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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The European projettearCQ is investigating European public perceptions eboa capture and storage

(CCS) via case studies (both CCS and analogoug)eimdrastructure), surveys, and focus groups. The
overall aim of the project is to investigate andvelep communication strategies that are designed to
convey the advantages and risks of CCS to staketsolthd to the public, which strategies may also be

used to involve these parties in local decisionimgkn CCS projects.

This report describes the results of the first phafsinvestigation, which focuses on lessons lehfrem
CCS and analogous developments in recent yearkt Eage studies are reviewed to help determine the
nature of the communications and consultationeggias used by project developers as part of theygne
project approval processes. The chosen range efstadies represents a number of different regylato
environments throughout the European Union andrabeu of different technologies. The consideration
of a number of different contextual factors as pdra multi-case study approach has helped to ifgent
factors involved in the relationship between comivations and project outcomes, as a means of

informing consultation exercises for future CCSjgcts.

In particular, the following findings stand out (eothat some of these recommendations are not

necessarily easy to achieve):

» It is important to understand the existing, tydicédcal, political context at an early stage. Dgpin
so involves preparatory research (‘profiling’ ooc¢sal site characterisation’) which includes for
example talking to local opinion formers and staltéérs. There will almost certainly be local
and regional factors that need to be taken int@wticwhen planning CCS communications
relating to a specific project. These might inclufler example, a history of distrust or bad
experiences with particular firms; a perceptiorerfess industrial development in the area; local

political cycles and schedules etc — there isgelaumber of possibilities.

» People tend to experience place-attachment: tlairal tendency is to defend locality against
perceived threats, and CCS developments are likebg no exception. Threat perception needs to
be minimised and perception of benefits needs tambgimised — but without incurring the
perception of bribery.



» People expect procedural justice and more: thegaxbeir concerns to be listened to and to be
taken seriously. After undertaking the preparatoegsearch referred to above, to avoid
unnecessary entanglement in local issues thataieetdde proposed development, the next stage is
to begin to engage frankigutsideof the formal planning processes. These procegpésatly
support the developer and place them in a strorgjtipe in any case. It is only fair to
communities that the developer goes beyond thenmaimi legal consultation requirement when it
is known in advance that there may be perceptidrssgaificant risk, however remote such risk

might be in practice.

» Engagement needs to use good quality informatiah armmix of contexts: formal, informal,
technical and simple. The information sources &rdtessenger need to engender trust, and from
a contextual position need to address questionsdrproject timing and location. People need to
be given sufficient reason to tolerate what is itedly some degree of intrusion, be this
additional direct or indirect employment, or somben form of compensation. The quality of
information given also depends on the fit betwegarmation and prior knowledge of the general
public; often a higher level of knowledge and awass is assumed than is warranted, leading to

misunderstandings. Preparatory research can helg auch misunderstanding.

» In terms of engendering trust, it will help to itve experts who are likely to be perceived as
independent, and it will help to have convincingpenses to many of the concerns that we
already know that communities may raise. These imayde: being able to explain the difference
between incidents such as the Lake Nyos incidedttha proposed development (specifically,
how the two contexts differ radically); an explaoatof the nature of C£ and differences
between C@storage and other storage of gas and industrigftdaus substances (particularly the
depth involved). However, it should be noted thedrée is little practical experience in dealing
with the above in a communications context — thistill somewhat uncharted territory, which the

present project can go only some way to remedying.



1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Public Acceptance of CCS: The Bigger Picture

Although there are numerous technical uncertaimtis®ciated with the implementation of carbon aaptu
and storage (CCS), a combination of energy needggeeenhouse gas emissions mitigation targets may
necessitate its increased uptake. In Europe, ermrgply possibilities are perhaps more debatahle, b
with every delay in reducing emissions, some usé€CGS becomes more likely. EU climate policy
requires renewable energy generation to more tbabld by 2020. The EU will also need to replacd hal
of its power stations by 2020, even assuming enefigiency improvements are made across the
economy (Market Observatory for Energy, 2008). Eweétin this major increase in renewable energy
generation, plus new nuclear power plants, it ikkaly that we can avoid building at least some new
power plants that use either caalgas in the next ten years. Although energy scesdrom a variety of
sources envisage differing supply mixes and legktnergy efficiency, coal and gas remain promirient

all for decades to come (Luukanen et al, 2009).

At the same time, public awareness of CCS is kadbtilow in Europe (De Best-Waldhober et al, 2006,
2008; Ha Duong et al, 2009; Reiner et al, 2006) somile CCS development projects have encountered
public opposition in both Europe and in the Unitgthtes. From a communications and consultation
perspective, CCS presents a significant challemgenghat the technology does not have a long stgnd
implementation history or a representative datdhsdtcan be used to demonstrate the relativelyriks

posed by underground storage.

As many scholars argue and recent CCS demonstratimacts show, a humber of factors need to be
considered in effectively communicating the costd #enefits of CCS to the general public. In this
report, public reactions to communication and ctinans strategies are analyzed in order to ektrac
lessons learned. While these lessons learnedeasdal as the basis for recommendations in degignin
future communications strategies, they are notigealwith the intention of endorsing the technology
For the purposes of this report, improving commatians is a question of promoting transparent publi
awareness campaigns that will allow the public takeninformed decisions in the context of local

consultation exercises.



Drawing on the appended case studies, groundedsighits from empirical research, we identify a
number of factors that need to be considered iectffely communicating the costs and benefits oSCC
to the general public and in undertaking associatetsultation. We draw conclusions based on arglysi
that seeks to answer the following questions iati@h to the consultation processes of the eighesa

considered:

1) Who is presenting information? Is it being presentedehalf of an impartial stakeholder? Trust

in the messenger is particularly important.

2) What information is being presented? Is CCS being énxpthin the context of overall energy
supply needs and European greenhouse gas mitidatigets? Is it placed in the context of a suite o

options?

3) When s information being presented? Is information ddSheing presented at an early stage of
the project development cycle? The case studyeatcil clearly indicates that the timing of

consultation is crucial to securing positive prbjegtcomes.

4) How is information provided to the general public? Wtywes of communication methods and
information materials are used? The case studyeece evaluates the success of various tools in

effectively communicating project details to theolact

This document reports on Task 1.2 “Review of pupbeticipation practices in CCS and non-CCS case
studies” of theNEARCQ project. Having laid the legal groundwork for coltation in WP1 as part of the
report “Review of the regulatory context for pubparticipation®, the report for Task 1.2 looks het
situation with respect to effective communicatienpart of the public consultation process for a peim

of different case studies. The case study anabesiges to provide lessons learned with respecdhdo t
implementation of communications and consultatitrategies for eight case studies involving the
implementation of projects utilizing CCS and non&technologies. It provides an empirical overview
of the issues faced in the progress of certaineptsj and what factors have helped shape public

perception of the technology in question. Obséonatthat can be made with respect to the reldtipns



between public dissatisfaction and project outca@re summarized for all case studies on the basis of
comparative analysis.

The variables used to compare different case stdibased (in part) on the issues that wereigigad

as part of a case study template used to investgmth project. This template was designed onahkis b

of a number of different communications theories, the basis of analysis completed for the
communications dynamics of a number of existingogean projects, and on the basis of inputs from the
project team. Therefore, although the templateeskas a useful basis in terms of collecting dataas

not able to foresee the impact of additional vdeisb These variables became more obvious as & oésu
the case study comparison, and thus supplemeirtitiz methodology used as part of the data ctilbec

process.

1.2 Factors influencing public perception of CCS

New technologies face different barriers to adap{Oltra et al, 2009). The diffusion of the tecluyy

by the market may be hindered by a combinatiorechitical and economic challenges as well as by a
lack of stimulating policies, laws and regulatidtefnp, 2000). Acceptance by the key stakeholders,
policy actors and the general public may play a ioltechnology deployment decisions (Wistenhagen e
al, 2007), and the presence of multiple stakehofffeups with competing interests might make the
successful development of a technology difficugd&er et al, 2007). Social acceptance of the téohyo
might be narrowed by the opposition to CCS of nomegnmental organisations (NGOs), experts and
other industries. In order to determine the actoalal perception of the technology involves recieiag

the CCS context, the primary areas of concern Xemplified by an EC Consultation in 2007) and the
activities of industry (as shown by the outreactivaies of CCS technology platforms at the EU and
national levels). But a key issue in the sustam&phbeddedness of the technology in society médgdad
acceptance of specific onshore £&orage projects. The cancellation of a,@0ean storage project in
Hawaii (De Figuerido, 2003), and the local opposittowards projects in several countries, show the
importance of taking public concerns into accourtew developing projects that are perceived as

hazardous technological facilities.

There are two broad issues that define the cofextCS projects and the opposition that is geeérat
a result of their implementation: environmentakrand technology cost (Renn and Kastenholz, 2000).
Looking specifically at environmental risk, the &agublic tends to voice concerns related to ptojec
location and the possibility that projects could@a health and safety risk to the local populatarlier



work, for example, on the siting of waste landfillsisons and other contentious infrastructure estygy
that compensation may be required to facilitatelipudcceptance (Kunreuther, Slovic and MacGregor,

1996). However this itself is not a straightforwatchtegy or solution, as we discuss subsequently.

Several recent studies (Van Alphen et al, 2007; iRamet al., 2008) show that stakeholders are corde
about the potential national and local resistanceoncrete projects, and acknowledge the factrtiae
needs to be done in order to engage the generkt pdbwever, it is not clear what form this engamgnt
will take (Reiner et al, 2007). It is unclear winet project developers will avoid engaging with thblic
simply to avoid alarming the public or whether thejll initiate a two way communication and

participation process with the public in orderriorease actual public awareness (Renn et al 2007).

In the mean time, researchers have begun explotingnt public perceptions of CCS. Studies thaehav
aimed to understand public attitudes towards CG& hbiged an array of methods, which have all sughplie
information on CCS to respondents (Ashworth et0fl&2 De Best-Waldhober et al, 2006, 2008; Itaoka et
al, 2006; Palmgren et al, 2004; Reiner et al 2@¥&ckley et al. 2005; Tokushige et al, 2008). Adits
towards CCS identified as a result of these studidisate a range in support from moderate to $caipt
although generally speaking strong opposition te tlevelopment of CCS is hardly encountered.
Opinions on CCS could be expected to change weahd#velopment of recent projects in the EU, when
people are likely to be confronted with CCS whifénfiormed. Given the relative unimportance of CGS t
the everyday life of the average EU citizen, publiareness as well as public knowledge of CCSlisdo

to be very limited (Ashworth et al., 2006; De B¥g¢tidhober, 2006, 2008; Eurobarometer, 2007; Ha
Duong et al, 2009; Itaoka et al, 2006; Reiner et 2006; Sola et al., 2007). Moreover, when indeed
confronted with the possibility of CCS, the firstactions of the public can be quite different than
anticipated by experts. For instance, Bradbury 1e{2809) observed in local communities that an
important factor for the opinion of CCS was pastpaience with government, existing low
socioeconomic status, and/or desire for compensatenefits of CCS to the community were observed
to be of greater concern than the concern abouiske of the technology itself. Experimental sys/éde
Best-Waldhober et al 2006; 2009) show that lay feeapven expert information on the consequences of
these technologies, base their opinion of CCS wlolgies only in part on consequences that expeasmd
important. A recent study into lay people concegits€CO, and CCS showed that some people were
worried that C@ might cause cancer, or even that,d€aking from storage might cause DNA changes
(Wallquist et al, 2009).



The relationship between awareness and perceptisrtherefore been a topic of investigation. Severa
studies provide participants with information abd&€S, showing that individuals’ reactions to the
technology can change with the provision of infalioa But how reactions change varies, with some
studies showing a more positive opinion, some aemegative opinion, and some studies showing that i
is mostly the quality of opinion that changes, wditcurate, balanced and understandable information
leading to more stable opinions (de Best-Waldhotteral, 2008). Shackley et al (2004) find that
information given in Citizen Panels seems to leadhtmore positive opinion of CCS. Two Japanese
studies not only found positive effects of informatprovision but also analyzed what these effectse
based on. Itaoka and colleagues (2004) found lteatrore information respondents obtained about CCS,

the more likely they were to support storage opti@xcept for the onshore option of geologicalager

More elaborate statistical analysis of public pptice data (Itaoka et al, 2006) revealed that ffeceof
CCS on CQ emission reduction as an argument for the use @% @vas most influential for public
acceptance of CCS. Tokushige et al. (2007) fouatigart of the information used to influence indixél
perception as part of their study was effectived@treasing the risk perception and increasing publi
acceptance. However, the most important factorpiablic acceptance was the perception of benefit,
which was not influenced by any kind of informatiosed in the study. This has been exemplified in
recent Dutch studies which show a significant iefice of the benefits of CCS (de Best-Waldhobet. et a
2009; 2008) on perception. Another factor influaigcihe opinion of CCS that became apparent from thi
study was that, in the opinion of the responde®@S compares slightly unfavourably with other cliena

mitigation options such as energy efficiency, wameérgy, nuclear energy or energy from biomass.

Issues related to communications research notwitdetig, the complexity of competing socio-political
factors and policy priorities may mean, particyldr light of current local opposition to CCS fouird
Europe and in the United States, that the develapwfepublic acceptance for on-shore storage diaar
dioxide may be a challenging process. The casly sinalysis completed in this report provides some

lessons learned that should be considered in thtexioof consultation undertaken for these projects

1.3 Overview of Work Package 1.2

This report includes the following case studies:

1) The Netherlands: Barendrecht CCS

2) Germany: Vattenfall's application for an Exgltion Permit for Beeskow CCS Project



3) Germany: CgSink research project at Ketzin

4) Spain: La Pereda gas-fired power plant

5) United Kingdom: Lessons from the Milford Havefloucestershire Gas Pipeline
6) United Kingdom: Lessons from UK Bio-energy: \Migigh

7) United Kingdom: Lessons from UK Bio-energy: Eshall

8) The Netherlands: Burgerviotbrug Wind Farm

As a result of a brainstorming session held on #2009, the project team came up with a number of
criteria that could be used to select case stddregnalysis. In summary, case studies were chbased

on the following considerations:

* Projects needed to be at relatively advanced stafjiseir development; permits should have
been submitted either as part of the IPPC procesasgpart of local Environmental Impact
Assessment requirements;

* Projects needed to be situated in proximity to putettion base, otherwise there may not have
been enough of a population base to accuratelyegaurgpresentative reaction from the local
public;

» As many CCS case studies as possible were chasdunding examples of projects that seemed to
have developed satisfactorily to all involved, imtihg the local public, as well as projects that
seemed to have caused a stir during their developaerd

» All non-CCS projects chosen are of commercial scale

The impact of effective communications has beensiciemed in the context of different regulatory
environments and in the context of different projgpes in order to highlight the importance ofdbc
considerations. Considering consultation in thetextrof different regulatory environments as pdrthe
case study analysis, illustrates that local pomratcan delay projects thus incurring cost tophmect
developer, despite their inability to overturn fipaoject implementation decisions. This is basaedie
premise that CCS is likely to be subject to simiancerns and that public opposition is likely ® b
amenable to understanding through existing coneéftameworks. Of course CCS-related objection has
its own particular characteristics, and we disahgse, but this objection is not fundamentally ueiq
concepts from environmental psychology, particylaisk perception and place attachment, as well as

communication theory, can all help to inform appiaje responses.
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It should also be noted that there is no mechanistausal relationship between the quality of
communications and the final acceptance of teclyiedoand the implementation of the project in
question. The case study analysis completed asgbattte NearC@ project is intended to gain an
appreciation of fair and open communication witte thublic, and is not intended to outline
communications tools that can guarantee publicaacee of CCS. Moreover, it is statutory authesiti
who exercise political and decision-making powetr tihe same, however, there are studies documenting
and analyzing local context, public controversy apgosition surrounding other potentially hazardous
facilities where there are perceived health, safety environmental risk demonstrating that planared
credible risk communication strategies help to emssuccess in the siting of controversial fac#itie
(Kunreuther et al, 1996; Rogers, 1998; Lofstedd 20

1.4 Status of CCS Projects in the EU27

CCS projects throughout Europe are at various stafjéhe project development cycle. Projects #nat
close to implementation, in terms of injecting £@hderground, are primarily small-scale researdah an
development projects. These projects are notredjtid undergo public consultation according toEkke
CCS Directive 2009/31/EC, yet they have gone beytmal legislative requirements in terms of
undertaking public consultation and public oppositto these projects has been low. It is not clear
whether this is related to the low volume of G@ection and the fact that developers have tyjyicaade

use of existing gas storage reservoirs. Despigeféict that it is a pilot project with few finanktia
dividends, the Barendrecht project is the only gxanof a project that has been implemented bygelar

scale private sector consortium that has gone ahezat this reason, the study uses a range of differ
project types from across Europe, with the intemtiof drawing inferences from other energy

infrastructure installations.

The diagram provided below provides an examplehef firoject implementation timelines for current
research and development projects compared to-ta@e commercial projects, at the time of writing.
Looking at the project implementation schedulestlfier projects listed below, only the Ketzin projbeas
proceeded to the injection phase, this being aarekeand development project. Additional inforroati
on CCS case studies may be uploaded on tdlgaeCQG website throughout the course of the project if

additional information from the private sector bees available.

1 Barendrecht could be considered a research avelagenent project given that injection is beingteédsin a smaller gas
reservoir prior to being injected in a reservopresentative of a more commercial volume of,CO

11



Project 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2202013 2014

Ketzin Project Launch| | | Injectio

Consultation Ongoing

Injection Permit
Vattenfall/Beeskow Application

Consultation Initiated

Barendrecht Consultation completegi
Project gains approval ts
Belchatow EU Financing Secured
Consultation Ongoing
Selection
of
Storage Permit for Construction
Site Storage Site Complete

Injection
starts

While preliminary information has been obtained Bmichatow, project developers have provided little
information related to their communications and stotation strategy given that project financing has
only recently been secured.

1.5 Report Outline

Having introduced the report topic, the next secpoovides the rationale for the case study revdad a
description of the methodology. This section furthevides an overview of report findings, placesr
in comparative perspective, and outlines a numibexdditional concepts that could be used to explain
project outcomes. Section 3 then looks more closg¢lyhe actual influence of communications and
consultation on public perception. This analysis@parate from the consideration of communicatols
consultation in a project context. Section 4 pilesi overall conclusions related to the analysth®ftase

studies and issues to consider as part of futur@ @@sultation exercises.
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2 COUNTRY CASE STUDIES

2.1 The Rationale for Case Study Research

The goal of this particular report is to make ergpir observations with respect to the way in which
communications and consultation practises have lmeplemented as part of different projects. Using
case study template, utilized by all case studhast this report looks at the following elemenfs o
communications and consultation practices: theetafgtakeholder) groups addressed; the concerns
identified; the communication materials and proessssed, and the extent to which public involvement
has comprised a dialogue as opposed to a one-viaymiation campaign. As the case study analysis
reveals however, there are many factors otherdbammunication that impact public perceptions of CCS
As stated in the introductory section to this réptinere is no simple, causal relationship between

communications and project outcome.

