times Listed 

Bottom Loss 5 

Impacts to Livelihood 4 

Marine Species Impacts  4 

Navigation 2 

Cost of Technology  1 

Fish Passage  1 

Deployment of More Devices 1 

Continued use of Cobscook Bay as Testing Location 1 

Impacts to the Community- Expectations 1 

 

Here the areas coded orange represents potential harm (or links) and the area coded in 

blue represents an object at risk. Interestingly, informants identified 9 unique risk 

perceptions post-deployment, a marked reduction when compared to Table 6.1.  This 

reduction highlights the important role that public consultation processes play in 

addressing, mitigating and ultimately changing the public’s perceptions of risk regarding 

sustainable development projects. In order to better understand this change in risk 

perceptions, informant’s post-deployment risk perceptions were analyzed and broken 

down into the three categories described by Boholm and Corvellec (2015): objects at risk; 

potential harm and objects of risk. 
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Table 6. 4 Post-deployment risk perceptions analyzed 

Object at Risk Potential Harm (Link) Risk Object 

Bottom of the Cobscook 

Bay 

1. Loss of bottom due to 

excessive deployment sites/ 

increased number of 

devices deployed 

Renewable Energy 

Industry/ORPC 

Livelihood 1. Site Location – may take 

away from viable fishing 

grounds 

2. Navigation – will it make 

travel through the Bay more 

challenging; will a 

decommissioned site pose 

danger to boats (as seen 

with decommissioned 

aquaculture sites) 

3. Impacts on local marine 

species including fish 

passage 

4. The continued use of the 

Cobscook Bay as a testing 

location 

Industry 

Cobscook Bay Region 

Communities 

1. Trust/Expectations 

2. Fiscal management 

 

ORPC 

ORPC 1. Cost of technology Global Markets, 

Legislation 

 

Post-deployment, informants identified eight potential harms or links and one object at 

risk. When compared with Table 6.2 there is a decrease in the variety of categories listed 

by informants. This reduction can be attributed to the fact that the risk objects identified 

pre-deployment were adequately addressed throughout ORPC’s and FERC’s public 

consultation processes. ORPC worked closely with FERC to develop the permitting and 

licencing process for tidal-instream devices and emphasis was placed on stakeholder 

information and consultation every step of the way. While the FERC hearings were not 
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well attended by the informants, representatives from the various stakeholder groups 

were in attendance and relayed information to their base. This resulted in stakeholders 

walking away with a better understanding of the regulatory process, to such an extent that 

it was not considered a risk post-deployment. Regarding ORPC’s TidGen® turbine, 

stakeholders and the public became so familiar with the device’s design and the physical 

structure itself, through various engagement/consultation activities, that it no longer met 

the criteria of risk.  

Several informants referred to the fiscal management of the project by OPRC. 

ORPC admitted that there were some challenges regarding the fiscal management of the 

project and that informant concerns were valid and justified. Most the fiscal challenges 

were attributed, by ORPC, to the research and development nature of the project. The 

company learned a great deal over the course of this initial deployment. A representative 

from ORPC understood why financial management lingered as a risk perception post-

deployment and indicated that TidGen® 2.0 will be managed differently based on their 

learning experiences.  As the representative of ORPC stated: “you don’t always get it 

right the first-time round”.   

Table 6.3 marks the first appearance and explicit listing by stakeholders of 

livelihood as an object at risk. This is significant as stakeholders were finally able to 

clearly identify and articulate their greatest perceived object at risk, something they were 

unable to do pre-deployment. Their ability to do so post-deployment could be the result 

of ORPC’s public consultation/stakeholder engagement approach and process, in that 

stakeholders were engaged in a way that empowered them and actively included them in 
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significant aspects of project implementation. Such engagement also allowed for greater 

stakeholder introspection. This will be examined in greater detail later in this chapter.  

As previously mentioned, stakeholder’s in the Cobscook Bay setting framed most of the 

perceived risk as either social or economic and highly interconnected with their 

livelihood. One example is bottom loss which could be a potential harm to livelihood. In 

a high resource-dependant area with a low socio-economic status it is not surprising that 

the primary concern post-deployment remains focused on impacts to livelihood.  

6.1.3. Persistent Risk Perceptions 

Not all risk perceptions can be eliminated when it comes to sustainable 

development projects and it is a given that some will persist even once a project is well 

established or has ended. Table 6.5 compares the number of times risk perceptions were 

listed pre- and post-deployment, with the focus being only on those risk perceptions that 

persisted following the conclusion of ORPC’s TidGen® project. 
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Table 6. 5 Persistent risk perceptions 

Risk Perceptions Pre- 

Deployment  

Number of 

Times Listed 

Risk Perception Post-

Deployment 

Number of 

Times 

Listed 

Bottom Loss 5 Bottom Loss 5 

Navigation 1 Navigation 2 

Marine Species Impacts: 

- Noise (2) 

- Fish Interactions (2) 

- Marine Mammal 

Interactions (4) 

- EMF’s (1) 

- Alewifes (2) 

11 Marine Species 

Impacts  

4 

Fish Passage 1 Fish Passage 1 

Impacts to the Community – 

Expectations: 

- Stakeholder Engagement 

(1) 

- Fiscal Management of 

Project (1) 

- Community 

Hopes/Disappointment (1) 

3 Impacts to the 

Community- 

Expectations 

1 

Number of turbines to be 

deployed 

3 Deployment of more 

devices 

1 

 

Bottom loss and fish passage remained stable in terms of number of times listed, 

navigation saw an increase and the other risk perceptions saw a decrease in their listings. 

It is possible that some of the risk perceptions persisted as those areas were not 

adequately addressed throughout the consultation processes with ORPC and FERC. It is 

also possible that too much uncertainty remains for those risk perceptions to be fully 

mitigated regardless of the consultation process, which is especially true with regards to 

bottom loss and impacts to livelihood. While we can speculate as to the reason for some 

risk perception persistence, informants were in some instances able to clearly articulate 

the persistence of others.  
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Based on conversations with informants, bottom loss persisted as a main concern, 

especially for fishermen, for one reason: the allure of the Cobscook Bay as a testing 

location for tidal power development (akin to the FORCE test site in Nova Scotia, 

Canada). It is unclear how many other tidal power developers will apply for permits to 

test tidal power devices in this region of the world; however, this lingering question and 

the level of uncertainty associated with it, led to bottom loss persisting as a risk for 

stakeholders. For fishermen, this uncertainty with respect to bottom loss is seen as a 

potential risk to their livelihood, for as Paul pointed out: “…I mean taking area from the 

fishermen, they have to make a living.” Impacts to marine species, both fish and 

mammals, remained a concern even though all scientific evidence gathered during testing 

revealed the TidGen® Power System had minimal environmental impacts at the time the 

tests were carried out. This was because most informants felt that it would take years of 

operation and testing to truly understand the impacts of such a technology. It should be 

noted however, that for many stakeholders, especially those that rely on marine species 

for their livelihood, marine species impacts are framed as social and economic impacts 

that are directly linked to livelihood. Finally, informants made it clear that given the 

nature and seeming abruptness of ORPC “departure” from Eastport, Maine and the failed 

attempts of Tidewalker Associates and Halcyon Tidal Power LLC., that tidal power 

development in the area may become another part of the economic roller coaster, further 

damaging trust of industry and community morale. 
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6.2. Consultation Process 

To truly understand the consultation process used by ORPC and how it was able 

to change perceptions of risk, we need to examine it within the context of past 

experiences with other proponents in the region. This can be accomplished by analyzing 

the various consultation processes using Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation 

(1969). While this is model was developed in the late 60’s, it remains relevant today and 

is still used by organizations to guide their public consultation/engagement practices. 

According to Arnstein, the most desirable type of citizen participation is one in 

which there is a redistribution of power that allows individuals currently excluded from 

various political and economic processes to become included to the point that enables 

them to influence and affect change. This redistribution of power also allows the “have-

not” citizens to work with the powerholders in a society or with respect to a specific 

project in such a way that they can partake in the benefits previously only attainable by 

the affluent (Arnstein 1969). Arnstein makes it very clear that the lower rungs of the 

ladder grant no power to the “have-nots” while the middle rungs afford them some 

degrees of tokenism making these avenues of participation less desirable, if not detestable 

in certain cases. 