The need to look at multiple case studies helpsdiate the extent to which local context can intgmnth
public attitudes and perception of the technology.the same time, according to theory relatedasec
study analysis, multi-case study analysis and tlemtification of patterns in relation to the vafesb
considered, can serve as a means of evaluatingffdetiveness of policy (Baxter and Jack, 2008}his
instance, the lessons learned could be applidttetdeévelopment of communications exercises (or agen

part of consultation policy) for future CCS projct

In addition to considering specific elements of toasultation, we have also reviewed the naturthef
regulatory environment, and have provided a noraestive list of other factors colouring public
perception. The importance of contextual relevaacgtated by a number of theorists on public atétu
and environmental change, who emphasise that tlsemneo simple relationship between attitudes,
engagement and behaviour change: a very wide rahgmntextual factors influence attitudes and
constrain behaviour; habit and routine are alsconemt. If engagement is undertaken for the purmdse
changing attitudes and/or encouraging behavioungdathen these wider factors also need to be
addresse@Upham et al, 2009).

2.2 Project Methodology and Data Collection: Challenge and Opportunities

In each of the selected case studies, processastéonction with the local stakeholders and theegal

public have been inventoried. This inventory hasrbbased on literature review and in some cases,

13



interviews with stakeholders involved in and aféetby project implementation. Each case study was
analyzed using a template (see Appendix A.) Tkiwplate allowed case study authors to gather

information on the following project characteristic

1) The type of communication tools used throughoutctresultation process;
2) The range of stakeholders consulted;

3) The nature of opposition, if any, to the project;

4) Stakeholder satisfaction with the engagement psycawl

5) Individual contexts related to respective projects.

These variables have been used to assess theyqfatibmmunications and consultation undertaken in
the context of each project; a comparative methaglols outlined in the next section. The standtath
uncertainties normally associated with the qualiéabssessment of data apply to the analysis caetble
herein. While evaluating the quality of communioat as part of this report helps demonstrate thes
limited impact on the decision to proceed with pot§, it has also been completed in a subjectivenera
using numerous generalizations. There may be adifistence between the language used to describe

communications and its actual quality.

The way in which authors interpreted the data ctibe template also varied thus explaining theedéht
styles used to present information. The amoumtetdil obtained for each case study varies basdbeon
willingness of the project developer to provideoimfiation, the ability of the author to participatethe
consultation process and the amount of publichilabe information. For this reason the preseatatf

information for all case studies may appear soméasymmetrical.

2.3 Comparative Methodology for Case Studies

The scope of case studies chosen provides bothrapgug representation for projects across Eurojge an
technology scope as it covers projects relatingidonass energy, renewable energy, fuel switchirdy an
CCS itself. Although the focus of this researchdshelp enhance communications related to CCS
projects in particular, looking at other technolotypes helps illustrate the dynamics between
communications and consultation and technologyipdactors colouring public perception. As oudith

above, the geographic representation of differenjepts helps illustrate the importance of both the
regulatory context and the political culture in mafing the effectiveness of communications and

consultation efforts.

14



Despite the challenges associated with data cillecthe case study template described above allowe
case study authors to compile basic informationceoming project communications and consultation
status using the five key characteristics outlimethe preceding section. These characteristice baen
compared in the context of all eight case studigsllustrate the extent to which communicationsl an
consultation can differ in the context of differextuntries and different project types. The cdastin
which projects are found (the United Kingdom, Sp&ermany and the Netherlands) are then compared
and assessed looking primarily at the adequacyisfieg law in encouraging a democratic consultatio
process. The results of both comparisons are geedvin a third table, summarizing project outcormed
essential characteristics. All comparisons arégdes to illustrate the complexity of competingqpities

in the context of project implementation.

Three sets of tables comparing project variablesatlined further below:

1) The first set of tables provides asssessment of the type of communications and c¢atisnl
carried out by project developers in the contexeéath project. This ranking is based primarily
on the extent of proactive engagement undertakeprbject developers, and the reaction of
stakeholder groups to information requests througharoject development. This overview
therefore addresses the different groups that agdeessed, the type of material and participation
processes used, the concerns identified, and etdemhich a two-way dialogue was achieved.
This assessment is placed in the context of a kroammparison of case studies that looks at the
relationship between site characteristics, regnjatenvironment, project developer and
communications. A separate assessment of comntigmisaand consultation on technology

acceptance per se, in isolation of the projectaut is provided in section 3.

The information provided in relation to the table headings can be described as follows:

Consultation Approach and Information Provid@ddescription of the communications tools and

consultative approaches used to educate the logallgition. Any shortcomings associated with
the implementation of the consultation approach described under “Quality of Stakeholder
Engagement”, or under “Concerns of Stakeholders.”

Stakeholders Addressedl description of those consulted. It is worthing that the omission of

certain stakeholders does not necessarily imply thay were marginalized as part of the

consultation process. Referring to the informatioovided by case study authors, the exclusion
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of a particular stakeholder group would have beetuded under the next heading on stakeholder

concerns.

Concerns of Stakeholder#é description of concerns expressed by stakefisld

Quality of Stakeholder Engagement: Stakeholdergeetsre The quality of the overall process

has been completed using the standard NGO evatuakid. The following ranking approach was

applied:

Ranking

Justification

D

An above average ranking was provided in c4g
where public satisfaction with engagement

explicitly stated.

&

A medium ranking was provided in cases wh
communications tools were used and wh
information was provided, but where the pul
was not fully satisfied with the engagemg
process. This refers primarily to the inabilitly
the project developer (and local authorities)

ASES

vas

ere

ere

Cc

Nt

(0]
to

engage in a two way dialogue with the general

public?

A below average ranking was provided in cal
where access to information was denied to
local public, and where dissatisfaction with t{
engagement process manifested itself in organ

opposition. This refers primarily to the inability

of the project developer (and local authorities

ses
the
he
ized

to

engage in a two way dialogue with the general

public.

2 The term two-way dialogue could be used to a dsEope of engagement activities. These coulderdmm a
highly sophisticated effort where the public helpsiecide on the location of a project at the eadiages of the
project cycle, to the provision of responses tostjoas from the public by either approval authestor project

developers on the basis of the minimum legal remoént.
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2) The second set of tables providesaagsessment of the legal environmeéntthe countries of the

case study to determine whether a sound legal f@st®nsultation exists. This assessment was

based on the legal analysis completed as part df. WFPlacing this assessment in the context of

a broader comparison in the third set of tablepshiustrate that there are other competing policy

agendas that could override consultation processes.

The information provided in relation to the table headings can be described as follows:

Compliance with Aarhus ConventionReferring to the previously completed legal ssil, to

what extent have all four countries complied with Aarhus Convention.

Access to Environmental Information Directive; Ral®articipation Directive Again referring to

the legal analysis, to what extent have all fourntnes made information readily available to the

general public? Do all four countries have a mjstif actively promoting public participation?

Additional Public Participation Requirements at MmmState Level Do countries go beyond the

minimum legal requirement in terms of promoting lpuparticipation?

Quality Ranking Countries are ranked using the following apphoac

Ranking

Justification

©

Countries are provided an above average ran
in cases where they have both a history
promoting public participation, have not be
brought before European courts for violati
either conventions or directives, and go bey
the minimum legal requirement in terms
promoting public participation.

king

Countries are provided a medium ranking in ca
where they have both a history of promot
public participation, and have not been brou
before European courts for violating eith

conventions or directives.

1Ses
ng
ght

er

Countries are provided a below medium rank
in cases where they have been brought be
European courts for violating either conventig

or directives.

ing
fore

ns
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3) The third set of tablesummarizes the impact of key variables on projattanes The headings

in this table can be described as follows:

The information provided in relation to the table headings can be described as follows:

Type of Project Developers the project developer a research instituteate corporation, etc?

Site Characteristics and Local Dynamicks the project located in a rural or urban sgii Is

there a history of industrial development in thea& Is there anything specific to the project type

that has affected implementation of the project?

Status of Regulatory Environmentls the project located in a country with a soudadal

environment encouraging transparent public padicim processes?

Project Outcome/Quality of Communications/Generan@&usions

Has the project been

implemented? What was the quality ranking awartte@&ngagement as part of the project?

What, if any, are the key characteristics of thejgmt that have intensified opposition? What

elements of the communications and consultatiooge® can be said to have influenced project

implementation?

Assessment of Communications and Consultation

CCS Projects

Consultation
Approach and
Information
Provided

Stakeholders
Addressed

=

Concerns 0
Stakeholders

Quality of Engagement Process

(Stakeholder perspective)

Vattenfall CCS
(Commercial)

See Appendix B

Press conference,
letters distributed to
local residents,
Internet site, media
coverage, public

events, information

Local government,
General public,

political parties.

Information gaps in
material presented,
CCS prolongs use of
coal, CQ storage
risks, and impacts of]

storage on real estat

Information received late,
opponents misunderstood,
Vattenfall not trusted and failed t

engage in a two way dialogue.

eNGO Ranking: @

office at project site, market.
hotline.
Ketzin CCS (R&D) Public presentations,| Local government None voiced. Well received by the public

See Appendix B

Internet site, site tour:

5 General public

NGO Ranking: @
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Dutch CCS
(Commercial)

See Appendix G

Public presentation
and meetings, projeg

website, mailbox and

5 Local government,

t general public,

political parties

Information gaps,
storage risks, impact

on real estate market]

5 developer not trusted, Public had

—

Information received late, proje

no involvement in the decision

hotline, information objection against process, perception of public
office, site tours, procedure of decisior) opinion and worries being
extensive medig making followed by | ignored.
coverage Shell and national @
government. NGO Ranking:
Non-CCS Case| Type of Engagement| Members of | Concerns of | Quality of Engagement Process
Studies Processes opposition Opposition (Perspective of Opposition)

UK Bio-energy
Projects: Eccleshall

See Appendix C

Distribution of
guestionnaires, publig
meetings, Internet
site, distribution of

informational leaflets

Public initially satisfied that the

had been involved early on th

th

changed.

consulted when

e

process but then confused by not

being e
d

planning  proposal
Project developer misjudged t
the

significance  of changes,

which he perceived as minor.

NGO Ranking: @

UK Bio-energy
Projects: Winkleigh
See Appendix C

Distribution of
questionnaires, publid
meetings, Internet
site, distribution of

informational leaflets

Local residents, loca
MP

Odour, increased
traffic, developer's
credibility, gaseous
emissions from plant
impact on human
health, ad hoc
changes to planning

procedure.

[]

Public very strongly opposed t

the  proposed  development

frustrated by inability to access {o
information and the fact that thejr
opinion was not considered at the

initial stages of project planning.

NGO Ranking: ®

UK Gas Pipeline and
Depressurization
Facility

See Appendix D

Project advertising in
local media, public

information evenings

Local government,
general public,
residents

associations, NGOs

Unfair burden on
Wales, untested
technology, noise
issues, impact on
wildlife, planning
process accelerated,

earthquake risk,

Numerous protests concerning
mismanagement of local

authorities, denied access to key
information including the
environmental impact assessment.
Developer only engaged in

consultation that was legally

safety concerns of required.
depressurization
facility @
NGO Ranking:
Spanish Gas Power Bare minimum —| Local government, | Health impacts| No access to information
See Appendix E public  consultation general public, impact on quality of| project developer in violation of
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from EIA only

political parties,
residents

associations

life, negative impact

on tourism industry.

the Aarhus convention, complai

submitted on EIA to European

Parliament

NGO Ranking: ®

Dutch Wind Power
See Appendix F

Extensive media
coverage, interviews
with individual
residents, public

meetings.

Members of wind

cooperative,
Residents  affected
by  wind farm

development, othe

interested parties.

Dissatisfaction with
planning procedure
(unannounced
changes to project
capacity), noise,
glare, impacts on rea|
estate market, visual
impact, impacts on
birdlife.

Frustration of protesters with th
decision making process, and t

failure to consider objections t

the project despite numerous legal

appeals. Public was informed

the start of the planning proce

but was not engaged afterwards.

One sided dialogue was evident

with little initiative taken by the
project developer to

informal discussion of project.

NGO Ranking: @

initiate

D

ne

The NGO rankings provided above are based primariljhe scope of engagement activities initiated by

the project developer and the satisfaction of ptoppponents with the project approval procses'ﬁhe

Ketzin project is the only one to have receivecabove average ranking, while the Spanish Gas Power

project, the Dutch wind power project, the UK gdgefine project and the UK Winkleigh bio-energy

projects all received a below average rankingryigsues related to information access and theré&of

project developers to initiate a two-way dialoguéne project developers for all four cases undértbe

bare minimum with respect to consultation requireteeAll other projects received adequate rankings

given that those project developers all providethesdype of information, but failed to fully satisfy

stakeholders affected by the engagement process.

Assessment of Legal Environments

The NearCQ project consortium completed an overview of thgaleenvironments relating to public

consultation for all countries where case studieseviocated, with an emphasis on the core prirgipfe

the Aarhus convention, and the transposition o&&ives for public participation, access to infotima

and access to environmental justice. This overvimm be used to help assess the legal basis that

3, This is a standard policy evaluation tool usedchbg-governmental organizations such as the InstifiEuropean
Environmental Policy, the primary author of theecatudy comparative overview.
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determines the extent to which national environm@ledécision making is democratic, and the ability o

the public to freely access information.

Compliance with
Aarhus

Convention

Access to
Environmental
Information Directive;

Public Participation

Additional Public
Participation
Requirements at

Member State Level

Quality Ranking

Directive
Germany Successfully The Directive  hag Scope for additional NGO Ranking:
(Ketzin and implemented; 1 increased access fomandatory hearings @
Vattenfall) case before the information exists as part of selectgd
compliance legislation.
committee
The Successfully The Directive  hag Public participation i§ NGO Ranking:
Netherlands implemented; ng increased access {oencouraged by the@
(Wind power cases before theinformation; the| Dutch government, but
project and compliance Netherlands has thethere are no additional
Barendrecht) committee highest rate of access fomandatory
web-based requirements
environmental
information in the EU.
United Successfully No indication that the | Public participation i§ NGO Ranking:
Kingdom implemented, transposition of either | encouraged by the UH @
(Bio-energy and | however 4 cases | Directive has impacted| government, but there
gas pipeline) have been brought| either phenomenonin | are no  additional
before the the UK; in fact the cost| mandatory
compliance of court hearings is requirements
committee cited as an obstacle to
justice.
Spain Principles Poor access to None NGO Ranking:
(Gas power promoted by| environmental ®
project) national information remains
See Appendix E | government,  but despite recent efforts,
not enforced at public participation hag
local levels. No| been legally adopted
data availablg but no procedures have
concerning caseg been established.
before the
compliance
committee.
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In the case of the United Kingdom, a medium rankig provided based on the number of cases brought
before the Aarhus Convention compliance committee Spain a below medium ranking was provided
given that no real laws have been passed relategnyoof the principles encouraging democratic
environmental decision-making. (A law on enviromta information and participation has been passed
in Spain. Although it does not help establish atmaaism for participation, a Law was passed in 2896
transposition of both EC Directives). Based onrtport completed as part of WP 1.1, both Germamly an
the Netherlands appear to have embraced the Aatinsiples as is reflected in rates of access to
environmental information, the enactment of numerdamestic laws encouraging public participation,

and in the absence of cases before the Compliancariitee.

As the summary of all case studies demonstratasnvbebwever, national legal frameworks related to
consultation and public participation may haveditiearing on project outcomes. Changes to regulat
as part of other project elements can have sigmficross-cutting impacts with respect to the publi
perception of the project in question. This cdaldude policy or regulation related to the projggte or
technology, to overarching energy policies, to aveing environmental policies, and other policies
beyond the realm of the consultation process in @nidself. An example of this is an environmental
impact assessment paid for by the project developleich is then disregarded by other stakeholdsrs a
biased research even when performed by an indepempaety given its source of financial backing.
Developments with respect to relevant environmeptaicies at the national level, or even in the
international level, cannot be ignored. While &sanot within the scope of this project to analifze
impact of all cross-cutting regulation and poliityhas been considered in the summary of the projec
outcomes. The tables outlined below place the ootcof project implementation decisions in the ceinte
of communications, site characteristics, type ofeltgper, and the regulatory environment. General
conclusions are provided describing the reasonsther project outcome. Based on the analysis
completed, there are numerous factors (other tffapt@e communications and consultation) that have

come to bear on the project outcome.
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2.4 Overview of Consultation Outcomes

CCS Projects

Type of Project

Developer

Site
Characteristics
and Local

Dynamics

Status of
Regulatory
Environment

Consultation Outcome
Quality of Communications

General Conclusions

Vattenfall —

Beeskow for

Vattenfall — large

scale state-owned

Project developer

submitted

NGO Ranking:

©

Project decision still pending. NGO communications

ranking:

Germany energy company; | application for @
backed (but not underground C®
financed) by exploration permit;
. . Given that an application can only be refused an
state/regional located in rural
basis of factual information, it is difficult to tlemine
government area — valued by
locals whether opposition has had an impact on the delay i
' deciding on an exploration permit.
Ketzin for Co-ordinated by a | Using an existing | NGO Ranking: Project implemented — CQ injection has begun
Germany research institute | gas reservoir - loca @ NGO communications ranking:
(GF2); financial public familiar with @
contributions from | relevant storage
the federal issues; small o N )
. ) No significant opposition to the project was not
government. project; project to o i
. Public involved at early stages of the consultation
be stopped in event ) )
) process; high trust in the developer GFZ.
of leaks; located in
rural area.
Barendrecht | Shell, NAM and Located in an| NGO Ranking: Project to be implemented, but delayed at least tw
for the OCAP - large scalg industrial area| @ years up to now. Further delay likely due to legal
Netherlands | energy companies;| which is densely procedures. NGO communications ranking:

funding provided
by federal
government.

populated; existing

gas reservoirs fo

storage;  existing
pipelines for
transportation.

©

Despite significant opposition to the project,
Ministerial
indicates that there is no data to refute projefety.

At the same time, larger scale &€Onjection is

conditional on successful injection in to smallasg

fields.

provincial and municipal levels have lead to t

It is unclear whether safety concerns redt
compromise. It is even unclear if this is, intfaa
compromise, since Shell had already mentionedegs

on that the small field would be filled first.
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Non-CCS Type of Project | Site Characteristics | Status of Regulatory | Project Outcome

Projects Developer and Local Dynamics | Environment Quality of Communications
General Conclusions

Wind farm Co-operative; Located in rural area;; NGO Ranking: Project implemented

proposed by

based on

history of personal

&

NGO communications ranking:

Dutch co- contributions wind use in region @
operative from its (solitary turbines
Kennemerwind | members. Wind | owned by farmers).
o o Although changes to
farm built with | Already one existing i ) ) ) )
. local wind policy Despite what is considered above average
support from wind farm (9 small | -~ ) ) ] i
. intensified public consultation practises for the Netherlands wjth
Senternovem turbines) owned by - ) ] o ]
. opposition; the public | regard to the wind policy in the project area,
(federal Kennemerwind ] ) ) ) ) )
believed the policy public consultation completed in relation to
government) ) ] )
was changed for this | the project was almost non-existent. A local
particular project. NGO (KPO de Zijpe) played a key role in
mobilizing opposition.
Bio-Energy in | Private sector Technology unknown| NGO Ranking: Project not implemented
the United development to public; Rural ® NGO communications ranking:
Kingdom: with location; Retirement @
Winkleigh contributions home near site;
from local Capacity of 21.5 MW
In addition, the local
development ] -
development  agency Public opposition successful based on the
agency N .
was not accountable tp efforts of key individuals, and the involvemept
the local population. | of a local MP.
Bio-energy in A number of Unlike Winkleigh, NGO Ranking: Project implemented although still
the United private sector small project of 2.6 @ contested
Kingdom: companies, MW; Located on NGO communications ranking:
Eccleshall contributions greenfield site @
from federal
Local elected
government and
representatives
local
accessible to the public Developers sought early involvement of local
development
despite limited residents. Project was also too small to raige

agency

engagement

requirements

too much opposition.
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Gas Pipeline andg
Depressurizatior
Facility in the

United Kingdom

National Grid:
large private
company
responsible for
energy

transmission

Pipeline run
through national
park, nationalistic
element — Welsh
involvement,
proximity of

facility to homes

NGO Ranking:

@

In addition, local
council refused to
release

environmental

Project implemented

NGO communications ranking:

<

Although the project was implemented, proteste

[])

were successful in lobbying for relocation of the

facility. National government officials were

—

scale private

energy companies

industrialized area
numerous other

gas plants planned
for area.

impact influenced by concerns with respect to the intggr
assessment. of local geology.

Gas Power in Endesa and Capacity of 410 NGO Ranking: Project implemented

Spain Hunosa — large MW, heavily NGO communications ranking:

S

Spain has a
history of
overlooking
public opinion in
the face of large
scale industrial

projects.

e

Despite vocal opposition from political parties and
local environmental groups, the project is pushed
through.

Based on the information provided above, a numbeommon factors can be observed. As stated in the

introduction to this report, it is beyond the sca¢his project to determine what factors havetteéinal

project outcomes. The summary tables provided elaog meant to illustrate the complexity of factors

influencing project outcomes, and that the commativns and consultation process is but one inflakent

factor. With respect to the first table, outliningualitative assessment of communications and

consultation, some fifty percent of projects arasidered inadequate from this perspective, withother

fifty per cent considered adequate or above avdrggtakeholders. Six out of eight of these pitsjedll

proceed or have proceeded (with one awaiting asieni indicating that while the quality of

communications and consultation can influence th&came, there appears to be no simple causal

relationship between the two variables. SectiafisaBd 3.3 of this report explain how communication
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may have impacted public acceptance of the techmoio isolation of any decision to proceed with

project development.

As explained above, there are other national isthesoverride public opinion in the interest afrete
change, energy needs and the environment in gengrdike other development issues, public autfesit
may find it easier to approve projects (despitelipulipinion) that have benefits to the nationaleoen
global environment. All the projects mentioned caositively contribute to clean energy demand
considerations (in relation to gas supply projects)Kyoto greenhouse gas reduction targets, to EU
greenhouse gas reduction targets, to national goerse gas reduction targets, and to EU renewable
energy targets. Given these pressures on natgmadrnments, there are tensions with environmental
decision making at the local level. As outlinedole six out of the eight projects reviewed havihei
been approved on the basis of national interestsawe received government support. A seventikeésyl

to go ahead; a project that is also backed bydbpective regional government.

Other notable trends:

« Looking specifically at the non-CCS projects, potgethat have gone ahead can be attributed to
either the fact thatonsultation with the general public was complet¢dhe onset of project
planning (UK Eccleshall biomass), or based on national gnereeds (UK National Grid gas
pipeline and Spanish Gas Power project). Projduéé have not gone ahead, or that were
significantly delayed, can be attributed to eittte efforts of local individualUK Winkleigh
biomass), anthe establishment of NGQ@seated specifically to mobilize opposition (KP® the

Dutch wind case and their dissatisfaction withapelicable wind policy).

» Looking specifically at the CCS case studies, twbad the three projects have gone ahead. For
Ketzin, this can be attributed taust in the project developand the fact thahe public was
consulted at the early stagefthe project planning process. For BarendrexMijnisterial
decision was made that considered the input of bxoa provincial officials but ultimately placed
national interests above against those of the lpgalilation. The Vattenfall project is conditional
on the basis of evidence disproving the safethefdroject; it does not appear likely that their
request for an exploration permit will be turnedvidaunless the public can come up with credible
data.
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2.4 Insights from the literature

Socio-psychological and political factors

A wide range of social and psychological factorgeha bearing on the public acceptance of projeuts a
technologies. These mediate and moderate pubticepton, and can pose significant challenges to
project developers to implement effective commuiices and consultation. The academic literature on
these factors is large and has accumulated ovexddec Here we highlight a few key concepts that we
consider particularly relevant, including placeaaltment and risk perception, media ‘amplificatidogal
politics, and community benefit. Some of the follogvis also available in the appended biomass case
study.

Place Attachment

Characterising siting controversies — i.e. locatdased objection — as NIMBYism (‘Not In My Back
Yard’) has been widely critiqued in the academteréiture, for its lack of empirical foundation, its
derogatory implications and its general lack of larptory power — e.g. (Wolsink 1994; Burningham
2000; Bell, Gray et al. 2005; Devine-Wright 200%pton, Firestone et al. 2005; Wolsink 2006; van de
Horst 2007). Many authors have called for a moghsticated understanding of the different reagons
local opposition to specific renewable energy depelents. For example, Bell et al (2005) suggest tha
the general public’s support for renewable energyetbpments may be conditional, and that this is

revealed in actual developments but tends to béexdaa opinion poll research.

A body of theory particularly relevant to sitingntmversies is that of place attachment and pldeetity.

In this way of thinkingplace describes not only the physical characteristica ¢dcation, but also the
meanings and emotions associated with that locdbwnndividuals or groups e.g. (Gieryn 2000);
(Devine-Wright 2009; Devine-Wright 2009; Devine-\3hit forthcoming). The termlace attachmentas
been applied to both the process of attaching d¢inesa place and the outcome of this process {&iul
2002). Place identityrefers to the ways in which physical and symbatitcibutes of particular locations
contribute to an individual's sense of self or itikgn(Proshansky, Fabian et al.). Change to a lonat
sometimes termed a ‘disruption’ to place attachnfert. (Brown and Perkins 1992) or a ‘threat’ tagal
identity - e.g. (Bonaiuto, Breakwell et al. 1996).
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(Devine-Wright 2009) describes the three-stage msod€ place disruption developed by Brown and
Perkins (1992) and (Inalhan and Finch 2004), disfishing between pre-disruption, disruption andtpos
disruption phases, and also Stedman’s study oteépfmotective’ actions when there are strong place
attachments (Stedman 2002); he then proposes amdext, five-phase model of place disruption (Devine
Wright, 2009). In terms of policy implications, tiehallenge is to design changes to places, andogmpl
associated engagement procedures, that are likddg interpreted by those affected as enhancimgrrat
than disrupting places, while also being mindfultieé symbolic, emotional and evaluative aspects of
place attachments and place identities (Devine-i¥rig009). It needs to be acknowledged that thig ma
not always be possible, in which case policymalace the choice of ignoring local opinion and
accepting the consequences; or locating the dewelop elsewhere; or withdrawing the development

proposal completely.

In terms of the CCS and non-CCS case studies,dtiennof place attachment is perhaps most obviously
exemplified by the UK gas pipeline project, givdre tWelsh dimension of project development. The
perception that the project was a violation of Wed®vereignty caused significantly delays in projec
development particularly given that place attachimienthis instance was articulated by a regional
government. Local attachment to the site for tlaténfall project, for the UK Winkleigh bio-energy
project, and for the Dutch wind energy project,calloured public perception of proposed development
Place attachment as illustrated by the Dutch wimet@y project is remarkable given Dutch acceptarfice

wind technology generally speaking, and the useind turbines in individual homes.

Both the Spanish Gas Power project and the Barehdpzoject illustrate the extent to which the paibl
opposed project location given their history wittdustrial development. Residents surrounding both
projects perceived proposed development as comtiagploitation of their local resources, and hatefh
views of project developers’ motives. Continue@ w$ their region for profit seeking activities was

considered unfair despite the benefits further igreent could have to the local and national ecognom
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Risk perception and CCS characteristics

The risk perception literature is particularly redat in a CCS context: many of the characterisifaSCS
are likely to be problematic for reasons alreadgvikm in the literature, and which need to be arditzg.
According to the psychometric tradition in risk dies, risk perception is influenced by whethergiske
viewed as involuntary, catastrophic, dreaded, fatalayed, known, controllable or old (Slovic 2000;
Etkin and Ho 2007). The primacy of direct experiitlearning and perception is well-establishethe
psychological literature - e.g. (Chawla 1999) -edirexperience is more likely than communication to
result in stronger, more confident, clearly focussend persistent attitudes, and in attitude-behavio
consistency (Fazio and Zanna 1981). Similarly, lttexature on risk perception highlights the role o
direct experience and sensory evidentepeople’'s evaluation of environmental threatsy.(e(Slovic,
Fischhoff et al. 1979; Weber 2006)) (Upham, Whitsheet al. 2009).

According to the ‘availability heuristic’ concephe perceived likelihood of a risk increases Hats been
experienced or can be readily imagined (e.g., (61d986)), so local risks are likely to seem more
important than global risks ((Slovic, Fischhoffabt1978; Hinchliffe 1996; Burgess, Harrison et1&98).
Also, an important influence on how risks are pmext and whether they are considered ‘acceptable’ i
the balance between thests and benefigssociated with the risk issue (Eiser, Spears é088; Slovic
2000). In terms of communicating such risks, ineagah expertise, independence and familiarity are
qualities that tend to be associated with credybilie.g., (Worcester 2001). Indeed, perceptionthef
communicator are often as important (or more sai the message itself - e.g. (Rayner and Rické@&8)19
(Ter Mors, 2009) (Whitmarsh, in (Upham, Whitmarshaé 2009). All of these factors need to be

considered when designing CCS communications.

Community Benefit and Ownership

Community ownership and other benefits are oftetudised as a means of improving levels of local
support for renewable energy and offering local ewvgrment, learning opportunities and building civic

capacity e.g. (ODPM 2004; Devine-Wright 2005; WalR&07; Walker, Hunter et al. 2007; Rogers,

Simmons et al. 2008) in (McLachlan 2009). Howeveris important not to build false hope of a

community style development if, in practice, lostédkeholders and the public will have little inflwe

on, and receive little direct benefit from, the poeed development (McLachlan Forthcoming). A report
for DTI (Centre for Sustainable Energy 2005) offarsre insight intocommunity benefitdinding that

whereas community benefits in the UK tend to cdrsisoluntary contributions to a community fund by
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the developer, in Spain, Germany and Denmark, ienafe routine in the form of local taxes, jobs,
manufacturing and/or ownership. Community negimtietind provision of community benefits can both
in principle be adopted in the case of CCS, busuagiested below, may well be insufficient to resol

opposition.

The relationship between the extent to which agmtdpenefits a local community, and public percei

of a proposed development, is variable, uncertaith @ntested. This is also true for our caseshén t
Dutch wind case, for example, the fact that thggatowvas developed by a co-operative did not seem t
impact public opinion. On the other hand, althoagkoperatives are often known for their collabieeat
decision making processes and ability to engageamsparent consultation with the local public citeir

and most of its members were not from the local rnomity. Looking at the German CCS examples,
Vattenfall's attempts to help encourage local depedent around Beeskow were perceived as bribes and
did not install any sense of community ownershipagnthe general public. In general, it is likelath
communities will positively value co-benefits frgmmojects, but that these need to be provided asopar
package agreed to by the location population: whegpeoject is strongly contested, provision of bisie

is unlikely, by itself, to be sufficient to resoltlee situation.

The Impact of Local Context - Party Politics andcabGovernment

Opposition to project development, as illustratgébme of the case studies, has been mobilizedrdith
incumbent local governments in opposition to febpodicy, or by opposition parties looking to exjlo
public controversy to gain political support. Tiheolvement of opposition parties was particulday in

the Spanish example, and in the case of the Bazehtdproject.

Engagement and Dialogue

Calls for such engagement in energy supply (ancemezently in active demand management) have come
from industry, academia, NGOs and government, bateptions of this engagement vary greatly. Indeed
engagement may not deliver in practice what adgpect, and the impact of both positive and negativ
experiences of particular renewable energy devedmpsnon wider energy and environmental beliefs and
behaviours need to be considered: managing stakehahd public expectations in engagement processes

is of the utmost importance in this context.
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Public engagement in renewable energy has beemduediin academic, policy and media circles by the
notion of ‘Not In My Back Yard’ (NIMBY). As mentioed earlier, this concept has received criticism for
its lack of empirical foundation, its derogatorypiications and the way in which objectors are ofibie

to strategically and justifiably defend their p@sit from such accusations (e.g. stressing moreididpc
acceptable’ elements of their opposition; (Wolsit®94; Burningham 2000; Bell, Gray et al. 2005;
Devine-Wright 2005; Kempton, Firestone et al. 200Hlsink 2006; van der Horst 2007)). The general
call for a more nuanced understanding of the differeasons for local opposition to specific rendea
energy developments, is exemplified by Bell et(2005)), whose&ocial Gapframework has stressed the
importance of considering the conditionality of tlgeneral public’'s support for renewable energy

developments.

The quality of engagement and dialogue is likehbé&oa key factor in local public acceptance of CCS
projects. In terms of communication and consultgttbe above literatures imply that this shouldebdy,

full and frank — typically going well beyond thaquired legally - but they also imply that this nrent be
sufficient to prevent or mitigate substantial opfos. If a community perceives that CCS-related
development poses a threat, be this to health gqu#dity of life, and that there is little benefa the
community in return, then this may quickly beconiffiallt to remedy. As the characteristics of €O
storage sites are to some extent site-specifithatouncertainties about the security of storageotibe
eliminated, and as there are few examples of C@86ctn be used to reassure people, the risk literat
also suggests that it may be difficult to allay fpmsoncern. In this respect, CCS transport anchores
storage can be expected to be more challengingrérewable energy siting: onshore storage is likely

trigger both place-related concerns and risk carscer

Dynamics among individuals can often impact theconte of public consultation. Cases where human
interaction has the ability to reinforce a negafpegception of projects can be attributed to toheoice,

to the use of language, and even personal appeard@hcGuire, 2001). Dialogue between project
developers and project proponents can be influehgdatie way in which arguments are labelled; projec
developers often refer to arguments of the oppsiis “emotional” and imply that these are not dase
sound science. As such, despite efforts of theosifipn to substantiate their claims, their argutsen
continue to be perceived as invalid by developésspects for a two way dialogue in the Barendrech
case have been limited by the preconceived notibtise developers, and the perception of the ofipasi
that developers are arrogant. The opposition sdactttacking the integrity of experts (Fischdibh).
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Awareness and the role of the media

Although the evidence on this is limited, it maylwee that public attitudes to energy policy have
commonalities with attitudes to climate policy. Timedia plays a role in this, both locally and radidy.
Public awareness and reported concern about climlhémge is widespread, yet climate change is
perceived as a remote issue, with (a) awarenesbaiing the same as understanding, with some studies
showing more than half of people not understandieg relationship between energy use and climate
change, (b) other social, personal and environrhésgaes more pressing, (¢) impacts befalling fitur
generations and other regions, (d) others’ (englystry) actions as primary causes, (e) respoitgibilr
tackling it assigned principally to government. Rulperceptions of the risks associated with clienat
change are limited by various issue characteristgisbal, long-term, and uncertain) and social-
psychological processes (media framing, perceptidnsommunicators, dissonance, and denial). While
public support for mitigation action is high, wiltjness to change personal (particularly travelpbietr

is limited by various perceived individual, sodcad structural barriers (Upham, Whitmarsh et 280930

Of the many factors above, the news media are et and their role, while important, should not be
over-emphasised. The media play an intermediary &sl a conveyer of information, and they can be
significant as an ‘amplifier’ of concerns, but amely one factor among many. Nonetheless some of the
case studies reviewed here do indicate a significada for the news media, both in terms of the way
which project risks are conveyed and in terms oftidouting to subsequent opposition. For CCS in
particular, articles that surfaced in responsénéoBarendrecht case, equated lethal exposure joAMED

the safety of underground storage. This exposa® illustrated through an unrelated incident inwmv
the alleged lethal exposure of ducks to,@@der a nearby bridge, and given the fatalitissilteng from

the Lake Nyos incident in Cameroon. While the medigerage in relation to the cases considerechfer t
report are described by most authors as “neutalds merely reinforcing existing developmentsubljc
opinion, CCS will continue to be an issue in thadiaggiven its international importance and itsatiek
novelty. It should also be borne in mind that duénformation available on the Internet, campaigne
now have the ability to obtain and share informatimuch more readily than before. Although the
accuracy of this information source is routineljticized by project developers, the general pubbs
much quicker access to a number of information@ifor CCS projects all over the world. Printiioa
and television media are not the only sources wofsh¢he Internet may play an even more importala ro
in terms of impacting the public perception of C@@ticularly given the international dimension bét

issue.
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3. COMMUNICATIONS AND PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE

3.1 Overview of Communications and Consultation

Apart from helping to determine the role of comnuations and consultation as part of project outcgme

the case studies also help illustrate the extewhich it has lead to public acceptance of thenetdgy.

Answers to the following three questions are ansd/éased on examples taken from the case studies:

1) What has been the nature of stakeholder relationslf case studies considered? How have they

influenced public acceptance of technologies ojquts?

In this instance, stakeholder relations refer wdfforts of the project developer to engage witfeknt
entities involved in the development of the projeStakeholder relations vary considerably basethen
type of project developer and the consultationualt Project developers in the British (excludthg
Eccleshall project) and Spanish examples only exdjagth stakeholders as was legally required, even
denying access to public information in some cagdthough companies like Shell and Vattenfall made
significant effort to engage with the local publibe actual influence of stakeholder relations ahlig
acceptance appears to have been minimal. The Katzjact is the only example of a situation whére t
public has been satisfied with the role of the @rbdeveloper in terms of adequately consultingp wie
general public. If anything stakeholder relatiappear to have negatively impacted public acceptahc
the technology in question. However, as statedrbetbe relationship between public consultatiod an
satisfaction with that consultation is not a simmee. Many factors affect the effect of public

consultation, not the least factor being qualitgofisultation and communication.