When Arnstein’s Ladder is applied to the Cobscook Bay context, it becomes clear 

that previous proponents employed strategies represented by the lower rungs (see Table 

6.6).  
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Table 6. 6 Proponent Consultation Analysis Using Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen 

Participation 

Rung ORPC LNG Tidewalker 

Associates 

Halcyon Tidal 

Power LLC 

Citizen Control     

Delegated 

Power 

    

Partnership     

Placation     

Consultation     

Informing     

Therapy     

Manipulation     

 

It is important to highlight the fact that these consultation processes did little to change 

the perceptions of risk among the stakeholders, and in some cases the processes instead 

amplified risk perceptions. To understand why certain risk perceptions were amplified 

and why informants and communities felt disenfranchised with the consultation process, I 

will apply Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation to three of the past proponents 

(LNG, Tidewalker Associates, and Halcyon Tidal Power LLC.) in the Cobscook Bay area 

as well as to ORPC. Instead of working through each proponent example, I will instead 

work up the ladder rung by rung. 

The first rung is that of manipulation, and was a strategy utilized by three of the 

past proponents (LNG, Tidewalker Associates, and Halcyon Tidal Power LLC.). Arnstein 

noted that manipulation is often applied in contexts where the target population is poor 

(1969). Given the socio-economic status of Washington County, Maine it is not 

surprising to see this strategy employed. The clearest example of manipulation comes 
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from the interaction of LNG with stakeholders, and what Daniel referred to as the 

“Cheerio Incident”.22 

The three past proponents approached the communities from the position of “look 

what we can do for you”, with promises of economic prosperity, job creation, and 

increased infrastructure. It was a way for the proponents to manipulate the narrative of 

their proposed projects and to shift the discourse surrounding it to be more positive for 

them. Informants made it clear that they felt manipulated throughout the LNG project 

consultation process, and that it had made them more aware, almost hypervigilant, of 

manipulation strategies. The interactions between Halcyon Tidal Power LLC. and the 

stakeholders differed little from that of the approach made by those employed by LNG. 

Informants stated that the representatives of Halcyon were more focused on what the 

company and project could do for the community than they were to listening to 

stakeholder concerns and suggestions. Stakeholders in the area have figured out the 

“game” and are now demanding more of proponents as was seen in their dealings with 

ORPC. When ORPC approached the community and stakeholders the focus was more on 

how their plans were received rather than what they could bring to the community, even 

though those arguments were presented by ORPC representatives. ORPC was focused on 

building trust and a working relationship with stakeholders and thus few instances of 

manipulation were perceived by the stakeholders. Instances of manipulation by ORPC are 

 

22 For more information refer to the Results chapter, section 5.3. 

 



 

150 

 

limited to the time they secured permits for areas in the Cobscook Bay without public 

consultation, some issues with transparency, funding and finally the way in which ORPC 

“disappeared”. The result of stakeholders’ interactions with, and the conduct of, the past 

three tidal power proponents, has resulted in the communities surrounding Cobscook Bay 

stating that they will no longer accept a consultation process that leaves them with no 

power. This is one of the reasons why ORPC’s project was successful. 

The informing rung was used by all proponents, including ORPC, to try and 

educate communities. With respect to LNG and Halcyon Tidal Power LLC., this took the 

form of the one-way dissemination of information from the proponents to the 

communities. This was made especially clear at meetings where informants complained 

of the negligible amount of time that was allocated to questions, the non-answers, or 

irrelevant answers they received, and the presentation of superficial information. During 

the limited time when the public was able to have their voices heard during meetings, it 

was clear based on proponent reaction that their voices held no real weight in the 

decision-making process. Due to this, informants reported feeling powerless in many 

instances. With respect to Tidewalker Associates, informants reported feeling more heard 

throughout the process and given the time frame over which consultation took place and 

the back-and-forth nature of the dialogue, the public had more exposure and fewer 

negative interactions with the proponent. The opposition to the Tidewalker project was 

based more on the fact that it was a barrage installation, essentially a dam, than any other 

reason. With regards to ORCP, the information was still meant to educate and inform 

those in attendance, but it came from a place of sincerity, openness to questions and 

possible changes, and most importantly not from the stance of “look what we can do for 



 

151 

 

you”, which enters the realm of manipulation. The tone was relaxed and casual and there 

was a real sense amongst stakeholders that ORPC wanted their input and advice 

regarding many aspects of the project, from fabrication, to deployment, to siting. As a 

company, ORPC wanted to inform the public what their plans were while at the same 

time seeking information from the public about how they should proceed. There was real 

dialogue, and everyone was learning from each other. This thirst for local knowledge and 

the high level of community engagement on the part of ORPC, I believe, stemmed from 

the fact that ORPC’s project was a research and development project aimed at testing 

ideas, designs and equipment and not about economic gains or profit for the proponent. 

ORPC stated from the beginning that the goal was to test a new technology and were 

clear that ORPC would cancel the project should social licence fail or if environmental 

harm was caused. This acknowledgement of uncertainty and expressed concern for the 

local communities and environment was a major contributing factor to the success of 

ORPC.  

The final common rung between proponents is that of consultation, specifically in 

the form of public meetings. Meetings held by all proponents were usually well attended 

by members of the local communities and various stakeholder groups. The standard 

format of these meetings consisted of the proponent and other representatives sitting apart 

from the public and presenting information such as the results of studies, progress and 

future plans. Then there were opportunities at all public meetings for those in attendance 

to ask questions, voice concerns and provide input. Each proponent approached the 

consultation process differently and the outcomes were varied. Halcyon Tidal Power LLC 

held several meetings that were highly attended by an extremely vocal public and 
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stakeholders. Informants reported that the consultation process felt forced and that it was 

as if Halcyon was only holding meetings because they had to. Halcyon was perceived as 

having little to no interest in public input and took few, if any of the suggestions or 

concerns raised by those in attendance seriously. Consultation in this instance was a mere 

formality. The consultation process during the LNG project had a similar feel for 

informants to that of the Halcyon experience. It was reported by informants that it felt 

more like consultation was aimed at trying to persuade the public to see the proponents’ 

point of view more than it was about engaging with the public and listening to what they 

had to say. It was clear from the public interactions with these proponents that there was 

little interest in incorporating public suggestions into project plans. This is another 

instance of consultation as mere formality. For these two proponents, consultation with 

the public was illusionary and the proponents merely “participated in participation” 

(Arnstein 1969: 219). The proponents were able to tick the regulatory box by providing 

“evidence that they [had] gone through the required motions of involving ‘those people’” 

(Arnstein 1969: 219). Consultation for these proponents had a heavy overtone of 

placation. Consultation with Tidewalker Associates occurred over a long period of time 

and was sporadic. Informants felt heard throughout the process; however, the persistence 

of the proponent was a point of contention. There was the sense from those that I spoke 

with that Tidewalker worked hard to win over the public and was wholeheartedly 

engaged in the process of consultation. There was simply no social licence within the 

local communities for such a project. By the time that ORPC arrived on the scene, the 

public, along with stakeholders, had in many ways become wise to the strategies 

deployed by previous proponents and were determined to be heard. It is true that ORPC 
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presented their proposal alongside the likes of Tidewalker Associates and Halcyon, but it 

was clear from the beginning that their approach to engagement stood out from the rest. 