It is difficult to determine the influence of stddader relations on public acceptance without aderéing
the nature of the project developer itself, anddheumstances surrounding each project. The Baeehd
case is a unique example of the efforts of the riddgovernment to maintain a degree of impartiality
surrounding the presentation of information. Refigrto the establishment of an information cemigar
the Barendrecht project site, the national govemiraad the principal project developer Shell erténto

a joint stakeholder initiative with different e from the public and private sectors. This was
addition to the creation of stakeholder consultatistructures such as the B£@ommunication

workgroup including Shell and other stakeholderber® which sought to co-ordinate stakeholder
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presentations of CCS related information. Thes#isstakeholder efforts were nonetheless perceasd
biased given the dominance of Shell in the comnatitn process and Shell's involvement of national

governmental bodies that are strongly in favou€Gfs.

2) What types of communication approaches have besth lms project developers? What has been

the influence of these on the acceptance of teobied or projects?

The most sophisticated communication approachesidened here are those developed by Vattenfall and
Shell (presumably reflecting their financial meanshile other project developers have done relbtive
little to engage in proactive communication. Thmm&sh and UK examples provide few examples of
instances where project developers have gone bewbatl is legally required, and as previously stated
there is evidence to suggest that information heenlwithheld in the Spanish case. While infornmatio
was not withheld in the Dutch wind case, the casdysdoes not suggest that not much was provided in
terms of communications. By comparison, CCS ptojevelopers have typically set up information

centers, websites, and provided tours of injecsites.

It is difficult to determine the extent to which mmunication has impacted the acceptance of
technologies. Often, it seems to be mostly projggponents who voice opinions. To determine
definitively whether the public has been influendad CCS communications to date would involve

undertaking surveys of the general and local public

3) At what stage of the project development processpublic concern arisen and why did this

arise?

Opposition has typically arisen at the initial gta@f project development, once projects are arsezliar
proposed by the project developer. In the cage@®, this has been voiced by elected politiciartheat
municipal level, and by local opposition partie©pposition has tended to intensify throughout the
development of CCS project implementation at timwagn, for example, key information was published,
such as an Environmental Impact Assessment, fallgWdey media interviews, or following decisions

from local authorities in which public concerns wénored.

Looking at the non-CCS projects considered herppsiion has resulted from a number of different
triggers. In the UK bio-energy case for Winkleigipposition was prompted by the fact that the psapo

was presented as a fait accompli, without seekipgtifrom the general public. In the Dutch windea

34



opposition intensified after a public appearane Was perceived as overconfident and arrogantuseca
of the expressed assertions concerning eventugégbrimplementation. In the UK pipeline case,
opposition was fuelled less by communication butamioy the inability of project opponents to access

what should have been publicly available informatio

3.2 Lessons Learned With Respect to Communications andonsultation

Referring to the questions raised in the introducto this report, the lessons learned with respeet!

case studies can be summarized as follows:

1) Who is involved in the communication? Trust in infotina sources is very important in this

type of context.

Nearly all of the case studies indicate that pupdicceptions of a self-interested private secttityepose

a significant challenge to project implementatiomhe public questions the profit-making motives of
project developers, causing them to consider concation materials as too positive given that they d
not site the risks of project implementation ouitig This is particularly true in the case of C@fated
information. The profit making motives of the wind-operative Kennermerwind were even questioned,
despite the fact that this type of developer daggypically stand to benefit from projects econcatily.
Referring to this particular example, the casestudicates that Kennermerwind should have provided

more information with respect to its financial stags part of its outreach efforts.

The Ketzin example illustrates the importance ohgign impartial observer as part of communications
efforts. Public trust in GFZ, given its identitg @ research institute, was high and resulted bligu
acceptance of both the technology and the projecthis case it is unclear whether it was theescélthe
project that led to acceptance, or the leadershibhe project, or both or some other factor. F&@SC
given the distrust of Shell and Vattenfall, theerof impartial bodies in communicating project detaill

be crucial in order to gain public acceptance.onmation could be more impartially communicated by
NGOs, research organizations, or even academitutest although involving these partners may not be
straightforward. If the engagement efforts of wai considered “impartial stakeholders” are funiogd
the private sector, or any other party with a \ésigerest in CCS, their “impartiality” could be
questioned further.
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2) What information is presented? Contextualisation irmte of overall energy supply needs,
European greenhouse gas mitigation targets, anduite of energy supply options may well

influence perceptions.

In cases where proactive CCS communication is taklen, there is some indication that attempts have
been made to link the project in question to pesignvironmental outcomes. The Vattenfall inforiomat
centre did provide information related to climatage, for example. Generally speaking, baseden t
information provided as part of the case study meltat doesnot appear that the CCS and non-CCS
projects sought to emphasise the wider environrhemtd energy planning contexts. Although results
from several studies indicate a lack of public usténding about the larger context, public undeditay

of the use and necessity of CCS in a broader coigenften taken for granted. This would certaibby

something to consider for future CCS projects.

Generally speaking, the limited level of direct esipnce with CCS may make it harder for the putdic
accept the risks inherent in CCS technology, degpise risks being remote. This means that &pant
providing data related to enhanced oil recoveryegats, consultation for larger scale commerciajquis

in the EU (which may not commence with injectiontiu2014 or 2015) may have to rely on the
experience of the smaller scale research and dawelot projects that are soon to enter to injeqbivase.
Projects in North America, Norway, Australia, antiimber of smaller scale R&D projects throughout
Europe, could help alleviate public concerns wiglspect to the risk perception of underground, CO

storage.

3) When is information presented? The case study evidetearly indicates that the timing of

consultation is crucial to securing positive projegtcomes.

The opposition voiced in relation to seven of tighecase studies was most significantly heightdmed
the failure to include the public at the initiahges of the consultation process. This posesréfisant
challenge for some projects, where locations havket determined before a consultation and outreach
program could even be justified by project devetep@he EU announcement to allocate funding to
various CCS projects throughout Europe has not npaudlic consultation with the local population a
precondition for the receipt of funding. In receligcussions with Commission officials concerning th

role of public acceptance as part of their CCS iigpddecisions, acceptance was described as an
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“obstacle”, but was not considered a factor in ®eohselecting project locationgt would certainly be
worth re-considering this aspect of the demonstngtirogramme, and making project funding conditiona
on consultation with the local population in orderavoid creating the perception that projectsteriag
developed without a thorough two-way dialogue.

4) How is information provided to the general public? WWtypes of communication methods are
used? The case study evidence evaluates the suofesarious methods in effectively
communicating project details to the public.

A variety of methods have been used by projectldpees to provide information to the general public
These include: public meetings; the distributiomoéstionnaires or information leaflets to residéntthe
project vicinity; the establishment of local infation centres that display project details; the
establishment of project dedicated internet siest in the case of the Vattenfall project, theailtation

of a telephone hotline. Efforts by project develgprange from providing the bare minimum in teohs
information provision, complying only with the besiof the planning process, to providing more
sophisticated communication tools. Sometimes ptaevelopers that have undertaken additional tsffor
such as Shell and Vattenfall, have however beatddewith suspicion; in these cases, members of the
general public were typically not impressed witlporate information claiming that it was consiskgnt
too “positive”.

In many cases, the general public has not beentatdecess information that should have been readil
available as part of a legislated public consutatprocess. Determining the prevalence of two way
dialogues is difficult, given that a large numbépmojects have gone ahead in spite of public ojioos

It is impossible to conclusively say whether cominations and consultation has really influenced the
public in any way. Given that only those who omppsojects were likely to voice opinions, it istuilly
impossible to determine what effect specific comiwations methods may have had without undertaking
a survey of the general public. In practice, tifeats of specific forms of communication need ® b
informed by experimental studies in controlled ingt, as a complement to the study of real-world

settings and the inferences drawn from the exptapaioncepts found in the relevant literature.

Some of the case studies indicated (including fbatVattenfall) that stakeholders involved in the

implementation of the project are unaware of thelper of residents who are either in favour, agarst

4, [EEP was present at a conference in London spedduy the Westminster Energy Forum on CCS on Qgtob
This question was raised following a presentatromfan EC official.
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indifferent to the project. The size of public msttis not a determinant of the overall public appl of a
given technology or project. Information citedthe local media, with respect to interviewing peoph
the street, can be considered anecdotal and nessedly representative of the majority of the loca

population.

3.3 Beginning to map opinion-shaping factors

As stated in section 3.2, determining the effectass of communication in terms of positively infiaang

the public at large can only be determined by uiadtérg surveys. This underlines the importance of
consecutive steps in the overdikarCQ project. One of the next steps is the mappingpdarfion-shaping
factors which will draw on a range of sources, tidahg this report, to determine which precise fextan

be said to influence public perception of CCS. daithe role of regulation and decision-makers aisgba
all case studies, a description of the public patioa of various technologies, is likely to be adtion of

confidence in project developers and in publiciingons.
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4. OVERALL PROJECT CONCLUSIONS

Previous work on CCS and communications and caatswit funded by the Framework Programme,
provided a number of conclusions that highlightbd tmportance of engaging with the public at a
national level. The work completed as part of K@CSEPT (Acceptance of GQCapture, Storage
Economics, Policy and Technology) project fundedarrthe & Framework Programme while similar to
those of this report, overlooked the complexitiegmgagement at the local level. Nonethelessfitiad

report from this project provided the following omemendations for stakeholder engagement:

“1. Plan an information campaign — now: In orderitaplement CCS on a large scale, widespread public
support will be required. This should take into @t research into current public perceptions ofSCC
and climate change. Groups such as national anebemn parliamentarians, journalists, environmental

pressure groups and representatives of civil spcae¢ particularly important targets.

2. Ensure communication is a dialogue, not one Viggyablishing an information campaign about CCS is
not without danger, and the advice of professi@gncies is required to help define the message, th
messenger, the medium used and the target puldicnidg for such a campaign needs to begin soon,
with a focus on providing clear scientific inforriwat as part of a dialogue that encourages all veit®

be heard and involved.

3. Assign a significant budget: A well-organisedreach campaign is not cheap — estimated around

€250k per countrsy— and funds must be set aside. Timing is alscalit in some countries CCS is
moving onto the policy agenda relatively quicklyiereas in others, there is still virtually no recitipn

of CCS, even in policy circles.

4. Regularly monitor the public reaction and respavhen necessary: Both before and after the lawfich

any campaign, public opinion needs to be gauged listened to, regularly. The Eurobarometer survey

. 6. . o
instrument could be used, supplemented by focugpgrim different countries, in order to watch the
evolution of opinion and catch objections earlyghlive perspectives and objections must be addiesse

and responded to thoroughly and honestly usingitgie¢ messengers.

5, Several authors in the Nearg@roject would like to point out that this numbsrguite an understatement for an
effective national campaign or for effective locahsultation.

6, Following from the case studies done for thisignt to understand local public opinion, motivesl deliefs, it is
necessary to add surveys with representative sanpfecus group research.
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5. An information and communication campaign neéedse supplemented with public and stakeholder
engagement activity. The aim of engagement isorfetih over’ or change the opinions of sceptical
NGOs, other stakeholders or the public, but ratteennderstand and engage with different perspesgtive
including highly critical ones. At the same tim&prmation should be provided that informs and eais
the level of the debate over energy futures. lukhbe emphasised that stakeholders and the puiilic
not judge CCS in isolation, but relative to theeattatives and complementary options. For this reago
is recommended that public information on CCS @avjated in the context of other low-carbon

technologies and options(Anderson et al, 2007

A number of these recommendations are similar tmsé¢hmade as part of this report. They further
underline the importance of: the need to estaldisivo-way dialogue; the need to consider the medium
through which CCS information is being providedaftit ideally be an impartial party); and the néed
present CCS as part of a suite of options. Notethethe ACCSEPT recommendations relate pringipall
to the broader stakeholder context and do not denshe dynamics of consultation at the local lexel

the case studies considered here demonstrate,diffisult to assess the extent to which the use of
different communication methods has influenced milagp outcomes, given the wide variety of local
considerations. It is still possible, howeverpiake general assertions that draw on related pkygibal

and sociological concepts.

The conclusions and recommendations arising fracdse studies are as follows:

1) Regulations and local considerations can have a gifjcant impact on public perception of
projects. These considerations can complicate tlmmunications and consultation efforts

of project developers.

As the case study analysis indicates, there aranbear of issues that moderate communications sffort

These factors include:

1) Legal environment and public participation cultutiee Spanish case reveals how the lack of a
consultative participation culture helped incitedbopposition to the project.

2) The relationship between different levels of goveent as part of the approval process: in the
UK pipeline case, the mismatch between nationalggneequirements and local concerns played

a significant role in antagonizing opposition te firoject in question.
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3) The prevailing importance of higher level policysugs: in the Barendrecht case, there was
government support for the development of imparti@nmunications materials. Given the
importance of greenhouse gas reduction targetiseahational level, there is the possibility that
the “two-sidedness” of the dialogue with the publias limited. Approval authorities may have
pushed through a project approval decision givessure from national authorities and the Dutch
need to meet both its Kyoto target and its Euroggaanhouse gas reduction target.

4) Site characteristics: the Ketzin project indicatesv characteristics specific to the project site
influenced perception of CCS. Although the projdeteloper went beyond the basic legislative
requirements in terms of carrying out consultatipuhlic resistance to the project was low given
the volume of C@ injection, and the fact that developers made usexisting gas storage
reservoirs. The local population was familiar witle concept of underground storage.

5) Local and historical context: the UK Winkleigh Haergy case illustrated the attachment that
local populations can have to the attributes ofr tloegality, and, in this case, the perception that
building a bio-energy facility would disrupt thecld environment.

6) Technological considerations: a segment of the sifipa described in the UK pipeline case,
illustrated how concern related to the locationaoflepressurization facility and its potential
impact on local geology helped shape oppositichégoroject.

7) Stability of the regulatory environment: the Dutefnd study illustrates how inconsistencies
between policies can influence public perceptioragdroject or technology. Opposition to this
project was intensified by constant revisions tadvpolicy, and the perception that the revisions

were motivated by the need to make them consistiéntthe plans of the project developer.

2) Numerous factors can influence the effectiveness cbmmunications and consultation at the

local level.

The case studies suggest a number of consideratiorisrms of improving communications and

consultation in the context of project approvahe3e include:

1) The timing of consultation: information needs togoevided extremely early as part of the overall
project development process. Failure to do soskaged to fuel opposition in seven out of the
eight case studies. In disclosing informationuethsearly stages of the project development cycle,
developers will need to ensure that they have actesll necessary information in order to
address a wide range of local questions and cosicerheir potential inability to respond to local

questions could jeopardize their perceived trustuness by the general public.
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2) The type of material being communicated: therelse¢e be full disclosure of project risks as part
of project materials. Material provided by eithéattenfall or Shell was deemed to be too
positive, causing the public to reject both pragectit would be interesting to investigate how
public perception of the technology would develapcases where project developers are more
transparent about the potential risks.

3) Improving the potential for a two-way dialogue:namber of approval authorities were quick to
dismiss the validity of opposing arguments. Topvdodecisions were made based on: the
perception that arguments of the opposition weretemal (Barendrecht); that the public did not
have access to the right scientific data to prafetg concerns (Vattenfall); and in some cases

were even made as a result of denying accessauaniafion (Spain, UK pipeline, and Winkleigh).

3) The effectiveness of communication and consultatios not amenable to simple inference.

Not only is there no simple relationship betweemgwnication, consultation and public perceptiort, bu
inferring the nature of this relationship in reabnld settings is rarely straightforward, due to mlev
variety of additional, simultaneous influencesddad, there were negative perceptions in all bataase

study, regardless of the presence of communicativategies implemented by the project developers.

The behaviour of the approval authority and theliegple regulation are important elements of projec
development. As the Dutch wind case demonstrateposition to the project intensified with changes
that were made to the wind policy without additiopablic consultation. This example illustrates hibhe
general public could be in support of a technolgggeral speaking, but lose faith in a project thaten

to be poorly handled by local decision makers.

As a general rule, new industrial-style infrastanetcan be problematic in terms of public relatiameere

a community places a high value on the rural gealivf a place, or where it anticipates little Hérfeom

the intrusion. One of the key public perceptionallemges for onshore CCS is the need to give &fect
populations sufficient and convincing reasons tertde additional impact and risk, however slidtrase
may be considered by experts. Experience with rab&wvenergy developments suggests that this can
sometimes prove difficult or impossible to achiemepractice. This may be doubly so in the case of
onshore CCS storage — though at this stage thigingma working hypothesis. Onshore CCS may not only
threaten people’s sense of place by introducing irdvastructure, but may also pose a degree of
uncertainty and risk that even a very careful comication strategy may be unable to satisfactorily

resolve to local residents’ satisfaction. Givers thvhere possible, it may be better from a puldiations
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point of view to simply avoid onshore storage ipplated locations, and to target offshore siteteath It
is difficult to see how CCS communications relatingstorage can appeal positively to the publie'sse
of place and place-identity. The provision of eaoimbenefits may help but may also be seen asba.bri
Perceptions are more likely to be positive in ietato the manufacturing of CCS infrastructure, abhi
can draw on the idea and reality of industrial nfaatwring traditions and provision of employmerit. |
can be further hypothesised that CCS storage,itsalfever, is likely to be conceived of in termsaafste
disposal and industrial siting. These may be rahity tolerated by populations who have little csgi

but they are unlikely to be welcomed.

To sum up, real-world study of CCS perceptions umoge is at an early stage due to the limited numbe
of cases available for study. Based on the risk@ade attachment literatures, and on other reniewab
energy experience, it can be hypothesised thatopasfCS is likely to be problematic in public
perceptions terms wherever there is a potentiadposed population. It can be further hypothesided t
there may be significant challenges to resolving tifrough communication and consultation techrsque
While these are unpalatable conclusions that wijuire empirical investigation as more projects €om
on-stream, it is better that policymakers are awdithis possibility, as we head towards a roll-obEU

CCS demonstration projects.
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APPENDIX A: CASE STUDY TEMPLATE

Public Participation Practices in CCS and Non-CCS @se Studies

This template provides guidance and sets a comrtrootgre for the review of public participation
practices in CCS and non-CCS case studies undet 2®f the NearC@project.

Working hypothesis/Key premise

The key premise to be considered in reviewing casey information, is that the roll-out of CCS wdul
need to be undertaken in a way that takes much mcteunt of experience gained with respect to

engagement with stakeholders, and in the provisi@mmmunication materials.

Main issues to address

v' What are the engagement processes used and whetiatier groups will/do/did they target?

v' What are/were the concerns of stakeholders raisesldtion to CCS (or non-CCS in case study e.qg.
biomass or wind)?

v" What can we learn from this about the factors shaipe public perceptions of CCS (or non-CCS in
case study e.g. biomass or wind) (particularlyas @f the input to WP1.3)?

v" What was the experience (either positive or negativ different stakeholders of the engagement
process?

v" What can we therefore conclude about the adequaty stakeholder engagement process on this
project?