Following the conference in 2007, ORPC maintained contact with the local community 

and began actively engaging stakeholders in the consultation process. ORPC worked 

closely with the local representatives of Maine Sea Grant, an organization whose mission 

it is to “support the responsible use and conservation of coastal and marine resources in 

order to create thriving coastal communities and ecosystems”, which helped guide ORPC 

through the consultation process.23 

The partnership with the Maine Sea Grant Program and the Cobscook Bay 

Resource Center proved vital to ORPC’s success in the Cobscook area. What those at the 

Maine Sea Grant Program brought to the table was local context, nuance and history; the 

ability to facilitate meetings and interactions between OPRC and various stakeholders; 

and local environmental and ecological knowledge. ORPC also demonstrated an intense 

desire to get things right and securing social licence was one of their top priorities. A 

local Maine Extension Associate of the Maine Sea Grant, along with a representative of 

the Cobscook Bay Resource Centre had already experienced the LNG consultation 

process and had taken away many lessons and strategies from that experience. With 

Maine Sea Grants’ help ORPC was able to design a consultation process that was open, 

honest and transparent. The focus of many of the public consultation meetings was about 

how ORPC could work together with the community and various stakeholders to try and 

 

23 For more information see http://www.seagrant.umaine.edu/about 
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make this project viable and successful. Of significant interest is that the Maine Sea 

Grant Program considers Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen participation fundamental in 

understanding and designing a consultation process (Maine Sea Grant 2016). This 

intricate knowledge of the ladder, its rungs and their functions, allowed ORPC to avoid 

the pitfalls of the lower rungs, employ some rungs more effectively and strive towards 

employing rungs at the higher levels beyond tokenism. Without the partnership with 

Maine Sea Grant and their knowledge of consultation processes, ORPC may well have 

suffered the fate of the other proponents.  

As previously mentioned, ORPC moved further up Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen 

participation than any other proponent in the Cobscook Bay region and this played a 

significant role in securing the social licence required to ensure the success of their 

project.  Partnership with the local communities and its stakeholders began during the 

research and design phase of the project, well before deployment. Partnership can be 

understood as the redistribution of power between powerholders and citizens through the 

use of negotiations (Arnstein 1969). This was evidenced by the fact that ORPC actively 

sought out partnerships with local individuals, companies, the city council and the 

fishermen’s association and through those partnerships changes to the project occurred 

based on local requests and input. For example, ORPC sought out local tradespeople and 

encouraged them to work with ORPC engineers to review the turbine design and make 

modifications if needed. It was clear to representatives from ORPC that they did not have 

all of the answers or adequate knowledge of the local context to ensure project success, 

so they turned to the locals for assistance by way of accepting local/traditional knowledge 

or experience-based expertise. ORPC learned about the local environment, geography, 
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history and culture of the region from their local partners in a reciprocal and earnest 

fashion which gave them access to knowledge and context that no other proponent had 

attempted to access. This local and traditional insight, as highlighted by Wynne (1992), 

allowed ORPC to secure a social licence and enabled them to actively and genuinely 

apply what they learned to project planning and execution. As the project progressed and 

stakeholders and the communities became more involved in the process, the level and 

degree of partnership progressed to the point that ORPC began to invest heavily in local 

employment, further redistributing power between citizens and powerholders and 

increasing the level of shared planning and decision-making responsibilities. ORPC’s 

high level of local partnership lasted until ORPC’s funding ran out and operations slowed 

in 2014-2015.  

ORPC was able to reach the second highest rung on Arnstein’s Ladder, that of 

delegated power through their interactions with the local fishermen’s association. 

According to Arnstein, delegated power is achieved when powerholders and citizens can 

negotiate to a point which results in the citizens gaining “dominant decision-making 

authority over a particular plan or program” (1969). When ORPC originally approached 

the local communities, it was unclear where the final deployment site would be. 

Realizing that site location could become a difficult and controversial topic, ORPC 

worked closely with Maine Sea Grant and the Cobscook Bay Fishermen’s Association to 

come up with a solution. Through intense collaboration and the acceptance of their local 

traditional knowledge and experience-based expertise, a site was selected. ORPC allowed 

the fishermen, their most valued stakeholder, to have dominant decision-making authority 
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in the site selection process and in the end agreed to place the turbine off Goose Island 

where the fishermen wanted it (see the area highlighted in orange on Map 13). 

Map 16: Goose Island, Maine 

 

By approaching the extremely difficult task of site selection from the position of 

delegated power, ORPC did something that no other proponent in the area had ever done. 

I can confidently say that if ORPC had not delegated power to the fishermen with regards 

to site selection the entire project would have failed, much in the same way the Cape 

Sharp Tidal project failed in Nova Scotia, Canada.24 Many sustainable development 

projects have failed simply due to conflict over site location with the proponent spending 

vast amounts of money on legal challenges with often fatal results for their project. This 

 

24 For more information see (Burke 2017; Davie 2018; MacDonald 2016; Patten 2017 

and Ward 2016). 
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move by ORPC along with its approach to public consultation in general resulted in the 

securing of the social licence ORPC needed to move ahead with deployment. 

To reiterate, Arnstein argued that a desirable citizen participation process is one in 

which a redistribution of power occurs, enabling those normally excluded to become 

included in a way that allows them to influence processes and affect change. This 

redistribution of power allows for collaboration between powerholders and citizens 

resulting in mutually benefiting outcomes the likes of which were not previously 

available to the “have-not” citizenry (Arnstein 1969). With regards to the Cobscook Bay 

region, communities and stakeholders’ past experiences with proponents and public 

consultation were isolated to the employment of the strategies of manipulation, 

informing, and illusionary consultation marked by heavy overtones of placation. ORPC 

brought a new approach to public consultation that placed emphasis on open, honest and 

transparent two-way communication and made project changes based on community and 

stakeholder input. This enabled ORPC to move beyond tokenistic participation and 

employ strategies that saw citizens gain power and control over aspects of the project and 

its development. Meaningful local partnerships were formed that focused on knowledge 

co-creation and sharing which acknowledged the value and importance of local 

traditional knowledge or experience-based expertise. ORPC even took things a step 

further into the realm of delegated power, relinquishing control and allowing their most 

valued stakeholder, the local fishermen, to select the turbine deployment site.  
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6.3. Conclusion 

ORPCs success and the level of consultation can be attributed to a few things. 

First, ORPC established from the very beginning that their project was one that was 

focused on research and development and not on profit. This was a fresh concept in the 

area. Secondly, ORPC made it clear that they intended no harm or unacceptable risk to 

the local communities or the local environment (clearly linking objects at risk with 

potential objects of risk in a way consistent with local perceptions). There was a 

willingness on behalf of the proponent to walk away from this opportunity if it proved to 

be detrimental in any way. Third, it was these acknowledgements along with the actions 

of ORPC that built the foundation of trust between ORPC and the local communities and 

stakeholders. The laying of that foundation and the commitment of ORPC representatives 

to honesty and transparency allowed for meaningful collaboration. Fourth, the level of 

collaboration that was achieved was due in large part to the acknowledgement and 

acceptance of local traditional knowledge or experience-based expertise by ORPC 

representatives, which in turn mitigated perceived risks. There was an enthusiasm and 

willingness to learn that allowed for the sharing and co-creation of knowledge which 

gave ORPC unique contextual insight into the area and its history. ORPC was able to use 

that insight to strengthen collaboration and partnerships which help bolster the 

redistribution of power. Fifth, the redistribution of power was vital in securing social 

licence and saw citizens attain levels of project involvement never seen in the region. 

Finally, and most importantly, without the assistance of Maine Sea Grants extensive local 

knowledge, experience with consultation processes and understanding of Arnstein’s 
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Ladder of Citizen Participation, ORPC would have likely never secured social licence 

and the project would have failed.   
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Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusion 

In this chapter, I return to my original research question: Given the documented concerns 

of Canadian fishermen, what can the experience in Maine of evaluating, approving, and 

installing a tidal power device tell us about the interaction of commercial species, inshore 

fishing and tidal power installations? Although Canadian and American fishermen in the 

region share many concerns about the risks associated with tidal power, I believe that 

while the answer to my research question is not quite what I expected at the outset, there 

is still a great deal to be learned. This is where the comparison between ORPC and Cape 

Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. Is important.  

7.1. Maine Versus Nova Scotia’s Tidal Power Experience  

7.1.1. Proactivity versus Reactivity 

One distinction between the approach adopted by ORPC and Cape Sharp Tidal 

Venture Ltd. is the way in which they engaged the local communities and stakeholders. 