Available project communication materials:

Web based materials

Legally required information and communication frtorstakeholders and the public;
Information on the public participation processksas minutes of public hearings;
Voluntary information and communication from/tokstholders and the public;

Free publicity/media coverage (if any);

NN N NN

Interviews with key actors.
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Data interpretation
The interviews and other data sources used wiligeodifferent perspectives on the process, whieh t

researcher will then have to interpret in the cxinté overall project implementation.
Appendix | - Checklist for data collection

Project features:

v" What does the project address?

v' Type of project (demo, pilot, R&D...);

v Description of location, size of area, size of camity involved;

v' Timing of the project: initial planning versus aakproject implementation timeline including a

discussion of project delays;

<\

Outcome/current status of the project;

<\

Organization and financial matters: which partyriegrwhich responsibilities (e.g., for example for
operation, maintenance, dismantling), who paysviwait, and who benefits and how? Project budget,
shareholding, compensation measures, and resaltoeated to developing communication and

participation activities.

National and local project context:

v' General national and local context of the projatorical, technological, socio-cultural, and
economic). For example: General history/experiamitie project type in the country in question. Is
this project considered suitable for the area iestjon? National/local view on this and other
technologies (skepticism)? Similar projects in @rBast accidents that may be associated with gresen
project? Demography and political orientation afntounity involved? General economic trends
(what is the main business in the area)?

v" Reference to the regulatory context for publicipgration applicable to the activity in the courdtry

region, covered as part of the deliverable D1.1.

Public participation: Parties

v ldentify key local stakeholders and general pufgig. local authorities, local/ national NGOs,
business groups, active local individuals, etdéntify the role of each stakeholder (sponsor, land
owner, project developer, regulator, researchenjap maker, ...).
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Which target groups were addressed? Who particdpatas involved in the process (i.e. narrow
expert and stakeholder participation vs. wider jpytrticipation process)? Were there any key
stakeholders that were not consulted?

How did each stakeholder become involved? Prionkedge about the topic? What are/were desired
project outcomes for each of them? How is the ptgjersonally relevant to them? (e.g., possibditie

for ownership, perceived effectiveness to mitigditmate change.)

Public participation: Process

v

Provide information on the overall duration of fhaticipation process and the stages at which the
public participated in the process (e.g. from thgibning or later in the process?). To achieve this
may help to make a systematic inventory of allratdons between stakeholders and general public
throughout the project: who communicated what tomhwhen, and why? How did target groups
respond to communication directed at them?

Identify key concerns and questions of key locaksholders and the general public. How were these
concerns taken into account (or not)? Were theyechanges to the proposed activities as a result of
the concerns, questions and wishes raised?

Provide any comments of stakeholders participdtirte process regarding the outcome of the
participatory process. Identify positive and negagxperiences. How have these influenced their
opinion regarding the proposed activity?

What do stakeholders think of each other and hastiia developed over time in the project at hand
(perhaps also in previous projects)? To what exderthey trust each other?

Describe the outcome of the public participatioareise;

Was the level and processes of public participatiche case more than the minimum required by
law? If so, what additional elements were undern&ke

To what extent has the public involvement beerakodue rather than a one-way information

campaign?

Information/Communication materials

v

Identify what information was made available to phblic, in particular the communication material

used, who was responsible for preparing this natexhd how was it made available.

The following characteristics of the communicatinaterials may be relevant to describe:

v

Message source (which stakeholder(s) or medium)?
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v" Directed to whom?
v' Through which channel was the message disseminéted®paper, brochure, etc.)
v' Level of objective. A message may be intendedfarin, to raise awareness, to instruct, to persuade,

or to mobilize the public.

Identify type of message content, for example:

v" Information about the scale of the project, logatiiming, etcetera.
v" Announcement of participation opportunity (suclaaseeting) / invitation to join, shareholding
opportunities.

v Discussion of risks, such as leakage into atmogpbebasements, accidents, and health risks.

<\

Discussion of other disadvantages, such as effeptaperty values.
v Discussion of benefits, such as relevance to céreébrt, economic advantages, local employment.

Media coverage
v' Was the proposed activity discussed in the medis®, how was it presented by the local press,
television, blogs, etc.? At which point in the dj? And how (if at all) did this affect the prdjec

Translation to CCS

v" Which are the main elements that make this casst Wworst case example of public participation?
Among these elements, can you identify the oneslwydu consider are potentially the most
influential in the development of further CCS pag?

v lIs it possible to determine whether this examplpudflic participation process is likely to be apdli
to other consultation exercises in the region? I€€Coushould they be applied to CCS consultation?

v' Summarize the key features of the participatingess, lessons learned and potential impact indutur
CCS cases.

Appendix Il — Topics to Consider in Conducting hviews
Basic demographics, residential status in community

Professional experience, including level of edwratind field of work;
How long have you been living in/involved with tbtemmunity?

NSRRI

Let interviewee describe the community in termsafial, historical, and economic trends. Ask for

examples.
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What is your role in the project?

Why/how did you get involved in that role?

How and when did you first hear about the projéai9 prior knowledge?

What were the main questions/issues raised by atéders in the community?

What information would stakeholders have liked &odnheard — what were the unanswered
questions?

What benefits did the developers or community geeGeHow were they presented?

Can you think of an event or circumstance whengthiwent poorly in relation to the project, or went
very well, and that marked a change in the leveduiflic acceptance towards the project?

Can you describe a time when you met project ofipasbr support for the project? What did you see
as the cause or driver for this reaction from themunity and how did you respond?

Was there a turning point in the project? Were feopen minded about the project and then either
became opposed or in favor? What did you see asatlee or driver for this shift?
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APPENDIX B: GERMAN CCS CASE STUDIES

NearCQ WP1.2

Public participation practices and onshore CCS:ritieg from Case Studies in GermanyCO, sink

(Ketzin) and Vattenfall’'s exploration permit (Beegg.
Elisabeth Dutschke (Fraunhofer ISI).

1. Introduction

Two CCS-projects from Germany were selected fos thork-packagefirst, the CQSink research
project at Ketzin is analyzedecondthe events surrounding Vattenfall's application & exploration
permit for the area around Beeskow are documemeth case studies are located in the German state
(Bundeslandpf Brandenburg in Eastern Germany within 100 krBeflin. In both cases, the projects aim
to store CQ@ underground. Because of this common ground, teescare presented together in order to

point out their similarities and differences.

1.1. National context
The case studies had to be undertaken both dunehglzortly after the election campaigns in Germamy.
addition to federal elections, elections at theiamal and local levels also took place. When data
collection commenced, Germany was still being gogdrby the coalition of CDU and SPD, i.e. by
conservatives and socialists, under the Chancgligela Merkel (CDU). The election results resulted
coalition of the CDU and FDP, i.e. the Liberal RaAngela Merkel continues to be the chancellothia
new coalition. Generally, all the political partieentioned so far are in favour of CCS, or at lbase no

definite objections to it. At the national lev&je Grinen i.e. the Green party, aridie Linken i.e. a

newly formed left-wing party of former socialistachthe PDé have adopted a position opposing CCS.
Despite the establishment of positions on CCS bipua political parties, it was discussed at theomal

level throughout the election campaign.

Within this section, further background informatigeievant to the cases is given regarding the @lltu
and the legislative context as well as a summargeoént events that might be of relevance for gubli

7. The PDS is the party that succeeded the SED, then@mist party that ruled the former GDR.
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perception of current CCS-projects. This is follomey a brief outline of the current status of C@S i

Germany.

In cross-cultural studies, Germany is usually foumde high on the uncertainty avoidance dimension
(Szabo et al, 2002). Countries that score high wibpect to uncertainty avoidance are known to
emphasize the reduction of risks and to introduceumber of formal regulations forming part of a
complex bureaucracy. This means that, within Kl of culture, society strives to reduce risk and
uncertainty through precise regulation and strongns — a tendency that might make it difficult to

introduce new technology if its effects are nolyflkhown.

As in other European countries, the German pomurgbrefers renewable energy sources to fossil fuel
sources and nuclear energy (Eurobarometer, 200BhutAone third of respondents in the 2007
Eurobarometer claimed to be in favour of coal, With% against. Support for coal is equivalent & tor

oil, while higher than that for nuclear power (2Gd4avour).

Germany does not yet have legislation on CCS. Tthesconditions and possibilities for building and
operating a CCS facility are at best unclear. Atitioment, many different laws could apply (Scheize
al, 2008). Some experts assume that it would nopdmsible to integrate CCS technology into a
commercial power plant due to the potential legiaboundaries. Generally speaking, experts afirate
the current legislation would not permit the operabf a large-scale commercial storage site (Feditk

et al, 2008). However, there are still some waygeiopermits for research projects, mainly undéstisg

mining law Bergrech}.

Under GermarBergrecht, public participation is not an obligatory requiremh as part of the permit
planning process, although public participation rel§e place in the context of an environmental ichpa
assessment (EIA). If this is the case, public pigdition is governed as follows: Any proposals lanp to
apply for a permit have to be made available togbbklic by the competent authority for four weeks
before said authority may rule on the applicatibmis four-week-period is followed by a two weekipdr

in which written objections may be submitted. Objsts may then be further discussed in a hearing
(Erérterungstermiin However, these hearings are neither mandatorynecessarily open to the public.
Furthermore, the public is not included in the $sogmf the project and does not have the possihiit

comment on drafts.
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Under Bergrecht, EIA is restricted to certain cases which so far miot include CCS-projects.
Implementing a large-scale commercial storagevaitield make it necessary to have an EIA although it
not obligatory for research projects or in ordeotdain an exploration permit. The specific regola

regarding public participation for the case studlieguestion are outlined in more detail below.

Several events have occurred in Germany in thentquast that might be perceived as being related to

CCS-projects from the public’s point of view.

- Storage of nuclear waste in Assgermany has been looking for suitable sitesHerdisposal of
nuclear waste for several years. However, reseatlspecific sites has always been
accompanied by strong public criticism and proteRessearch at Asse, a former salt mine, on
storing nuclear waste was stopped in 1995. Sinee, thuthorities and research institutions have
worked on a proposal to close the site which hasetli out to be very complicated and
associated with large risks due to technical probleind uncertainties. The Asse-project was
recently the subject of heavy criticism, among mthey the then German Federal Minister for
the Environment, Sigmar Gabriel, for not applyingnenon scientific standards and for
continuously holding back important information aedjing safety issues and unexpected events
(Gabriel, 2008). This issue has been covered extpsy the German media, was discussed
widely by the public and has had the effect ofristfying public distrust of pressure groups
from the energy sector and their political affilimts. In the course of these events, Asse was
placed under the jurisdiction of tigundesamt fir Strahlenschuizerman Federal Office for
Radiation Protection), and is now being handledeuritdeAtomgeset{nuclear law) instead of
the mining law.

- Landslide in Nachterstedtl8/07/09): A heavy landslide occurred this yearNachterstedt,
Sachsen-AnhaltSaxony-Anhalt), in Eastern Germany at a formet agiae, which is currently
being reclaimed. Two houses were completely desttr@and three people killed. Following this,
forty individuals had to be evacuated immediatelgd have since had to leave their homes
permanently. It is still not entirely clear whausad the landslide; however links are being made
to the mining history of the region as well as temall earthquake which happened shortly
before the landslide.

- Nuclear power plant KrimmeThe name Kriimmel has strong connections to aecaugower
plant with a bad reputation. It is jointly owned IB/ON and Vattenfall and operated by
Vattenfall. There have been repeated discussionsitalyhether Krimmel is the cause of

leukaemia among an unusually high number of childeho live in the vicinity of the power
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plant. However, although it has been proven thatrbidence of leukaemia is above average in
the neighbourhood, it could not be demonstratetittiese cases were caused by the power plant
and/or possible nuclear radiation (Kaatsch et @)92. On top of this, several incidents have
taken place at the power plant, including fireseDRa technical problems, the power plant is

currently not running.

- Referendum against lignite in Brandenburlmn 2008, several grou?:)stried to initiate a
referendum against new surface mining projectdigmite. The initiative failed as only about
25,000 people registered to support the initiabyeFebruary 2009, while 80,000 would have

been necessary for the referendum to go a%ead.

Having received backing from the federal governnantvell as the Germd@undeslanderseveral CCS
projects have been initiated over the past fewsy€kne federal government is financially supporting
projects on carbon storage, &nk at Ketzin, described in detail below, and tBEEAN-project
(Altmark, Sachsen-Anhakastern Germany), which investigates the storagefin a nearly depleted
natural gas field. Up to now, the research projéetge been well accepted by local residents. From

industry, Vattenfall and RWE are heavily involved this field; both companies are currently running

demonstration pIanltosfor carbon capture technology, and both have extaid look for storage sites.
While RWE is concentrating its searchSohleswig-Holsteinn northern Germany, Vattenfall is looking
in Brandenburg eastern Germany, in the area around Beeskow lyzadain detail below — and in the
Oderbruch. These explorations of possible storitge by industry have, however, been met by strong

public resistance.

Despite local opposition, a study (Denkstell Hangh@009) from spring 2009 shows that knowledge on
CCS and CQas a substance is low in Germany. Only 4 % of l1@8Pondents stated to know the term
CCsS. Of those 4 % only 18 individuals were abledaectly explain CCS. Within another sample in the
same study, 600 individuals were interviewed algoblems connected to CCS. If CCS is explained

8, Initiators included environmental NGOs like BUNDaBuU as well as political parties (the Green andLidi).
Cp. http://www.keine-neuen-tagebaue.@estrieved 19/1009).

9. The procedure for a referendum in the BundesBrahdenburghas to pass through three stages; first, at least
20,000 signatures have to be collected in favouthef initiative. Second, at least 80,000 inhabgamave to
register in favour of the idea at the local auttyorihen, third, the initiative is turned into geendum. To be
successful, at least one quarter of the eligibkersoofBrandenburghave to take part in the referendum and the
majority of these have to vote in favour. Thus, itiigative regarding lignite failed at the secastdge.

10, The RWE-plant is located in Hiirth, near Cologiégstern Germany, the Vattenfall plant at Janschevald
Schwarze Pumpe, near the border with Poland.
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according to three different steps: capture, trartgnd storage, only a small group of respond@t$46)
expects that carbon capture is likely to causelprmd whereas a wide majority assumes that tranégart
%) and storage (76 %) may lead to negative sicectsSf

1.2. Project descriptions

The following table summarizes basic informatiooatithe two projects and the locations.

CO,Sink, Ketzin Vattenfall, Beeskow

Aim of the project
The scientific research project focuses dfp explore whether the area underground
observation and analysis of the effects afound Beeskow is suitable to store ;CO
injecting CQ into a reservoir. from power plants and industry on a

commercial scale.

Project leadership and support
The project is coordinated by the GFZThe exploration was initiated and is being
German Research Centre for Geoscienctsd by Vattenfall; however, it is also being
The site is operated and owned by theacked by the government of Brandenburg
Verbundnetz GagVNG). With respect to and is in line with the energy concept of the
scientific collaboration, numerous researdBundesland.
institutions and universities from several
countries are part of the consortium as well
as the IEA and a few representatives from
industry.

Current status
The CQSINK project started in April 2004.In March, 2009, Vattenfall submitted its

The injection of C@ started on June 30thapplication for an exploration permit to the

2008. Up to October 18th 2009, 23,411 toR®mpetent authority LBGR Brandenburg.

of COG, had been injected into therpjs application has to be discussed with
underground aquifer. Currently the GFZ igther affected authorities, e.g. authorities

trying to extend the funding and duration qfpncerned with environmental issues in the

11, The Landesamt fur Bergbau, Geologie und Rohstoffat€ office for mining, geology and resources) is
responsible for issues, permits and supervisiatadlto these three areas.
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the project in order to reach a total of 60,0Gea. They have the chance to raise
tons of CQ. objections which usually lead to certain

constraints being raised in response to the

permit applicatior%.2 An outright refusal of

the application is only possible if serious
factual objections are raised. Up to now, no
decision has been announced (20/10/2009).

Funding
The CQSINK project is funded by the EUThe enterprise is funded by Vattenfall.
Commission, the Federal Ministry of
Economics and Technology (BMWi), the
Federal Ministry of Education and Research
(BMBF) with some contributions from

industry.

Location

The storage site is situated about two Kithe intended storage site lies around the
from Ketzin. Ketzin is about 20 km fromtown of Beeskow. About ten more villages
Potsdam and about 70 km west of Berliare situated above the storage site currently
The community includes the town of Ketzimeing discussed and about 50 villages lie
as well as the villages of Etzin, Falkenrehdeijthin the total area for exploration work.
Tremmen and Zachow (roughly 650Beeskow has roughly 8000 inhabitants. The
inhabitants). The rate of unemployment iarea is about 80 km south-east of Berlin. The
the area is about 10 % (September, 2008fe of unemployment in the area is 11 %
data from IAB). (September, 2009, data from IAB).

General setting
Ketzin has a long history related to th&he area does not have a significant amount
natural gas industry. One hundred and tef industrial activity and bigger cities are
years ago a facility was built to produce gdscated several kilometres away. The project
for the neighbouring town. Later, whemite is found in a predominantiyural area.
Ketzin was connected to the natural ga®cal communities are trying to enhance

pipeline, an underground reservoir to stodkurism in the region, which features forests,

12 E.g. no exploration work in a certain area durirgain periods of the year because of breedingpssas



natural gas was installed below the site naseveral small lakes and rivers. Over the past

used by the C@ink—projec@-3. During the few years, the local council has invested in
installation of the gas reservoir somthe renovation of the historical town centre.
leakages occurred, probably in relation to the

drilling holes, and a small Vvillage,

Knoblauch, had to be relocated in 1965. The

inhabitants were offered new houses and

apartments in Ketzin (Augustiniak, 2006).

The gas reservoir was closed in 2004. Near

the CQSink site, the community has

installed a biomass plant and is currently

planning a photovoltaic field (“Renergiepark

Ketzin”). The community is also equipped

with wind turbines, which are placed as far

away as possible from the town. Ketzin

would like to encourage tourism in their

region.

Regulatory context for public participation

The Ketzin project site utilizes an existinghe exploration is to be performed under
natural gas reservoir. Thus the projeatining law, and relates to existing
developer only needed to apply for aregulations for exploring brine. Thus, public
official adaptation of the existing permit -participation is not obligatory. It is sufficient
held by VNG - for the research projecto inform and hear the authorities affected by
Public participation was not necessary bthe enterprise, i.e. environmental authorities.
the community and the public were informeHowever, the communities and the public
about the project during the planning stage.were informed at an early stage as well and it

was openly communicated that the aim of the

project is to assess the suitability of the

underground area for the storage of,CO

Elections
Both projects are situated in Brandenburg, whegtoral and local elections took place

during the data collection process (concurrentiyhwhie national elections). The government

13, The CQ is not actually stored in the former reservoirfiatural gas but in a deeper layer beneath this.
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of Brandenburg was and will continue to be led battkias Platzeck (SPD). However, up
until the elections, the government was formed Wgtzeéck's socialist party and the
conservatives (SPD and CDU). This situation hasgbd due to the elections and, at the
moment, the SPD is discussing a coalition withlgiewing party ofDie Linke While SPD
and CDU have always been in favour of CCS in Brabdey, Die Linke voiced its
opposition to this during the campaign.
Additionally, the mayor of Beeskow was
elected as well. All candidates, including the
successful Frank Steffen (SPD), were
opposed to CCS and especially to
Vattenfall's exploration plans during the

campaign.