ORPC took a proactive approach to consultation and relationship building, whereas Cape 

Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. appeared to be somewhat reactive in their approach. This is an 

important distinction because proactivity is linked to traits such as willingness to learn 

and listen, which lends itself to an adaptative and fluid approach to consultation and 

decision making. The seemingly reactive approach adopted by Cape Sharp Tidal Venture 

Ltd. is linked with a more structured and ridged approach to consultation. This approach 

is consistent with nonparticipation and tokenistic strategies of engagement, leaving 

stakeholders and communities disenfranchised and oppositional.  
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When comparing the two projects, ORPC demonstrated a willingness to listen and 

learn, proactively engaging the community. The company came in early to the area and 

presented a project to the community in a novel way. ORPC made it clear from the very 

beginning that they were not interested in causing harm to the local environment or those 

who rely on the region’s resources for their livelihood. Chris Sauer stated that ORPC 

would leave if any harm was found to have been done, or if the potential for harm was 

too great. This simple approach allowed a space for two-way dialogue to emerge and 

evolve over time. Informants stated that their concerns were heard, validated and 

addressed in an open, honest and transparent way based in mutual respect and 

understanding. OPRC was interested in learning about the local context and therefore 

involved stakeholders in vital decision-making processes, such as site selection. A 

reciprocal relationship emerged between ORPC and the regions stakeholders where both 

sides learned from each other. In part the project was a success because of the 

interactions between the proponent and the stakeholders, not despite them.  

It should be noted that ORPC partnered with community organizations, Maine 

Sea Grant and the Cobscook Bay Resource Center, in order learn more about the local 

context and to make connections with key individuals in the communities surrounding the 

Cobscook Bay. This added a sense of ease and familiarity during introductions and 

relationship building as it was facilitated by individuals already trusted by the local 

population. This contrasts with the Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. approach. 

Based on the data it appears as though Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. took a more 

reactive and rigid approach to stakeholder engagement and community consultation, like 

the approach taken by Halcyon Tidal Power LLC. with their proposed Pennamaquan 
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Tidal Power project. In terms of Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd.’s specific approach, it 

appears as though there was a clear plan and set of expectations the companies held with 

respect to the project itself, the deployment, and outcome. It also appears as though these 

companies were set on adhering to the plan and expectations despite vocal stakeholder 

objections and opted to engage in non-participation/tokenistic tactics of engagement. 

There was an emphasis on manipulation and informing, which later resulted in a reactive 

and panicked consultation in attempts to placate the stakeholders who were at risk of 

derailing Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd.’s carefully laid plans, via legal actions. To be 

clear, I am not stating that Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. were malicious in their use of 

these engagement tactics, rather I am attempting to highlight an apparent trend that I am 

seeing with regards to the way in which renewable energy companies approach 

consultation.  News coverage of the interactions between stakeholders and Cape Sharp 

Tidal Venture Ltd. reveals some striking details about the consultation process, details 

that support the above statements.  

For example, with respect to the open houses, Sarah Dawson went on record prior 

to the first open house stating that the project was on the eve of deployment and that the 

companies were excited to inform the communities about their plans. While the exact 

deployment date had not been set, it was evident that development was somewhat 

immanent and guaranteed. The focus therefore was to apply a token approach to 

consultation/engagement using tactics and strategies from Arnstein’s (1969) informing 

rung and below.  

A news story the day after the first open house confirms that Cape Sharp Tidal 

Venture Ltd. adopted an approach that we have seen over and over in the tidal power 
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industry, and in other sustainable development industries as well. It is the approach of 

“look what we can do for you” and “even though we have never set foot in your 

community before, we know what is best for you and we understand your concerns”. It 

relies on Arnstein’s (1969) rungs of manipulation, informing and placation. When Sarah 

Dawson from Emera Inc. spoke of the $30 million it had already contributed to the Nova 

Scotia economy, it added a sense of ‘look what we have already done for you and so you 

cannot oppose us unless you want to impact the livelihoods of local hard-working Nova 

Scotians’. That is the manipulation piece. I am not arguing that Cape Sharp Tidal Venture 

Ltd. utilized these approaches maliciously or with any ill intent. I suggest rather that these 

approaches are more often utilized in instances when consultation and community 

engagement is conducted or overseen by a public relations firm, or those with that 

specific background. This is because the focus is on marketing and protecting the image 

of the company, which is often done in a way that is reactive with a strict one-way 

control of information. 

When it emerged that the Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. put deployment on hold, 

Colin Sproul made it clear that the time for meaningful consultation had passed and that 

people were guarded about their interactions with these companies moving forward over 

fears: 

they will pervert any meeting into meaningful consultation – any success we’ve 

achieved has been by talking with the government. We don’t want to exclude 

anyone from meaningful conversation but there’s a big difference between what 

the tidal industry calls meaningful consultation and what the stakeholder calls 

meaningful consultation 

Riley 2016 
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This statement further suggests that consultation during the open houses was limited, 

one-way and was merely a way for Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. to “participate in 

participation” (Arnstein 1969). Halcyon Tidal Power LLC. took a similar approach to 

consultation with their proposed Pennamaquan Tidal Power project. What is also 

interesting is that in the Cape Sharp scenario, fishermen were the stakeholders who were 

the most vocal and most active in their opposition to the project. In this context the 

fishermen seemingly felt ignored, which led to a validation of their risk perceptions and 

the potentially disastrous impact they would have on their livelihood. The Cobscook Bay 

case study revealed that fishermen were the most important stakeholder for ORPC. This 

was because ORPC recognized that without the support of the fishermen their project was 

unlikely to succeed. ORPC also realized that the fishermen were key to understanding the 

local environment due to their unique knowledge set. This was apparently completely 

overlooked by Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. as it was by Halcyon Tidal Power LLC. 

Colin Sproul made it clear that people felt there was “a lack of transparency and 

meaningful inclusion on tidal energy development in Nova Scotia [which] has led to all 

of these problems” (Ward 2016). This is rather insightful because Mr. Sproul understood 

that transparency and meaningful inclusion was vital to effective consultation and that the 

time for informal proactive engagement was over, as trust between the stakeholders and 

the proponent was non-existent. This breakdown of trust in Cape Sharp Tidal Venture 

Ltd. led the BFIFA to launch a court challenge as they felt they had no other way to 

ensure their concerns were heard.  

Communication between Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. and its stakeholders was 

also problematic for a variety of reasons, the primary reason being that the companies 



 

165 

 

were often found to be “deceptive”. A prime example is when they had agreed to put an 

indefinite hold on deployment while consultation continued, while simultaneously filing 

documents with the court indicating that they were still on track for a November 

deployment. When it was discovered and reported in the news the company’s response 

was to tell stakeholders to ignore the court document. Any trust that had been built to that 

date was shattered in an instant. ORPC experienced a similar trust issue that took two 

years to resolve, and it was not as grave a breach of trust. 

The lessons to be learned here are threefold: 1) a proactive approach to 

consultation, one that focuses on positive relationship building through open, transparent, 

two-way dialogue that is grounded in mutual respect may be more labour/resource 

intensive at the outset, however, the trust that is gained as a result is invaluable and vital 

to project success; 2) engaging local organizations who are well established locally to 

help identify key local actors and to facilitate relationship building with locals allows for 

greater trust to build between the proponent and the stakeholder, especially in small 

resource dependant communities; 3) approaching consultation and project development 

with a willingness to withdraw, to walk away from a project if there is no social licence 

or if the project is seen to cause harm, radically shifts the way in which stakeholders 

engage with both the proponent and the project itself in a positive way that is beneficial 

to everyone. 

7.1.2. Above and Beyond versus Check the Box 

Another striking difference between OPRC and Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. 

was the proponent’s style of engagement. In the Maine case study, it was clear that 
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ORPC went above and beyond what was required of them in consultation, in that they 

exceeded the regulatory requirements. Regulatory bodies require a specific level of 

community consultation, perhaps that would mean holding four consultation sessions 

within local communities affected by the project and demonstrating that consultation has 

occurred with local indigenous populations.25 ORPC was able to meet and then exceed 

these minimum requirements by holding more meetings than required in order to 

adequately address stakeholder and community concerns. They were also able to use 

consultation to really integrate themselves into the local communities. With regards to 

Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. it was clear from the outset of consultation that the focus 

of consultation was to meet the regulatory requirements. Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. 

were essentially going down the regulatory checklist and ticking off boxes as they went. 

If they were required to hold four meetings with the public, they held four meetings. This 

approach to consultation communicates to stakeholders and local communities that 

consultation is tokenistic and illusionary at best.26 Colin Sproul pointed out that this 

check-the-box approach is insufficient and somewhat insulting to stakeholders. Such an 

approach would be what Arnstein (1969) refers to as “participating in participation” and, 

based on anecdotal evidence, is associated with proponents with a rigid thinking 

 

25 It is important to remember that while the FREC consultation process is different than 

the EIA one in Canada, the process is equally flawed. 

26 This is similar to the approach taken by Halcyon Tidal Power LLC.’s during the 

Pennamaquan Tidal Power project.  
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approach and who employ public relations firms or individuals with similar backgrounds 

to manage their consultation processes.   

The above and beyond approach taken by ORPC was facilitated and advocated by 

those local community organizations who understood that given the local historical 

context any other approach would have been unsuccessful in meeting community and 

stakeholders needs and would have created a significant barrier to garnering social 

licence. ORPC was receptive to this guidance and therefore actively sought to understand 

local context through acceptance of local/traditional knowledge and experience-based 

expertise. Knowledge co-creation that occurred in the Maine context was severely 

lacking in the Nova Scotia example. Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. made no such 

connections with local organizations that I am aware of, nor did they seek out 

opportunities for knowledge sharing or co-creation. There also appeared to be little effort 

to seek out or understand local historical, environmental, geographic or socio-economic 

contexts which could have altered the proponent’s approach to consultation and project 

development/deployment processes.  

OPRC also went above and beyond in terms of working with local fishermen and 

other marine users to respect their livelihoods, which was not the case with respect of 

Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. OPRC had cut some lobster traps during one of their tests 

and worked very hard to compensate the individual affected. They ensured that such an 

incident never happened again. As seen above, Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. cut lobster 

traps each time a turbine was moved, and while compensation occurred the compensation 

met the minimum requirements. No effort was made to avoid this outcome after the first 

time it happened, in fact Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. defended their actions to 
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transport the turbines during lobster season even though the end of lobster season was 

often days or a couple of weeks away. This demonstrated a clear lack of concern for their 

most vocal and oppositional stakeholders who had already taken them to court. This type 

of check-the-box, rigid approach is a sure to alienate important stakeholders.   

The lessons to be learned here are threefold: 1) while minimum regulatory 

consultation requirements exist, proponents should be encouraged to exceed those 

requirements in order to build strong relationships with stakeholders thus enabling 

proponents to build trust and facilitate social licence; 2) seeking out and accepting 

local/traditional knowledge or experience-based expertise from stakeholders with a focus 

on knowledge co-creation allows proponents to gain an understanding of local contexts 

which could help inform the development/deployment of their projects in a way that is 

mutually beneficial, thus facilitating social licence and improving project success rates; 

3) in heavy resource dependant, low socio-economic status areas, stakeholders are 

extremely protective of their livelihoods and will fiercely oppose or attack any perceived 

threat thus requiring proponents to go above and beyond what is required of them, from  

a regulatory perspective, in order to ensure the protection of said livelihoods or risk the 

loss of social licence and potentially expensive legal challenges.   

7.1.3. The Financial Impact of Consultation 

One issue of great concern with respect to sustainable development projects is that 

of fiscal management. This is especially true when you are dealing with investors and 

funding from grant programs as there is an expectation of accountability and positive 

project results/outcomes. As revealed in the Results chapter, ORPC had its share of fiscal 
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management issues; however, the proponent acknowledged their short comings and 

vowed to make changes accordingly with regards to future projects. What prevented 

court challenges in the ORPC case was good public consultation. This is defined as 

consultation that is proactive, reciprocal, open and honest in nature that goes beyond 

what is required from a regulatory perspective. It is worth noting that no project is 

immune to issues of fiscal management, Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd. included: 

According to Irish media reports, Naval Energies requested the liquidation of 

OpenHydro and its associated businesses as the subsidiary has reportedly 

accumulated significant debts over the time, with the alleged figures reaching up 

to €280 million.  

Marine Energy 2018 

 

This level of debt can be attributed to a variety of factors; however, the most interesting 

one for the purposes of this study is that of the legal costs incurred during their dispute 

with the BFIFA. Expensive legal fees are often the result of poor consultation, which is 

defined as rigid, reactive, deceptive, and tokenistic in nature.  

The economic impact consultation has on a sustainable development project, and  

how that impacts project progression, success or failure, is clear: good consultation is 

always going to be cheaper than poor consultation because while it may seem initially 

expensive (front end heavy costs) to proactively engage stakeholders and communities, to 

hold those extra public meetings, the return on the investment is massive. Down the road 

you are faced with fewer unexpected expenses and those that you do encounter are 

manageable. By the time the regulatory hearings and meetings come around, the 

stakeholders and the proponent are already on the same page. There may be some 

objection and resistance to the project, but it is entirely manageable, and those voices 

have become the outliers. You already have a social licence.      
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Overall, if tidal power in the Bay of Fundy is to be successful, proponents must 

adopt good public consultation practices and stop putting project success ahead of local 

communities and their livelihoods. Proponents also need to distance themselves from 

utilizing public relation firms or individuals with that background to manage their public 

relations and rely instead on establishing partnerships with local organization who can 

facilitate local context and knowledge co-creation between the proponent and 

stakeholders.    

7.2. Lessons Learned 

While ORPC’s TidGen® Project was considered an overall success, there were 

lessons learned. Many of the issues were identified and addressed throughout the course 

of the project and as a result of the consultation process; however, some issues were 

identified by informants as unresolved.  

The first unresolved issue pertains to ORPC’s fiscal management of their project. 

Informants felt there was a lack of transparency and clear accounting of finances that left 

community members and stakeholders questioning the company’s business practices. 

There were also comments that had ORPC managed their finances better, ORPC would 

have been able to operate in the community longer, bringing more economic prosperity 

and stability to the region. An increase in project duration could have resulted in greater 

turbine success and generated vastly different overall project outcomes. Informants have 

clearly stated that ORPC and other future proponents must improve in this area through 

greater transparency and communication with the stakeholders.   
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Second, ORPC’s interaction with the Passamaquoddy Tribe, while initially rocky, 

was an overall positive experience for both parties. While the Passamaquoddy Tribe was 

not a vocal supporter of the project, they did not vocally oppose the project either. With 

the help of Maine Sea Grant, ORPC was able to establish a reasonable relationship with 

the Tribe which aided in the acquisition of social licence for their TidGen® project. 

Using historical context, which revealed the devastating impact of the Quoddy Dam 

Project on the Passamaquoddy Tribe, ORPC was able to respectfully engage the Tribe 

leading to a positive outcome. While the consultation process with the Passamaquoddy 

Tribe was positive in this context, informants stated that there was room for improvement 

particularly with respect to the amount of consultation. Some informants felt that the 

Passamaquoddy Tribe should have been higher up on the stakeholder list as the project 

was being deployed within their lands.  

Third, informants reported that there was an overall sense of disappointment over 

the “failure” of the TidGen® device itself. Stakeholders had an expectation that the 

TidGen® device would produce enough power to meaningfully contribute to the grid. 

There was hope that this could help solve some of the financial issues revolving around 

residential and commercial power costs in the region. ORPC viewed this as a research 

and development project where substantial power generation would have been a “fairy-

tale” outcome. There were miscommunications regarding project outcomes and 

expectations which led to strain in the relationship between ORPC and stakeholders. This 

tension or strain is heavily influenced by the regions past “roller coaster” style 

relationship with industry. This has left some stakeholders concerned that ORPC is just 
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another company in a long line that has used the community and its resources and not 

held up its end of the bargain by offering greater economic prosperity and stability. 