2. Methodology: Data collection

Information on the cases was collected using ietesources and media archives. An exemplary list of
internet sources is provided below:
- General information on the projectsavw.co2sink.orgwww.vattenfall.de/ccs

- Information on the communities and the areavw.ketzin.de www.beeskow.dge entries in

www.wikipedia.de data fromwww.iab.de

- Internet-pages of stakeholders, evaww.lbgr.brandenburg.deas the competent authority,

http://www.bund-brandenburg.das a local environmental NGO, internet-pages afallo

candidates for the elections and of local actioaups, www.co2-endlager-stoppen.dend

www.co2bombe.de

The local newspapersMarkische Allgemeine(Ketzin, www.maerkischeallgemeine.deMAZ) and
Markische OderzeitungBeeskow www.moz.de MOZ) were screened for past and current inforomati
on the projects as well as significant events mdhea. Relevant documents were collected as evgll,

brochures issued by Vattenfall, and material useldtal action groups.

Additionally, 13 in-depth interviews were conductedh stakeholders. Data collection efforts aimeéd a
covering all the relevant stakeholders including ltaders of each project (GFZ, Vattenfall), thehaxity
responsible for granting the project permit (inthaases LBGR Brandenburg), local authorities, local
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stakeholders and opponents. The interviews werdumad during the election campaign and within a
defined timeframe (after the German summer holiday before the deadline of the work package). This
restricted the availability of some intervieweesit lapart from the local authority at Ketzin, alleth

targeted categories of interview partners were tblee covered.

Interview partners at
CO,Sink, Ketzin Vattenfall, Beeskow

Project leader
Dr. Michael Kihn (project leader, GFZ), bypamian Mdaller  (head of CCS-
phone 28/09/09 communication, Vattenfall) by phone
Fabian Moller (operational engineering, ord4/09/09
site tours, GFZ), in person, 07/10/09 Elvira Minack (local representative of

Prof. Dr. Gunther Borm (former projectVattenfall at Beeskow for CCS-

leader and founder of GSink, GFz)", communication) by phone 23/09/09

interviewed 2007

Responsible authority
Hans-Georg Thiem, Head of Department 3, Rohsté&ffiergie, Service (resources, energy,
service), by phone 17/09/2009

Local authorities
Bernd Lick (mayor of Ketzin), by phone no one was available for an actual
08/10/09 interview -

Local stakeholders
Helmut  Augustiniak  (chairman ofRuth Buder (editorial journalist of the
“Heimatverein Ketzin”, a local citizensnewspaper at Beeskow)
club), by phone

Opponents
Axel Kruschat (press officer of BUND Brandenburggional environmental NGO), by
phone 01/10/09
- no local opponent could be identified -  Ulf-Michael Stumpe (action group “Gntra
Endlager”, Oderbruch), by phone 16/09/09

14 This interview was conducted by a colleague Admette Roser (IREES), within a project on sociatateptance
of CCS (“Soziodkonomische Begleitforschung zur dsskeaftlichen Akzeptanz von Carbon Capture andeste
(CCS) auf nationaler und internationaler Ebene. ).
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and 21/09/09

Sabine Niels (action group “G€Endlager
stoppen”, Beeskow, newly elected member
of the Landtag of Brandenburg, Green
Party), by phone 18/09/09

Udo Schulze (action group “GeEndlager
stoppen”, Beeskow), personally 06/10/09

An interview guideline was developed in advancentdying relevant topics for the interviews. The
interviews focused on the two projects, the infdiomaprovided to the public and public acceptante o
the projects. However, due to the diverse backgtsuprior to conducting each interview, the guideli

was revised in order to adapt it to the knowledy the role of the interview partner.

Where possible, interviews were recorded and trivest. If recording was not possibfe extensive

notes were taken during the conversation.

In order to refer to the interviews, the initiafstioe interview partners will be used in the foliog report.

Data taken from the local newspapers is referraciog the respective abbreviation (MAZ, MOZ).

Further observations were gained by visiting bothns. At Ketzin, the author of this report wentato
exposition on the history of gas in Ketzin at titg ball and had a guided tour of the €3Ink project site.
At Beeskow, the author of this report also visited information bureau established by Vattenfathat
marketplace in the town centre.

3. Data interpretation
The following chaptefirst summarizes the communication to the public inclgginess coverageecond
describes local public acceptance for the respeqiiwjects andhird aims at identifying factors that

influenced public acceptance of the technologyaats @f both case studies.

15 Eight of the 13 interviews were recorded. In saases recording was not possible, e.g., two ofriteeview
partners objected to fixed appointments and predeto talk about the projects informally and spoatausly.
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3.1. Communication to the public and public perception

Ketzin
At Ketzin, the mayor claims to have been activelgking for energy-related utilization of the forngas
reservoir site (B.L.). Thus, from the first stagéplanning the project, officials from the commiynivere
informed (B.L., G.B.). Once the GFZ obtained furgdifor the project, it was presented to the town
council and the public. Whereas B.L., the mayoKefzin, recollects high public interest, G.B., thiial
project leader, says that only those who were someibliged to attend came to the project presenmtati

In any case, the project was positively receivethigypublic in Ketzin (B.L., H.A., M.K.).

This initial information event was followed by seakother presentations regarding the progressief t
project either in Ketzin or directly at the resdarsite. B.L. stated that public interest in project
presentations continuously decreased. It rose aagféém it became clear the G@vould have to be
transported to the research site by truck. Howethis,issue has been resolved due to the expewted |
number of trucks per day. On-site presentationsllysenjoyed greater public interest and were pHyti

conducted in cooperation with local associationg. @atering organized by them) (M.K., B.L.).

Recently — probably sparked by greater awarenesSCG#-projects following the discussions of the
nearby Vattenfall project — a presentation of thaqzt’s first results received significant attemti(B.L.).

Information about the project is available on a siebprovided by the GFZ. However, this site doets n
seem to be directed at the local general publiét Bsin English and includes various technicatails.

Updates also do not seem to be added regularlygshentry on the “news” page dates from 30/06/08)

Tours of the site are offered by the GFZ on Wedagsdy appointment. Tours are usually led by Fabian
Moller from operational engineering/GFZ and areenffully booked for weeks in advance even though
they are not promoted very actively by the GFZ.tiBipants are from various backgrounds including
international scientists, employees from relatedusgtries, politicians, NGOs as well as local citize
(F.M.).

The Ketzin project is regularly covered by the loaa well as by the national press. Press confeseenc

were held, e.g at the beginning of the injectiorueDto the innovativeness of the project, some

international media also reported on the proje@wspapers from other German regions that are also
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affected by CCS-projects contacted the GFZ as avell brought articles about the proj%aacthe general
tone of the media coverage is neutral and factwaicentrating on project descriptions.

Beeskow
Vattenfall applied for an exploration permit at #ved of March 2009. The public was informed abbet t
project a few days in advance via a press confererfich was widely covered by the media. All the
households in the area concerned were supposeddive a letter and a flyer providing basic infotiora
about the project. While Vattenfall states thas thias successfully managed (D.M.), intervieweemfro
the opposition either disagree or do not rememBeK.( U.M.S., U.S.). Representatives of the local

authorities were informed beforehand at specialtimge— a fact that has now been criticised (U.M.S.

The government oBrandenburghad been informed about the project in advancethef public
announcement and had been working on a communiceimpaign together with Vattenfall for several
months (D.M.). Politicians, i.e. members of theior@l and th&8randenburgparliaments, as well as other
relevant stakeholders, e.g. from the church, NGB received a letter and brochures informing them
about the project (D.M.).

After the official announcement, Vattenfall begasesies of public events at which further inforroaton

the project was presented and questions couldKseladdditionally, Vattenfall openly communicated i
willingness to provide further information if reqgied and to attend all kinds of meetings that dethl

the subject. In July 2009, Vattenfall set up aminfation office at Beeskow, which opens twice akvee
and upon request. Visitors are given informationudtclimate change, underground storage of, GO
description of saline aquifers and general inforomabn CQ (e.g. usage, occurrence) as well as a detailed
map of the exploration area. Since August, Elviiaddk has been constantly representing Vattendall i
the region and actively seeks to make contactd@ddstribute information on the project, e.g. @mting
local schools. (Articles from MOZ, D.M., E.M.)

Additionally, Vattenfall provides a comprehensiveeirnet site on the topic, which includes genesthd
on CCS, films and animations, as well as inforrmaidout local projects. A regularly updated broehur
can be downloaded featuring answers to questiassdréy the public (D.M.). Vattenfall also provides

free telephone hotline for the public to obtairommfation and ask questions.

16, E.g. Aachener Zeitung, Interview with projectdeaMichael Kiihn, 10/07/09. Aachen is next to Hiwtiere the
RWE demonstration plant is located.
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Although the project is regularly discussed inlthaal press and several stakeholder groups havelyub
stated their opposition to it, public interest e foroject seems to be somewhat limited. Only afeaple
have visited the information office and present&iamn the project as well as events organized by
opponents are usually only attended by a limitealmer of people (D.M., E.M., R.B.), perhaps with som

exceptions (U.S.).

As mentioned above, the project was covered by rieglia from the very beginning. Opponents
successfully voiced their resistance to Vatterggilans in the media as well. Media interest ingiogect
has continuously been rising since March 2009. lpead regionally, it was especially high durirfget
election campaigns when several groups declardd apgeosition. The project and resistance to it has

occasionally been covered by nationwide media dsasdanternationally. However, in Germany, beyond

Brandenburg and other affected regllénﬁew people probably know about it.

3.2. Current status of public acceptance

Ketzin
All interview partners agreed that G&ink is well accepted by the local public. No imf@tion, such as

that available in local newspapers, could be fatmad suggested otherwise.

Beeskow
Vattenfall has met with strong local resistancéhproject — in Beeskow as well as in the Odettortioe
second area selected for exploration. On a loeal l@ll the political parties are opposed to thejgrt.

For example, within the CDU, local candidates fadma special group (“Flrstenwalder Kreis”

http://fuerstenwalder-kreis.defluring the election campaign to oppose C%?:As already mentioned

above, all four candidates for the position of ntagb Beeskow openly stated their opposition to the

. 19
project.

Shortly after the announcement of the project, llaction groups emerged that set up internet pagds
organized some events in protest (e.g. demongiratidBerlin against CCS legislation). Opposition of

17 E.g. regions that are affected by RWE's CCS-plans.

18 At the same time, Ulrich Junghanns, who was nménist economic affairs iBrandenburguntil the election, was
one of the most fervent supporters of CCS andsis almember of the CDU.

19 Cp. internet pages of the candidatesyw.birnack-eberhard.déttp://www.zuhauseinbeeskow.de/positionen,php
www.fuer-beeskow.déhttp://karin-niederstrasser.de/nc/karin_niedersgdpositionen/
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these groups is fundamental — their aim is to bIBCKS in general, especially in their home regioMN(S
U.M.S.,, U.S)).

All communities voted against the project and dédfly registered their opposition at the LBé?%everal
other stakeholders have declared their oppositiché project, e.g. farmer associations (MOZ, 089y

and opposition posters have been put up at chuichbe area.

Posters stating opposition to Vattenfall's explmmatpermit in front of a church (“No C&torage neither
here nor elsewhere!!!”) and at the city hall of Beaw at the marketplace (“No. Final storage of, &ho
energy solution”)

However, up to now, it is not clear if oppositiandeeply rooted among the general public. On tlee on
hand, opponents were able to collect several temstind signatures against the exploration withfiewa
weeks (A.K.). On the other hand, as stated abdweptesentation on and discussions about the projec
were only attended by a limited number of individuéR.B.). On both sides, interviewees had doubts
about the true potential for continuous resistafiz®., U.M.S., S.N.). It is not clear whether adar
number of people are really willing to commit tditay action against the project. Furthermore, dsubt
were raised whether local politicians would maimtdieir opposition, especially if this deviatesnfrtheir
parties’ opinion on a federal oL@nderlevel (S.N.).

3.3. Factors relating to public acceptance

20, As stated above, mere opposition to the projechds relevant for the authority’s decision regarditng
application.
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3.3.1. Communication processes and arguments presented
Ketzin
Based on the interviews, it can be concluded timtrthabitants of Ketzin feel sufficiently informatlout

the CQSINK-project. The mayor, B.L., states that “theraswalways a straight information policy, right

from the beginning’g.l These statements are supported by H.A., who eriggisathat the project was
established in close cooperation with local authesrias well as a well-informed public.

Beeskow
Opponents claim to have first learned about thgeptovhen it was discussed at their town’s council
meetings and that they were taken by surprise whenfully understood the implications (U.M.S., U.S
It was stated that the information material isshigd/attenfall did not reach everybody in time (A).lédnd

that there was no steady flow of information (S.N.)

Generally, the arguments presented by Vattenfghinging the technology are seen as being too pesiti
excluding knowledge gaps regarding the technolagldownplaying safety issues (U.M.S., AK., S.N.).
Opponents suspect that it is simply not possiblsafely store C&®— or anything else — for the hundreds
of years that would be necessary to positivelyifice global warming (A.K., S.N.). Thus, they code
that the technology is only being promoted by induas a way of prolonging the use of coal as pfrt

the energy supply mix in the near future (A.K., $.N

The way the project is illustrated by drawing conigizns to other usages of carbon, e.g. in minesaéry
is criticized as well. This is seen as a strategirivialize the risks of large-scale storage (SUIM.S.).

The same impression is portrayed by the staterhahtarbon is not toxic.

Another issue present in the interviews was thinigehat Vattenfall is willing to bribe local cténs and
communities by financing sports clubs or investingnfrastructure (U.M.S., S.N.). On the one hand,
these rumours may have a basis in Vattenfall'sictai become a “partner of the region” — a sloga ith
used by Vattenfall in relation to marketing anddponsoring activities all over Germany. On the pthe
hand, Vattenfall declares that it has not madekamgs of promises in advance and is misunderstood i
this regard (E.M.).

21 = weil eben auch ordentliche Informationsgkliiegeben hat, von Anfang an.”
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Additional criticism was made of Vattenfall's apgdtion for an exploration given that it was madbligu
shortly after the failure of an initiative for afeeendum on lignite (U.M.S., S.N.). It is suspectkdt an
earlier announcement might have led to differestite and greater interest in the initiative conoeg

lignite in the area potentially affected by carlstorage.

At the same time, opponents feel misunderstoodcidpeby the media and by politicians (S.N., U.M.S
They have the impression that they are being tieasethough they were irrational and hostile toward

technological progress thereby setting the enangply of the country at risk.

3.3.2. Perception of risks related to CCS
Ketzin
CCS is regarded as a technology that is necessaigube of climate change (H.A., B.L.), which has
already been delayed too long (B.L.). Minor andrnen®jor risks are seen as possibly being relatét to

however “there wouldn't be any progress if we jsaitd no to this, that and everythiR@’(H.A.). The

main source of risks is seen in the complexitytofisg carbon underground and the unknown diffieslt
connected with handling such a system (H.A.). Bilko relates that some may be worried that GO
toxic, and that given its invisibility, it is sonfehg mysterious with unknown negative effects. Hoare

he assumes that these kinds of fears can be diathihrough further information about CCS and, @®
a substance.

Regarding risks to the community, the local comrtyuiti Ketzin not concerned with the safety risks
given the minor quantities of Gnjected and the fact that the project would hewée stopped in the
event of leakages (B.L., H.A., A.K)).

Beeskow
Opponents doubt whether sufficient research has deee on carbon storage to be able to procedukto t
next step (U.M.S., S.N.). At the same time, pedgde that storage sites will not be safe and #atdges
will occur, possibly causing fatal accidents (U.M.&d parallels are drawn to the Lake Nyos disaste
1986 (S.N.). Another risk surrounds the fact therbon cannot be controlled once it has been irgecte
and it is not possible to fully remove it once déshbeen stored. There are doubts whether it iskhpede
guarantee its safety at all. In addition to leakagfeis feared that groundwater may be pollutédegiby

suppressed salt water or by substances that aedjwith the C&(U.M.S., S.N.).

22 *sonst kénnten wir ja tiberhaupt keinen techniadRertschritt mehr haben, wenn man zu allen Sajgtensagt,
nee, das nicht und das nicht und das nicht.”
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Furthermore, opponents are afraid that the reateesharket in the area will suffer which may have
negative consequences for mortgage loans (U.MtSs).also suspected that tourism will suffer ahdtt

the area may be regarded as dangerous and themefaattractive to visit (U.M.S.).

Locals actively engaged in resistance to the ptajechave a high degree of knowledge about CCS.
However, other people ask questions that show khatvledge about the project and the facilities
necessary to store carbon, is still low. Localsrigd that the landscape might be severely distuiiye
the installation of the project (E.M.), illustrattais low level of awareness. CCS is also seen b e
competition with further development and impleméntaof renewables (U.M.S.). Opponents to CCS are
afraid that efforts to promote renewables may bgatieely affected if the possibility to use cleamat

exists.

3.3.3. Perception of project leader and trust in infornuati
Ketzin
No doubts were stated regarding the project inftionareceived from the GFZ. The research institsite

seen as a trustworthy partner that is accessititeetoommunity.

Beeskow
Those opposing the Vattenfall project distrust gwghorities responsible for granting an exploration
permit. At the same time, in the event that tteads declared unsuitable for injection, the ofijmrs
fears that Vattenfall will not disclose the resudfsthe planning refusal (S.N., U.M.S.). Thus, opgats
would prefer the exploration to be led by a scfaninstitution or a public authority that does rstand to

benefit from certain results.

In line with this, information on CCS from souragther than Vattenfall is preferred. Opponents clam
have greater trust in scientific institutions, élgg GFZ. As mentioned above, the information medi by
Vattenfall is seen as being too positive aboutitt@ications of CQ-storage. Scientific presentations that
also mention disadvantages and risks are therpfeferred (S.N., U.M.S.). Opponents also statettiet

do not see any point in closer contact with Vatérs they do not trust the information provideds.).

Besides this, environmental NGOs doubt that CCEhweilable to counter climate change as they believe

that the technology is too late and that othettesgi@s should be given priority. These argumergsatso
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promoted by local opposition groups (A.K., U.S.howvalso state that Vattenfall has failed to explain

exactly how CCS is going to help fight global wangi

3.3.4. Case-specific factors
Ketzin
It has been repeatedly stated that project accepiarhigh because Ketzin has a history of stogamgand
that local people are therefore familiar with tleecept. This is also despite the fact that mismament
of the former gas reservoir, led to the forcedaation of the village of Knoblauch. In hindsightee this
fact demonstrates why acceptance is high: peopte Ketzin know the downside of gas storage and how
to deal with it — and are therefore less afraiddHB.L.). Second, the project is a research ptdieat is

limited in its duration and the quantity of carbojected (H.A., B.L., A.K.).