7.3. Conclusion 

At the end of the day, ORPC TidGen® project was a success, both in the eyes of 

the company and for most of the stakeholders that were involved in the process. OPRC 

succeeded where other proponents had failed, especially with respect to garnering social 

licence. ORPC was respectful of context (historical and otherwise) and developed a 

consultation process, in partnership with Maine Sea Grant, that empowered stakeholders. 

Fishermen were granted the highest level of power in this process, as it was that 

stakeholder group that decided on the final deployment site location. This level of 

engagement, transparency, willingness to learn from their mistakes, and their acceptance 

of local traditional knowledge and experience-based expertise was unprecedented in the 

region. It is what sets ORPC apart from other past regional proponents. Notwithstanding 

these successes, this study identified some less than ideal outcomes. 

The fiscal management and the setting of realistic expectations are important 

aspects in sustainable development projects, especially those that are research- and 

development-based. The Maine case study revealed that ORPC must be more conscious 

with regards to their financial management for future projects and increase the level of 

transparency surrounding how financials are communicated to stakeholders. Overall, 

ORPC excelled in its communication with stakeholders. 

The Maine case study has taught us that a research and development style 

sustainable development project based on a tidal in-stream energy conversation device 
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can be successful in the Cobscook Bay Region. Garnering social licence for a sustainable 

development project, specifically tidal power projects, is heavily reliant on the 

consultation process initiated by the proponent. An inclusive, engaging and empowering 

consultation process that is centered on the acceptance and appreciation of regional, 

historical and demographic contexts along with stakeholders’ unique local traditional 

knowledge or experience-based expertise is required to garner such licence. This will 

likely be as true in Canada as it was in Maine. Such a consultation process is also vital to 

understanding stakeholder risk perceptions. By viewing risk perceptions though a similar 

lens to the stakeholders’, proponents and regulators can work towards mitigation 

strategies that effectively address stakeholder concerns.  

Ultimately, the Maine case study can only tell us so much about how such a 

project would play out in a Canadian context. Each sustainable development project is 

unique as are the communities and stakeholders involved; however, there are things that 

can be done to increase the likelihood of project success: the creation of a inclusive, 

engaging and empowering consultation process; a proponents’ willingness to learn from 

their mistakes and experiences; the honest acceptance and inclusion of local traditional 

knowledge and experience-based expertise in project development and implementation; 

and the grounding of approach, development and implementation within the local 

regional, environmental, geographic and historical contexts. If proponents look to 

Arnstein’s Ladder of Citizen Participation (1969), and particularly to the upper rungs of 

delegated power, to guide their consultation process and are mindful of the outcomes of 

the Maine case study, there is the potential to see an overall increase in successful 



 

174 

 

sustainable development projects in the future along the East Coast of Canada and the 

U.S.  

7.4. Next Steps 

Based on the results of this research, more research could be done to help us 

understand public consultation as it relates to sustainable development projects. There are 

five avenues of future research that I believe are worth investigating. First, I think we are 

starting to see a trend in how renewable energy projects are approaching and conducting 

public consultation. Based on my research, observations and experiences on the ground, 

and my interactions with those involved in the offshore renewable energy industry (both 

proponents and regulators) I have noticed a pattern of poor public consultation. 

Regardless of industry (wind, wave, tidal), proponents are rolling projects out in 

extremely similar ways and ending up with equally similar abysmal success rates.27 More 

research is needed to confirm or deny whether this trend exists. Second, a case study of 

the Cape Sharp Tidal power project using the same methodology I used for the Maine 

case study would allow for a more in depth and informed examination of the similarities 

and difference between ORPC and Cape Sharp Tidal Venture Ltd.’s approaches to public 

consultation. Such a case study would be the first detailed examination of a TISEC 

project in the Bay of Fundy and given that the FORCE test site exists to conduct TISEC 

technology testing, more projects are guaranteed in the future. Third, it would be 

 

27 For example: Halycon Tidal Power LLC.’s Pennamaquan project; Cape Sharp Tidal 

Venture Ltd.’s Cape Sharp Tidal project; Energy Management Inc.’s Cape Wind Project.  
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interesting to look at other renewable energy technologies such as wind, wave and solar. 

Based on preliminary research it appears as though wind projects receive the most “push 

back” and are the most “controversial” of the other renewable energy technologies. With 

this in mind, a relevant place to start would be to conduct a case study of the Chaleur 

Ventus Energy Project that was to be built in Anse-Bleue, located approximately 56 

kilometres northwest of Bathurst (CBC 2019). Fourth, if a proponent engages in poor 

consultation, what impact does that approach have on project outcomes? Does it always 

result in failure or are there instances where projects are successful? This research could 

help build our understanding of why poor consultation is a seemingly appealing approach 

for sustainable development project proponents. Finally, are there other outliers like 

ORPC operating in North America? In other words, is ORPC’s approach truly unique or 

have other cases not been discovered due to lack of research on the topic? If other 

proponents are found it would provide more cases which could be compared with the 

current research.   

With answers to the above questions and with the addition of further case studies 

we can begin to form a better understanding of how consultation works, which could help 

proponents, regulators, community organizations and stakeholders make better and more 

informed decisions. We could adjust, address and potentially fix some of the flaws that 

are currently inherent in the system; however, we cannot do this until we investigate and 

understand what is happening on the ground.  
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Appendix B 

Hulbert and Gupta’s Split Ladder of Participation (2015) 
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Appendix C 

Original Semi-Structured Interview Guide Risk Perceptions: Tidal Power – Fishermen 

Interactions 

 

Thank you for agreeing to talk to me today about your experience with the ORPC 

TidGen® Project deployed in the Cobscook Bay. I am interested in gathering information 

about your experiences with the Environmental Impact Assessment process as well as 

your experiences with any consultation events held by the Ocean Renewable Power 

Company, especially any regarding the siting of the TidGen® project. I am also 

interested in how you feel a tidal power installation could affect or has affected the 

fisheries and the marine ecology. This information could be helpful in improving public 

consultation processes and stakeholder engagement surrounding sustainable development 

projects focused on renewable energy. I hope that this documents stakeholder’s 

experiences and concerns and provides insight to industry and policy makers. 

 

Are you willing to be interviewed on this topic and would you be willing to sign a 

consent form? 

 

All of your answers will be kept confidential. With your permission, I would like to audio 

record this interview to ensure that I am accurate with my note-taking. All the tapes will 

be destroyed once I have transcribed them. If the recorder makes you uncomfortable then 

I can turn it off.  

You can refuse to answer any question and end the interview whenever you want. 

This interview will cover several topics – I will begin bay asking you a bit about your 

background. I may ask some questions about risks that you think tidal power installations 

would pose, and I would also like to know why you think these risk outcomes are likely. I 

will then ask you about your experiences with the Environmental Impact Assessment 

process. From there I will ask about your experiences with the siting consultation process 

with the Ocean Renewable Company. I will conclude by asking you again about risks 

that you feel are likely, based on your experiences, with a tidal power installation.  

 

1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1.1. How long have you been a fisherman?   

1.2. In what areas do you fish?  

1.3. What species do you fish commercially?  

1.4. Is there anything else about your background that you think it would be useful for us    

       to know? 

 

2. TIDAL POWER IN THE COBSCOOK BAY 

2.1. What do you know about the tidal installation in the Cobscook Bay by the Ocean 

Renewable Power Corporation? I have an image of it here. 

 



 

193 

 

2.2. Thinking back, prior to the deployment of the device and prior to any interactions 

with the EIA process or with ORPC, did you feel that the proposed introduction of tidal 

power installations would impact your fishery? If so, how? Rank top five concerns 

regarding tidal power. 

 

2.3. Do you fish Scallop? 

2.3.a Have you observed any changes in scallop beds (location, quantity, quality, patterns 

of movement) in recent years? 

2.3.b What concerns do you have about tidal power and the scallop stocks (location, 

quantity, fishability)? 

2.3.c What is it about tidal power installations that may affect scallops and/or scallop 

fishing?  

2.3.d Based on your experiences, has the introduction of tidal power affected scallops 

and/or scallop fishing? 

 

2.4. Do you fish Lobster? 

2.4.a Have you observed any changes in lobster stocks (location, quantity, quality, 

patterns of movement) in recent years? 

2.4.b What are your concerns about tidal power and lobster? 

2.4.c What is it about tidal power that may affect lobster? Do you have any theories about 

the tidal power installations and how they may affect lobster? 

2.4.d Based on your experiences, has the introduction of tidal power affected lobster 

and/or lobster fishing? 

 

2.5. Do you fish Urchin? 

2.5.a Have you observed any changes in urchin beds (location, quantity, quality, patterns 

of movement) in recent years? 

2.5.b What are your concerns about tidal power and urchin? 

2.5.c What is it about tidal power that may affect urchin and/or urchin fishing? 

2.5.d Based on your experiences, has the introduction of tidal power affected urchin 

and/or urchin fishing? 

 

3. EXPERIENCE WITH ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

3.1. Were you involved in the EIA process for the Cobscook Bay tidal power installation? 

If so, how were you involved? 

3.2. What was the process like? (what kind of things were talked about, what 

stakeholders were present, location, physical location of people) 

3.3. Did you raise any concerns yourself, or did a group you belonged to raise any 

concerns? 

3.4. Did you feel as though your concerns, or the concerns of the group to which you 

were part were taken into consideration or addressed adequately?  

3.5. What do you think was done really well? 

3.6. What would you like to have gone differently?  

3.7. If you could change one thing about the experience/process what would you change 

and why? 
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3.8. Is there anything else about your experience or the process that you think would be 

useful for me to know? 

4.EXPERIENCE WITH OCEAN RENEWABLE POWER CORPORATION 

CONSULTATION/SITING PROCESS 

4.1. Were you involved in the siting consultation process with ORPC? If so, how were 

you involved? 

4.2. What was the process like? (what kind of things were talked about, what 

stakeholders were present, location, physical location of people) 

4.3. Were you vocal during this process? Did you provide input? If so, what did you 

contribute? 

4.4. Do you feel as though fishermen’s concerns, local knowledge and input was 

acknowledged? Accepted? Desired? Taken into consideration? 

4.5. Representatives from ORPC stated that fishermen were their most valued 

stakeholder, did you feel that that was in fact that case based on your experiences? 

4.6. What do you think was done really well? 

4.7. What would you like to have gone differently?  

4.8. If you could change one thing about the experience/process what would you change 

and why? 

4.9. Is there anything else about your experience or the process that you think would be 

useful for me to know? 

 

5. TRANSBOUNDARY ENVIRONEMNTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENTS 

5.1. Were you aware of ORPC’s plan to place a tidal power installation in the Western 

Passage? If so, were you involved in siting the installation? 

5.2. What are your thoughts on the expansion into Western Passage? 

5.3. Do you have any concerns?  

5.4. If a Canadian company was to place a tidal power installation on the Canadian side 

of the Western Passage did you know that there is currently no legislation that requires an 

EIA to take transboundary impacts into account or involve stakeholders in the potentially 

affected nation?  

5.5. What do you think about that? 

5.6. In such a situation would you like to be consulted and involved in the EIA process? 

If so how and why? 

5.7. Did you know that based on the legislation the US has no obligation to involve 

Canadians in the EIA process when transboundary impacts are identified? 

5.8. How do you feel/what do you think about that? 

 

6. OTHER ISSUES 

6.1. Given your experiences with tidal power installations what are your top five 

concerns regarding tidal power? 

6.2. Is there anything we haven’t covered that you would like to add? 



 

195 

 

Appendix D 

Amended Semi-Structured Interview Guide Risk Perceptions: Tidal Power – Fishermen 

Interactions 

Thank you for agreeing to talk to me today about your experience with the ORPC 

TidGen® Project deployed in the Cobscook Bay. I am interested in gathering information 

about your experiences with the Environmental Impact Assessment process as well as 

your experiences with any consultation events held by the Ocean Renewable Power 

Company, especially any regarding the siting of the TidGen® project. I am also 

interested in how you feel a tidal power installation could affect or has affected the 

fisheries and the marine ecology. This information could be helpful in improving public 

consultation processes and stakeholder engagement surrounding sustainable development 

projects focused on renewable energy. I hope that this documents stakeholder’s 

experiences and concerns and provides insight to industry and policy makers. 

 

Are you willing to be interviewed on this topic and would you be willing to sign a 

consent form? 

 

All of your answers will be kept confidential. With your permission, I would like to audio 

record this interview to ensure that I am accurate with my note-taking. All the tapes will 

be destroyed once I have transcribed them. If the recorder makes you uncomfortable then 

I can turn it off.  

You can refuse to answer any question and end the interview whenever you want. 

This interview will cover several topics – I will begin bay asking you a bit about your 

background. I may ask some questions about risks that you think tidal power installations 

would pose, and I would also like to know why you think these risk outcomes are likely. I 

will then ask you about your experiences with the Environmental Impact Assessment 

process. From there I will ask about your experiences with the siting consultation process 

with the Ocean Renewable Company. I will conclude by asking you again about risks 

that you feel are likely, based on your experiences, with a tidal power installation.  

 

1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1.1. What is your profession(s)? In other words, how many hats do you wear? (If they 

indicate that they are a fisherman ask them questions 1.4 to1.6 also) 

1.2. If you would like to, can you tell me a bit about what it is like living around here? 

1.3. If you would like to, can you tell me a bit about your background (education, 

employment, what it was like growing up in the area, anything that you would like to 

share about yourself) 

1.4. How long have you been fishing for? 

1.5. If you would like to, can you point to the map and tell me a bit about where you fish? 

1.6. What species do you fish? 

1.7. Is there anything else about yourself, your background, or what it is like living in the 

Cobscook Bay area that you think would be useful for me to know, or that you would like 

to share? 
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2. TIDAL POWER IN THE COBSCOOK BAY REGION 

2.1. Have you heard of tidal power before and if so can you tell me about what you 

know? 

2.2. I have heard that tidal power has a long history in this region. What can you tell me 

about that? (If they mention the Quoddy Dam Project ask them to elaborate on it, its 

impacts, and the Quoddy Village) 

2.3. I have heard about a tidal power project that was proposed for Pennamaquan, have 

you heard about it and if so, what would you like to share? 

2.4. I have also heard about a project proposed by Tidewalker Associates for Half-Moon 

Cove, have you heard about it and if so, what would you like to share? 

2.5. Have you heard of the Ocean Renewable Power Company (ORPC), and if so, what 

can you tell me about them? 

2.6. ORPC deployed a tidal turbine in this area (point to map) what can you tell me about 

the turbine and the project? 

 

If they responded to Question 1.1 with Fisherman, ask them the following questions: 

 

2.7. Do you drag for Scallop? 

2.7.a Have you observed any changes in the scallop beds (location, quantity, quality, 

patterns of movement, etc.) in recent years? 

2.7.b What concerns, if any, do you have about tidal power and the scallop stocks 

(location, quantity, fishability, etc.)? 

2.7.c What is it about tidal power installations (more specifically Tidal In-Stream Energy 

Conversion (TISEC) Devices) that may affect scallops and/or scallop dragging? 

2.7.d Based on your experiences, has the introduction of ORPC’s TidGen® device 

affected scallops or scallop dragging in the Cobscook Bay? 

 

2.8. Do you fish Lobster? 

2.8.a Have you observed any changes to the lobster stocks (location, quantity, quality, 

patterns of movement, etc.) in recent years? 

2.8.b What concerns, if any, do you have about tidal power and the lobster stocks 

(location, quantity, fishability, etc.)? 

2.9.c What is it about tidal power installations (more specifically TISEC Devices) that 

may affect lobsters and/or lobster fishing? 

2.9d Based on your experiences, has the introduction of ORPC’s TidGen® device 

affected lobster or lobster fishing in the Cobscook Bay? 

 

2.9. Do you drag for Urchin? 

2.9.a Have you observed any changes in urchin stocks (location, quantity, quality, 

patterns of movement, etc.) in recent years? 