Additionally, the community benefits from the prcies it has attracted visitors from all over tbherry
and indeed the whole world (B.L.). Visitors oftetays at Ketzin for the night, or at least for a meal
Moreover, the village has become better known éaigr numbers of people and it is hoped that theey m

decide to return for a holiday.

Beeskow
The region is described by interviewees (U.M.\.5as unique given that it has been left undisdron
a grand scale and is not densely populated. Thegrithe those who live there as having strong tetée
area and claim that those with weaker ties hawadlr moved to other regions — due to the bettercgdta
for employment elsewhere. At the same time, seveddliduals have moved into the area from Western
Germany and Berlin in order to live closer to nat(d.M.S.). There is a general perception thatehes
people are especially engaged in resisting CCS (EMJ.S.). In summary, local opponents do not see
any advantages for them that may counterbalancasttariated risks (A.K.).

4. Conclusions for communication on CCS

In both cases, the project leaders have tried nagpecehensively inform the local public about thejects
from an early stage. However, the results have lmate contrary. While the CSink-project is
welcomed by the affected public, Vattenfall's apation is disliked. Opponents blame Vattenfall of
providing biased information. However, they alsatstthat they do not trust Vattenfall. Thus, ins
clear if this criticism is really due to informatigaps or if it is biased by the opposing attitude.
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The two cases are comparable in many aspects:rkatzi Beeskow are projects about storing ®Can
underground site. They are located in the same; dinearespective regions are rural and industries
producing CQ on a large scale are several km away. However,ctises also differ on important
dimensions that were seen as being related togabtieptance in the interviews: The scale of tlgept

and project leadership.

Project scale is important — interview participafitsn Ketzin hypothesized that there might havenbee

resistance to the project if it had been of a corarakscale.

While the project in Ketzin is run by scientistise texploration permit for Vattenfall has been sutedi
by a powerful energy company. Thus, Vattenfall e problematic double role of being the one
benefitting from the project and at the same tiramdp the main source of information for a publiatth
has little prior knowledge of CCS. Trust in indysis generally low (Huijts et al, 2007). In summattyis
lowers the chances for Vattenfall to initiate armmliscussion of the topic which can serve as #sish

for the development of local acceptance for cadtorage.

Thus, communication on CCS needs to be put forwatdonly by industry members but also by other
stakeholders. From today’s point of view, a comroation strategy for CCS in Germany needs to include
stakeholders from various backgrounds, e.g. pslditd science (Gruber, 2009). Risks and advantsyes
well as the current state of knowledge have todimenounicated openly and via trusted channels. At the
same time, it is necessary that decision strategfesit sites are communicated openly, e.g. through
establishing boards that include members fromnbdastry, from the competent authorities as wethas
local public. These boards could monitor exploraté sites and thus guarantee a transparent flodaiat
from the exploration work. However, the local pabthay always develop negative attitudes towards
CO,-storage as there is some uncertainty related dadtno local benefits resulting from it. To addres
this problem, Axel Kruschat, the interviewee frone tocal environmental NGO, suggested that storage
sites should be explored by the government andrv&dtels put into the responsibility of local
communities. Communities should than have the rigtdecide if and at what price they are willing to

offer the sites to industry.
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APPENDIX C: UK BIOENERGY CASE STUDIES

NearCO, WP1.2
Public participation practices and onshore CCS: Lesons from UK bio-energy
Drs Paul Upham and Carly Mclachlan, Tyndall Mancheser, September 2009

1. Introduction

This section draws on the experience of publicigiggtion in two UK bio-energy developments, aslwel
as the theoretical literature on place attachmadtrésk, to inform discussion of public engagemient
CCS. Bio-energy in the UK has considerable utiisyan analogue to CCS in the UK: both are relativel
unfamiliar to the UK public, involve risks and ingia that the public are unfamiliar with, and boénc
involve large industrial-style infrastructure. Tharger of the two bio-energy examples is given most
attention, as this raised a very high level of mubbjection. It is concluded that public engagetraamd
communications strategies for onshore CCS may faett severe challenges and prove insufficient to

resolve public concern.

2. Methodology

The section draws on post-hoc analysis of recardgpth bio-energy case studies. These are, firstly
unsuccessful proposal to develop an advanced 21 &kidmass gasifier near the village of Winkleigh in
Devon, England; and secondly a successful, thotifitcentested, development of a 2.6MWe biomass
combustion plant at Eccleshall, Staffordshire, Bndl The 21.5MWe Winkleigh case has been studied
over a number of years under the UK EPSRC SupeBgmnass and Bio energy Consortium, which has
provided several publications on the dynamics efdksociated public opposition (Upham and Shackley
2006; Upham and Shackley 2006; Upham 2009). Thel\&/é Eccleshall case draws on recent doctoral
research (McLachlan 2008; McLachlan 2009; McLact#809). For both cases, a substantial quantity of
interview and documentary evidence is availabléeriiews were conducted with selected stakeholders
and members of the public involved in opposing tlevelopments. Selection of respondents for
interviews was on the basis of the individualsegitheing key figures involved in the public oppiasitto

the proposed developments, or key stakeholders kriovihave expressed an opinion on the case. In the
Winkleigh case, interviews were supplemented byeneltfrom two focus groups with concerned public
in the village and a total of 763 questionnairgoeses (573 in 2004 [40% of adults in the villagedl

290 in 2009). Two questionnaires were issued toyelreusehold in the village, allowing for a respns

by up to two adults per household; the survey watsof a poll type, but undertaken to investigate th
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controversy. In the Eccleshall case, interviewsewampplemented by analysis of a substantial nummiber
letters of objection submitted by the public to kheal planning authority.

3. National context

3.1 UK planning law on public participation

Formal routes by which the public can influencesaedopment proposal in the UK are very limited. The
public may submit comments in writing to the plamicommittees of county, district, town or
metropolitan borough councils, depending on whémytlive and which is the relevant body. If a
proposed development is likely to have ‘significamivironmental impacts, it will require an EIA and
this, together with the planning application, malsb be made available to the public in a comprebén
form. The public may, subject to specific consitierss, make short oral presentations at council
committee meetings. If the case goes to appeald-oaly the developer may appeal against a planning
committee decision, not the public — then the mubliay make written and oral representations to the
Planning Inspector.

The scope or content of the public’'s comments @hatconsidered relevant is also highly constraiéd.
principal concern in the planning system is thereegto which the proposal is consistent with the
Development Plan, which sets out higher level jpedicfor the locality. Effects on neighbouring
properties, on traffic and safety are also considenaterial. Ethical, policy and other issues Hratnot
referred to in the Development Plan are not comsitienaterial, and in general there is a presumption
favour of development in the UK. Under the Planniagt 2008, a new Infrastructure Planning
Commission (IPC) will have responsibility for thensenting of energy developments with a capacity of
over 50MW onshore and 100MW offshore. At presensinot clear what this will mean for public
participation, but the issue of a reduction in lanfluence is politically contentious and the IR@&y even
not be established if there is a change of govenhinghe UK (Greeman 2009).

3.2 National and regional energy policy context

The 2003 UK government’s Energy White Paper satget of 10% electricity from renewable sources by
2010 (DTI 2003). The renewable energy directivevigles a further imperative. In relation to the
Winkleigh case, Regional Planning Guidance (RP®)tlie South West region of England (where the
proposed development would be sited) set a tafgethanimum of 11-15% of its electric power capgcit
(as distinct from production or consumption) froemewable energy by 2010 (GOSW 2001). In practice,

the region looks likely to achieve only 31% of tewget, which is the lowest percentage in England
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(BWEA 2009). In contrast, the West Midlands reginmwhich Eccleshall is located is projected to reac
44.9% of its target by 2010 (ibid). The averagei@a@ment for England is expected to be 50.5% of the
2010 all-England target (ibid).

3.3 Attitudinal context: studies of UK public attitudes to bio energy

This section draws on a review of UK public attiégdo energy options (Upham, Whitmarsh et al. 2009)
(Poortinga, Pidgeon et al. 2006) found that justrdvalf of the British population have mainly orye
favourable opinions or impressions of hio-energyhdd nationally representative surveys (e.g. (TNS
2003)) produced similar findings: while opinions lwbmass are less favourable than those of solar/PV
and wind power, perhaps due to unfamiliarity (selew), on balance they are still positive. Nonegks|
(Eurobarometer 2007) research shows that suppobidmass in the UK is among the lowest in Europe.
It is then perhaps not surprising that relativedw fpeople in the UK believe that biomass will cimite

to reliable and secure supplies of electricity nitdsn in the future (Poortinga, Pidgeon et al. @0F-ocus
group work suggests that in principle support fordnergy may also be qualified. Barker and Ridtting
(2003a) reported that many participants questi@n‘émvironmental friendliness’ of bio-energy. Some
find it difficult to understand how biomass is aewable fuel, as it is perceived as having featofes
traditional fossil fuels. As such, participants eeoncerned about emissions and odours from biaygne
power plants; and there was some discussion ash&ther the smoke would be filtered to reduce
emissions. Participants also found it difficultdistinguish between biomass and waste incinerdtion
energy production. When shown an image of a bigeggnelant, concerns were expressed about the
aesthetic impacts on local landscapes. Nonethedess;ent repeat survey on renewable energy opinion

has shown a notable rise in awareness of biomakbiarenergy in recent years (BERR 2008).

4. Project features: the Winkleigh biomass gasifiecase

4.1 Characteristics of the locality

The gasifier was proposed for the outskirts of i&igh, an historic village of about 1,000 peoplems
35kms W.N.W. of Exeter in Devon, in S.W. EnglantieTLocal Plan (revised deposit, 2001) designates
Winkleigh as a ‘Local Centre’ and identifies theart®y ex-Royal Air Force airfield as suitable for
renewable energy (Torridge District Council 200Mhe airfield site is on a plateau, is some 119haréa
and is locally served by small, narrow roads. Thedl Plan describes the site as currently supmpgin

wide range of economic uses, but also as contam#ignificant area of degraded and derelict larldnd
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type that the District Council seeks to restore gadaim (ibid: sec. 10.7). Figure 1 shows the pemul
location for the gasifier on the old airfield.

Figure 1 The proposed location for the gasifier

. Winkleigh village is near the median for Torridge
| District. However in the 2001 census, 50% of
Winkleigh parishioners were 50 years old or older;
in the same terms, Winkleigh ranked seventh oldest
' of the 64 parishes in Torridge District. For Togéd
District as a whole, 42% of people were 50 years or
older; for SW England, 37% and for England and \&/88%.

Figure 2 Age distribution in the Winkleigh 2001 cesus
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In addition, people 65 years and older constit®@¥h of the 2004 questionnaire respondents and 43% o
the 2007 questionnaire respondents. For comparieer001 census showed people of 65+ constituting
26% of the parish population. In short, the popafabf the locality is older than the regional arational
average and the questionnaire respondents wereotlem Yet the role of age in the opposition wasan
simple one. Filtering the questionnaire respongeade did not reveal a consistent association lestwe
age and negative opinion of the gasifier; howewareasing age did correlate with assigning imparga

to WINBEG as an issue; with a variety of concerbsut WINBEG; and with increasingly negative
opinion towards other renewable energy alternatise&/INBEG (Upham 2009). The latter concurs with
a series of national opinion surveys undertakertfergovernment department BERR, which show that
those aged 65 and over are much more negative dswenewable energy and are more likely to actively
oppose the use of renewable energy, wind powereusag government policy on generation targets
(BERR 2008). Moreover, the village did have a egtient park and was a location to which older people
had moved from urban areas specifically for itsakrdieatures. On balance, it would seem likely tmat
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attachment to the rural characteristics of thetlonaparticularly strongly valued by older peopeme of
whom had specifically moved to the location forritgal qualities, did play a significant role iretbase.

4.2 Technical and financial aspects

In April 2003, local people learned of the WINGE@oposal, when Peninsula Power Ltd (PPL) of
Chulmleigh, North Devon, was publicly awarded aitzmrant of £11.5 million by the Department of
Trade and Industry (DTI), towards the £37 milliamstof WINBEG. South West Regional Development
Agency (SWRDA) investment and appraisal documenus) f2003, obtained by a member of the public
under the Freedom of Information Act, state thalt RRs established specifically to progress WINBEG
and that there was a commitment by an unnamed yegaitner of £7.5m. WINBEG would be an
integrated combined cycle gasifier with a nominkdctical export capacity of 21.5 MWe, with the
potential for enhancement to 23 MWe. A second plassimilar scale, WINBEG 2, was originally
suggested by the developer (European-Energy-Fo008)2and is referred to in the October 2004
planning application for WINBEG, submitted to théamning authority, Torridge District Council
(planning application reference 1/2149/2004/FULYr Pphase one and two, the patented gasification
system would be supplied as a Licensed Engined?akage through AMEC plc, as developed and
demonstrated by Future Energy Resources Corpor@6BRCO) of the USA, supplying peak-demand
fuel gas to the wood-combustion McNeil Power Plarthe State of Vermont, prior to the withdrawal of
grant funding and the eventual bankruptcy (seeldhgChapter 11 protection) of FERCO in 2002
(ENVIROS Consulting Ltd 2004). The final planningpdication for the gasifier envisaged a fuel miatth
changes over time, stabilising at year six. Expésss dry percentages of the energy input, the sigar
fuel mix was envisaged as: 55% miscanthus grasg%25ellulosic fibres (from municipal solid
waste)/compost, 8.7% forestry biomass, 5.3% cleaodwvaste and 5.2% sawmill co-product (Table 5.1,
(Scott Wilson Kirkpatrick & Co Ltd 2004). Truck memnents associated with this fuel mix were expected
in the Environmental Statement to be a peak of B@ements (in year 2) declining to 50 movements per
day in year six, assuming trucks of 60capacity (Scott Wilson Kirkpatrick & Co Ltd, 200dection 7.4).
Some 50 vehicles (100 round trips) were expectaty daring the construction phase (ibid). Fifty
movements equally distributed over the presumedvevbour day (0700-1900) are about one every
fiteen minutes. Local people contest these qufiteaes regarding the expected fuel mix and nunaber

trucks, anticipating that they would be higher.

4.3 Project chronology

A selective chronology of events is available foe Winkleigh case and is given in Box 1.
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Box 1 A chronology of events in the WINBEG gasifier case (public relations focus)

January 2001

June 2001

June 2001

July 2001

July 2001

April 2002

April 2003

May 2003

July 2003

August 2003

December 2003

January 2004

January 2004

Torridge District Council Local RIRevised Draft, identifies the airfield as suigafir
‘renewable energy’, among other uses, and supbe principle of ‘a wood burning pows
station’ on the site.

EPR Ltd presents a proposal for a dtrad/power station to Winkleigh Parish Council.

=

Terence O’Rourke plc is commissionedBWRDA to advise on the biomass power plant

proposal of IDP Ltd.

Winkleigh Parish Council agrees to evtid EPR expressing support in principle, subject t

further details. EPR withdraw in May 2002 and tlitage and Parish Council are still, at th
stage, unaware of any other interest in bioenengthe airfield.

Terence O'Rourke Plc produce theirf lassessment of an initial conception of WINBEG
mooted by Mr. Barton (of Peninsular Power Ltd). Taport expresses qualified support for t
proposal, a need for caution and recommends fustioely.

Peninsula Power Ltd submits to DTl arsal for WINBEG, to be considered for funding

under the Bioenergy Capital Grant Scheme.

WINBEG is publicly announced as ‘tlegdest bioenergy plant of its type in Europe’

Mr. Barton tells Winkleigh Parish Counttiat WINBEG will broadly replicate the successf
plant in Vermont, which is "working robustly".

Mr. Barton refuses to answer specifiesions at the meeting with Winkleigh Parish Colr
but tells WPC about the technological process, tiratplanning application will be submitte
in August 2003 and that construction would stai$jpming 2004.

Local people discover that the VernkiERCO SilvaGas plant was for demonstration purpg
only, had closed in mid 2002 and that FERCO hadegono Chapter 11 protection i

November 2002

SWRDA's involvement is publicly annoed to pre-empt a Western Morning News (WM
‘exclusive’. On December 8th, WMN carries three gmgbout SWRDA's involvement. Locd
people had written to and telephoned SWRDA sintg D03 without any response.

Local protest group DUST is launchH2elvon Under Serious Threat'.

SWRDA produce a four page briefirggifjing their involvement with WINBEG. SWRDA
claims not to be supporting Peninsula Power.

n

as
he
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Box 1 continued...

March 2004 Local people begin to query Torridgstidit Council on the scope of the EIA.

April 2004 DUST launches road shows around viltagetentially affected by WINBEG traffic.

Sept 2004 UMIST (Upham and Shackley) questionrairgey results published and demonstrate a very
high degree of local opposition to WINBEG.

October 2004 (19 Plan(?ing application for WINBEG submitted to Tidge District Council by Peninsula
Power Ltd.

December 2004 (foand 21) English Nature and English Heritage recommendctign of WINBEG for
deficiencies in the EIA.

January 2005 (#%: Devon County Council recommends rejection of \BEG due to deficiencies in the
EIA and the adverse effect of the large fuétitanent area on smaller bio energy proposalg.

January 2005 SWRDA investment and apptalocuments and minutes obtained by protestaisruthe
Freedom of Information Act, reveal more aboutFWA's reasoning and management of the
project. The documents express awareness thi@li¢prelations” “will be a key issue” and
that a “communications plan” will need to be siolered to avoid the RDA being construed|as
supporting the project. PPL is shown to havenbestablished specifically for the WINBEG

project, supported by several advisory compaaiesan unnamed equity partner prepared to

commit £7,578,000.

May 2005 E-mails between the National Audit Offased DTl Energy Group, obtained by protestors
under the Freedom of Information Act, show that ©TI would be willing to considel
reducing the percentage of energy crops requirethbeycriteria of the Bio energy Capital
Grant Scheme under which WINBEG is funded (DTI,20@rom 50% of ‘input fuel energy/
by year six, to 20%. The potential fuel changefaeites objectors’ concerns about WINBEG
as a waste management plant.

November 2005 Devon County Council’s earlier recandation for rejection was recommended for
withdrawal by council officers in late Novembed(5, subject to the developer agreeing|to
source miscanthus within a 25 mile radius, andexilip the developer applying biodiversity
constraints mapping and archaeological advice.vigek later, councilors unanimously voted
to reject this advice (Western Morning News, 200B)e regional newspaper (ibid) citgs
councillors as doubting that sufficient miscantbasld be grown within a 25 mile
radius of the proposed power plant.