2.9.b What concerns, if any, do you have about tidal power and the unchin stocks 

(location, quantity, fishability, etc.)? 

2.9.c What is it about tidal power installations (more specifically TISEC Devices) that 

may affect urchin and/or urchin dragging? 
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2.9.d Based on your experiences, has the introduction of ORPC’s TidGen® device 

affected urchin or urchin dragging in the Cobscook Bay? 

 

2.9.e Thinking back, prior to the deployment of ORPC’s TidGen ®the device and prior to 

any interactions with the regulatory process or with ORPC, did you feel that the proposed 

introduction of tidal power installations in the Cobscook Bay would impact your fishery? 

If so, how?  

 

Ask everyone: 

 

2.9.f Could you please rank your top five concerns regarding tidal power. 

 

3. EXPERIENCE WITH THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT / THE 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMISSION (FERC) PROCESS 

3.1. Where you involved in the EIA/FERC process for ORPC’s TidGen® project? (If 

they answer yes, ask them the rest of the questions in this section. Otherwise, skip to 

section 4.) 

3.2. Can you describe your involvement in the EIA/FERC process? 

3.3. What can you tell me about the process itself (what kind of things were talked about, 

what stakeholders were present, location, physical location of people)? 

3.4. At these meetings, did you raise any concerns yourself, or did a group you belonged 

to raise any concerns? (If yes, ask them question 3.4a) 

3.4.a Did you feel as though your concerns, or the concerns of the group to which you 

were part were taken into consideration or addressed adequately?  

3.5. Throughout the process, what do you think was really done well? 

3.6. Throughout the process, what would you have liked to have gone differently? 

3.7. If you could change one thing about the experience/process what would you change 

and why? 

3.8. Is there anything else about your experience or the process that you think would be 

useful for me to know, or that you would like to share? 

 

4. EXPIERENCE WITH THE OCEAN RENEWABLE POWER COMPANY AND 

THEIR PUBLIC CONSULTATION/SITING PROCESS 

4.1. How do you feel ORPC engaged the various stakeholders that were involved in with 

the TidGen® project? 

4.2. Did you engage with ORPC’s community engagement process?  

4.2.a If so, what was did your engagement look like (did you attend meetings, did you 

speak at any of the meetings, did you engage with ORPC locally at their office, etc. 

4.3. What was ORPC’s engagement process like (what kind of things were talked about, 

what stakeholders were present, location, physical location of people, strategies/tactics 

used)? 

4.4. Do you have any comments on the fiscal management of ORPC’s TidGen® project? 

 

If they responded to Question 1.1 with Fisherman, ask them the following questions: 
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4.5. Representatives from ORPC stated that fishermen were their most valued 

stakeholder, did you feel that that was in fact that case based on your experiences? 

4.6. How did ORPC approach and treat local fishermen? 

4.7. Do you feel as though fishermen’s concerns were acknowledged and addressed? 

4.8. Fishermen have a unique knowledge set based on their experience and information 

passed down throughout the generations (this is referred to as traditional knowledge or 

experience-based expertise). Do you feel that ORPC acknowledged this type of 

knowledge? 

4.8.a Was this type of knowledge sought out (i.e. was this desirable knowledge for 

ORPC)? 

4.8.b Was this type of knowledge accepted? 

4.8.c Was this type of knowledge taken into consideration by ORPC (did they use it to 

inform or make decisions relevant to the TidGen® project)? 

4.9. Were you involved in the siting process for the Goose Island location? 

4.9.a How did it come about that you were involved? 

4.9.b What was the siting process like (what did it look like, where were the meetings 

held, who was present, what was discussed, etc.)? 

 

Ask everyone: 

 

5.0. What do you think ORPC did well when it came to community engagement 

regarding the TidGen® project? 

5.1. What would you have liked to have gone differently? 

5.2. If you could change one thing about your experience with ORPC, the community 

engagement or siting process what would you change and why? 

5.3. Is there anything else about your experiences or the community engagement or siting 

process that you think would be useful for me to know, or that you would like to share? 

 

6. TRANSBOUNDARY ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENTS 

6.1. Were you aware of ORPC’s plan to place a tidal power installation in the Western 

Passage, near Dog Island?  

6.2. What are your thoughts on ORPC expanding into the Western Passage? 

6.3. Do you have any concerns with ORPC deploying turbines at this location?  

6.3.a If so, what are those concerns? 

6.4. If a Canadian company was to place a tidal power installation on the Canadian side 

of the Western Passage did you know that there is currently no legislation that requires an 

EIA to take transboundary impacts into account or involve stakeholders in the potentially 

affected nation?  

6.4.a What do you think about that? 

6.4.b In such a situation would you like to be consulted and involved in the EIA process? 

If so, how and why? 

6.5. Did you know that based on the U.S. legislation, the U.S. has no obligation to 

involve Canadians in the EIA process when transboundary impacts are identified? 

6.6. How do you feel/what do you think about that? 
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7. FINAL QUESTIONS 

7.1. Today, given all your experiences with ORPC’s TidGen ® project, what are your top 

five concerns regarding tidal power? 

7.2. Is there anything we have not covered that you would like to add? 

7.3. Is there anything else you would like to share with me at this time? 
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Appendix E 

Maine Letter of Consent 

 

Research Project: Tidal Power Experiences and Risk Perceptions: A Maine Case 

Study 

 

Researcher: 

Emma Andrews, Graduate Student, Department of Anthropology, University of New 

Brunswick, f129c@unb.ca, ph: 506 608-8157 

 

Questions, concerns or comments about this research project please contact: 

Dr. Melanie Wiber, Professor/Director of Graduate Studies, Department of 

Anthropology, The University of New Brunswick ph: 506 458-7995. 

 

Participation is voluntary.  I will receive, if interested, a summary copy of final report. 

 

I would like to receive a summary of the final report, please check one: 

 Yes          No 

 

Please send my copy by email to: _______________________________ 

 

 

Please send my copy by post to: ________________________________ 

 

                                                        ________________________________ 

 

  

Letter of Informed Consent 

By signing this document, I hereby consent to participating in an independent semi-

structured interview that will be facilitated by Emma Andrews, Graduate Student, 

Department of Anthropology, the University of New Brunswick, Fredericton.   

 

The interview will take no more than 2 hours of your time. 

 

The purposes of this research are to better understand Maine fishermen’s and other 

stakeholder’s experiences with tidal power and their participation in Environmental 

Impact Assessment processes and with industry/governmental consultation processes. 

This research is also interested in fishermen’s risk perceptions regarding tidal power in 

Maine and New Brunswick.  

 

The benefit to participants will be an opportunity to discuss their experiences with tidal 

power and industry/government engagement along with any risk perceptions they may 

have regarding tidal power. It also enables participants the opportunity to discuss 

transboundary environmental impacts and public consultation in a transboundary context. 
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This will allow the researcher to better understand the Maine experience with respect to 

tidal power and participatory processes and compare and contrast it with New Brunswick 

fishermen’s risk perceptions and participatory experiences. The goal is to contribute to 

our understanding of fishermen’s and other stakeholder’s experiences with tidal power 

and their risk perceptions associated with the technology. 

 

I agree that the interview may be recorded to ensure accuracy of the information 

conveyed. I also understand that I may withdraw my involvement in the interview or in 

the research process at any time until the report is written. I understand too, that upon 

withdrawing from the study, I am entitled to have any recordings of my interviews erased 

or destroyed. Interview times and places will be at my convenience. 

 

I understand that I am guaranteed anonymity. My name, and information that could result 

in my identification, will not be included in any reports. 

 

I also understand that all identifying information (tape recordings and consent forms etc.) 

will be stored safely within the Department of Anthropology and accessible only by 

Emma Andrews. I understand that all identifying information and the tape recordings will 

be destroyed once the final report is completed.  

 

I understand that summaries of the research results will be made available in a report 

available to all participants. To guarantee confidentiality, the researcher will not discuss 

specific details elicited from individuals with anyone, including the staff and members of 

the Department of Anthropology. 

 

 

Name (Please Print):  

 

 

 

Date:  

 

 

 

Signature: 
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