April 7" 2006 Torridge District Council, the planning auibg rejects the planning application fg
WINBEG. Reasons include: the scale of the propasmdlopment would require biomass
supply from throughout the South West, resulting“@éxcessive transport distances from
source farms and the potential undermining of osineall scale local biomass schemes, whjch
would be in conflict with the sustainable developingbjectives of the Devon Structure Plap”
(Torridge District Council, 2006a). Further reaso@$iNBEG would not serve the energy
needs of local business or make a positive coritdbuto the energy needs of the lodal
community, without having an adverse impact on atkaracter; visual intrusion angd
nuisance; the proposal does not conserve, enhamestore the natural and historic character,
natural beauty, and amenity of the Torridge Lanpscé does not secure the comprehengive
restoration and reclamation of the site; it doesprovide a conditions survey of the former
airfield (Torridge District Council, 2006b).

=

September 2006 DTI withdraws its grant offe£11.5 million.
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October 2006  The regional development agency (SWRibfsrms Peninsula Power Ltd that it can no longer
commit to making the airfield site available h®tproject. Reasons given by SWRDA: all major
studies of UK bio energy have argued for muchllemacale combined heat and power projefts
and that: “the government’s new approach is topsu smaller biomass projects” (SWRDA,
2006).

End of 2007 Although the developer persisted addéd an appeal, with a planning inquiry schedtded
January 2008, they withdrew this towards the ertitha project is no longer live. In the
meantime, the protestors develop an alternatiae fir renewable energy and other development
on the airfield, but this has no major financiakcking and may be to some extent a campgign
tactic. Either way, it is not needed, as WINBE@ édeated.

The concerns of local people were varied, but tgkdst levels of shared concern were the high level
of truck movements; doubts about the developegslibility; and gaseous emissions from the plant,
particularly associated with waste combustion, iaetlding odour. In general, local people felt that
they were being asked to accept an industrial sdalelopment that would lead to a major
deterioration in their quality of life and that wdiset a precedent for further such developmergyTh
did not trust the EIA as likely to be independentmreflect their concerns (Upham and Shackley,
2007).

4.5 Stakeholder relationships and communication

4.5.1 Stakeholder relationships

Figure 3 describes the notable stakeholder rektips and financial flows in the Winkleigh Biomass
gasifier case. Only the payment by the South WEgk Ras actually made. The developer was a very

small company, highly dependent on its financialkass.

Figure 3 The relationships of stakeholders, publidbodies and the public in the Winkleigh

Biomass gasifier case
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4.5.2 Communications aimed at the public

A full description of the developer’s engagemerttwtihe public is given a ‘facts reference document’
issued by PPL Ltd <news.bbc.co.uk/2/shared/bsmfs/p9 03 06 biomass.pdf>. The developer’s
engagement included several public meetings, aiteetth documents and the issuing of a four
page ‘Questions and Answers’ leaflet to househsldethin a 10 mile radius, explaining the project
in considerable detail (also appended). Althouginges were made to the development proposal as a
result of public consultation, the core proposas\weesented as a fait accompli and the leafleteargu
that the development had to take place in the chtssation. The Regional Development Agency
entered into public communication on a largely t@acbasis, only when obliged to by increasing
public pressure. The DTI avoided engagement inasca$ possible and the identity of the equity
backer(s) was unknown. Opposition groups had tdFusedom of Information law to obtain answers

to a variety of questions.

4.5.3 Public response

As described above, the formal routes by whichpthiglic can represent their views are very limited.
An opposition group therefore mobilised a smallugrcof active local people, who (our survey
suggested) very likely spoke for most of the Parile group gained the support of a local MP;
targeted the local press with letters; used a comitpnnewsletter, their own website and email list t
share information and maintain morale; and tookthgissue with a variety of local and national
statutory bodies. One of the public’'s main compka#bout the planning process was that there was
no redress or effective oversight of the regiomadaiopment agency, which provided critical finahcia

support to the development proposal (Upham andk&na2006).

There was a moderate level of local press covetagers in the local press, at least one locailorad
article and at least one national press articlevél@r, media coverage was not critical in this case
more importance were: (a) the concerns of localncilors, reflecting the high level of local
opposition; (b) the concerns of district-level dsmn-makers that the development would have
various negative consequences (described in Box(d);a high level of determination and
resourcefulness on the part of objectors, who oedlupeople with a variety of professional skills,

experience and contacts, and who persisted overalexears.

76



5 Project features: the Eccleshall biomass case

5.1 Characteristics of the locality

Section 5 draws on recent doctoral research (Mdaack009). The Eccleshall Biomass development
is situated about 1.5km from the town of EccleshiallStaffordshire. The site is classified as

‘greenfield’ and is next to Raleigh Hall Industrigdtate (RHIE), which is owned by the developer.
5.2 Technical and financial aspects
Eccleshall biomass is a relatively small bio enatgyelopment consisting of a 2.6MW steam turbine

combustor fuelled by miscanthus, other energy crogsmd clean wood chip

(http://www.eccleshallbiomass.co.uk/?page=hpnihe plant is said to require up to eight lorry

movements per day (Eccleshall Biomass Limited 2068jne six times fewer than the Winkleigh

proposal.

The development received a grant of £500,000 fleXTI's Bio energy Capital Grants scheme and
Advantage West Midlands (the regional developmgenhay). The company BIECC was established
jointly by local farmers and the miscanthus devetsBICAL to operate as the miscanthus supply
manager for the Eccleshall Biomass Project

(http://www.hcladv.co.uk/staffsrenewables/casestsithiecc.php).

5.3 Project chronology

The development was first discussed with localdesis in early summer 2003 before any formal
submission was made to the local planning authoBtafford Borough Council. The developer
invited those residents that they considered ttbdoal’ to the development (around 20 dwellings) to
a meeting at RHIE to discuss the proposed developne this meeting, the developers stated that
the plant would be a biomass combustion electri@tylity, rated at 2.6 MW and that it was to be
solely fuelled by Miscanthus, which would be growithin a 25 mile radius of the plant. The use of
agricultural land adjacent to the RHIE was justifiby the developers on the basis of the
development’s ‘agricultural’ nature. The applicati@ceived planning permission in October 2003. In
November 2005, changes were made to the proposetbgenent. These changes were submitted via
a new planning application, rather than a reviseel for the same site. The new proposal identified
that there was a shortfall of Miscanthus and tlmeeefclean woodchip’ would be used as an interim
fuel (Miscanthus is only harvestable at least thyears after initial planting). In seeking a Power
Purchase Agreement, the developers were requirsbte more fuel on site to ensure reliability, and

planned to construct buildings to cover this fddtiLachlan 2009).
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Although the developer had held meetings with Igeadple before the original planning application,
the new proposal was submitted without any direatact being made between the developer and the
local residents. Therefore, local residents firsard about the new proposal when they received a
letter from the local council informing them thaplan had been submitted. At this point some of the
local residents began to object. They raised cosoeith the council, organised a petition, distrédal

a standard objection form, organised a public mge#ind wrote to the local paper in response to
articles that it had carried about the developnilgieLachlan 2009).

The planning committee sent the proposal backdal#velopers, asking them to address a number of
issues raised by local residents, including thghtedf the buildings and the possibility of ‘just-i
time’ delivery rather than onsite storage. The ter submitted revised proposals which included
the relocation of some buildings within the siteldhe reduction in height of some of the buildings
(although the overall area covered would increase) outlined their plans to plant trees to ‘screen’
the buildings. In addition, they rejected the ubeftsite storage, arguing that it would incur ‘ddel
handling’ costs and be uneconomic (Stafford Boro@guncil 2006). The Planning Committee
visited the site in January 2006 and a local regiddno asked to attend this was given permission to
do so. For this site visit, the developers ereatedmber of poles in order to indicate the heidlithe
proposed buildings. As well as going to the sitelft the councillors also visited a number of
surrounding properties that overlooked the devetammFollowing this site visit the committee

granted planning permission in February 2006 (Molat 2009).

5.4 Public concerns

Four key issues were contested in relation to tbeleShall plant: whether the development was
technically viable; the need for a change in theping application; the impact on human health; the
local benefits of the power generation. Of theke, frrimary concern related to the change in the
planning application following the developer’s isation that insufficient miscanthus could be

sourced and hence that waste wood chip would haeetstockpiled. This led to concerns about
emissions, environmental performance, the percejthiat it would just be a ‘normal power station’

and surprise at how little influence the affectatle has formally on a development proposal
(McLachlan 2009).
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5.5 Stakeholder relationships and communication
5.5.1 Stakeholder relations

The key stakeholders were: BiEcc, the miscanthusrggncrop supply company; BICAL, the

miscanthus market development company; Talbotiplmrs of biomass power and heat equipment;
Raleigh Hall Properties Ltd, who provided the sited undertook construction. Additional funding
was granted by the DTI Bio energy Capital GranteeBwe (£500,000), Advantage West Midlands
(the regional development agency, £1m via SRB6 ratonal regeneration fund) and Stafford

Biomass, an intermediary company established ibtéde renewable development locally.

5.5.2 Communications aimed at the public

With respect to the first planning application, theveloper invited ‘local residents’ (their defiait)

to a meeting on the Raleigh Hall Industrial Estathere the plant would be sited. At this the
developer explained the purpose of the projecttanl questions. Representatives from Eccleshall
biomass (biomass farmers) and Talbotts (boiler f@wrers) also attended. However the developer
considered that there was no need to consult acaend application, this being based on the same
‘principle’ as the original development, which hbden generally well received by local residents.
The developer believed that any issues or concéaws essentially already been dealt with
satisfactorily through the initial meeting with igsnts: for him, the second application was meagly
update of the first in response to changed circantgts, namely the conclusion that insufficient
miscanthus could be delivered. With hindsight, ¢h&as a general acceptance from the developer, the
planning officer, and supporters of the developmémt it had been a mistake to assume that no
consultation was necessary in relation to the obaogthe planning proposal, and that the initial
process, whilst above and beyond what was stighiatplanning legislation, had raised expectations

amongst local people.

5.5.3 Public response

The development process encountered public rempooblems by not anticipating that a change in
the fuel mix and building would be questioned. Aghe Winkleigh case, residents engaged in the
planning process as well as taking action outsfdie official process. For example, they knocked
on doors locally and handed out pro-formas whiskedd some concerns over the development and
gave a space for additional comments. Over eightthese pro-formas were sent to the planning
department. Objectors organised a local petitich their own public meeting, which the developers
attended, and wrote to the local newspapers (pdatly in response to articles about the

development). Also in the Winkleigh case, resideotssidered applying for a judicial review but this

79



was deemed to be prohibitively expensive. For stémoal residents, the topic of bio-energy was

technical to the point of being impenetrable. Thegrefore welcomed those whom they saw as local
experts to access the debate for them, and whowilirey to speak at the most consultative exercise
(on the second application), namely a public meetorganised by the residents themselves
(McLachlan 2009).

6 Implications for CCS

6.1 The pattern of public response

The pattern of public response in these casespigdlyfor the UK. Objectors tend to draw on
available resources and the internet increases hessibilities by providing information and means
of communication. In the case of CCS, a higherll@feamplification by the news media is also
possible — i.e., more people may hear of the papasd this may increase the number of objectors
involved. Objectors from outside of the locality ynalso become involved if the proposal is
perceived as pro-fossil fuel. Despite this, in ti€ the public will have little formal access to the
decision-making process and will have to make usetler channels and means of influence.
Drawing on (Upham, Whitmarsh et al. 2009), the isastbelow selectively consider theoriesagfy
such objection takes place, beyond the specifaupistances and characteristics of individual cases,

and what this may mean for located (as opposeid frinciple’) public perceptions of CCS.

6.2 Insights from the literature
6.2.1 Place disruption

Characterising siting controversies — i.e. locatiased objection — as NIMBYism (‘Not In My Back

Yard’) has been widely critiqued in the academtieréture, for its lack of empirical foundation, its

derogatory implications and its general lack oflarptory power — e.g. (Wolsink 1994; Burningham
2000; Bell, Gray et al. 2005; Devine-Wright 200%ridpton, Firestone et al. 2005; Wolsink 2006; van
der Horst 2007). Many authors have called for aarswphisticated understanding of the different
reasons for local opposition to specific renewattergy developments. For example, Bell et al
(2005) suggest that the general public’'s support remewable energy developments may be
conditional, and that this is revealed in actualeti@ments but tends to be masked in opinion poll

research.

A body of theory particularly relevant to sitingntmversies is that of place attachment and place
identity. In this way of thinkingplacedescribes not only the physical characteristica loication, but
also the meanings and emotions associated withiahation by individuals or groups e.g. (Gieryn
2000); (Devine-Wright 2009; Devine-Wright 2009; Dea-Wright forthcoming). The ternplace
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attachmentas been applied to both the process of attadriegelf to a place and the outcome of this
process (Giuliani 2002)Place identityrefers to the ways in which physical and symbattdbutes of
particular locations contribute to an individuatsnse of self or identity (Proshansky, Fabian ¢t al
Change to a location is sometimes termed a ‘diemipto place attachment (e.g. (Brown and Perkins
1992) or a ‘threat’ to place identity - e.g. (Banai Breakwell et al. 1996).

(Devine-Wright 2009) describes the three-stage tsoofeplace disruption developed by Brown and
Perkins (1992) and (Inalhan and Finch 2004), distishing between pre-disruption, disruption and
post-disruption phases, and also Stedman’s studylafe-protective’ actions when there are strong
place attachments (Stedman 2002); he then propaseextended, five-phase model of place
disruption (Devine-Wright, 2009). In terms of pglicnplications, the challenge is to design changes
to places, and employ associated engagement presedhat are likely to be interpreted by those
affected as enhancing rather than disrupting plaedsle also being mindful of the symbolic,

emotional and evaluative aspects of place attactaraard place identities (Devine-Wright, 2009). It

needs to be acknowledged that this may not alwagsiple, in which case policymakers face the
choice of ignoring local opinion and accepting thensequences; or locating the development

elsewhere; or withdrawing the development proposaipletely.

6.2.2 Risk perception

Drawing on (Upham, Whitmarsh et al. 2009), accaydim the psychometric tradition in risk studies,
risk perception is influenced by whether risks @mved as involuntary, catastrophic, dreaded, fatal
delayed, known, controllable or old (Slovic 200Qkie and Ho 2007). The primacy of direct
experience in learning and perception is well-disthbd in the psychological literature (e.g., (Cleaw
1999)): direct experience is more likely than comroation to result in stronger, more confident,
clearly focussed and persistent attitudes, andttitu@e-behaviour consistency (Fazio and Zanna
1981). Similarly, the literature on risk perceptioighlights the role of direct experience and senso
evidence in people’s evaluation of environmentatdks (e.g., (Slovic, Fischhoff et al. 1979; Weber
2006)).

According to the ‘*availability heuristic’, the pe&iwed likelihood of a risk increases if it has been
experienced or can be readily imagined (e.g., (€1@986)), so local risks are likely to seem more
important than global risks ((Slovic, Fischhoffadt 1978; Hinchliffe 1996; Burgess, Harrison et al.
1998). Also, an important influence on how riske @erceived and whether they are considered
‘acceptable’ is the balance betweencbsts and benefi@ssociated with the risk issue ((Eiser, Spears
et al. 1988; Slovic 2000). In terms of communicgtiuch risks, in general, expertise, independence

and familiarity are qualities that tend to be assted with credibility (e.g., (Worcester 2001)).
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Indeed, perceptions of the communicator are ofteimgortant (or more so) than the message itself
(e.g. (Rayner and Rickert 1988)) (Whitmarsh, intfaim, Whitmarsh et al. 2009)).

6.3 Implications for CCS communication and Consulttion

As means of mitigating opposition to energy prgecdommentators have discussed a variety of
options. In terms of consultation, Bell et al (2p@hd (Upham, Shackley et al. 2007), for example,
discuss the relative power that local and natiortetests should have in project implementatiornh wi
the latter discussing the possibility ajreeing upper limit®f new energy infrastructure in a locality
with residents, as a response to public concermitabew developments setting a precedent for an
unknown level of further new infrastructur€ommunity ownershihas also been discussed as a
means of improving levels of local support for neable energy and offering local empowerment,
learning opportunities and building civic capacityy. (ODPM 2004; Devine-Wright 2005; Walker
2007; Walker, Hunter et al. 2007; Rogers, Simmdred.€2008) in (McLachlan 2009). However, it is
important not to build false hope of a communitylesdevelopment if, in practice, local stakeholders
and the public will have little influence on, andceive little direct benefit from, the proposed
development (McLachlan Forthcoming). A report folfID(Centre for Sustainable Energy 2005)
offers more insight intaommunity benefitdinding that whereas community benefits in the téikid

to consist of voluntary contributions to a commuriitnd by the developer, in Spain, Germany and
Denmark, benefits are routine in the form of lotates, jobs, manufacturing and/or ownership.
Community negotiation and provision of communityhéfits can both in principle be adopted in the

case of CCS, but, as suggested below, may welidudficient to resolve opposition.

In terms of communication and consultation, thevedderatures imply that this should be early] ful
and frank — typically going well beyond that reguidegally - but they also imply that this may bet
sufficient to prevent or mitigate substantial oppos. If a community perceives that CCS-related
development poses a threat, be this to health quadity of life, and that there is little benetit the
community in return, then this may quickly beconif@allt to remedy. As the characteristics of €O
storage sites are to some extent site-specifithaouncertainties about the security of storagmet

be eliminated, and as there are few examples of ®@Scan be used to reassure people, the risk
literature also suggests that it may be difficaltatlay public concern. In this respect, CCS transp
and onshore storage can be expected to be morergfin than renewable energy siting: onshore
storage is likely to trigger both place-related eagmms and risk concerns. In the bio-energy cases
considered above, risk-related concern was limitis#d:played a role in relation to gaseous emission
(in relation to the combustion of waste wood) aimdtiie Winkleigh case) traffic accidents, but the
primary public concern was the threat of major ujision to place qualities that were highly valued

by local people.
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Moreover, it is important to note that enhanced maomication and consultation would be unlikely to
have mitigated concerns in the Winkleigh case. Wiatmight have achieved, if communication had
been two-way and responsive, would be an underisigutidat the development was unwanted by the
majority of residents and that relocation should degiously considered. Instead, the developer
persisted and the project eventually failed. In Hexleshall case, the developer undertook early
discussion and only encountered opposition updimdaio realise that affected residents would want
to be consulted on a modified version of the prapoEhe project arguably succeeded because its
adverse impacts were modest, its local economiefliento farmers were considerable and the

developer rectified the mistake of not taking logpinion on the changed proposal into account.

6.4 Conclusions

As a general rule, new industrial-style infrastuwetcan be problematic in terms of public relations
where a community places a high value on the ualities of a place, or where it anticipatesdittl
benefit from the intrusion. This has certainly bedy® case with bio-energy: relatively large
development proposals with a sizeable, potentiakposed population have been the subject of
considerable opposition in the UK (Upreti 2004; &tprand van der Horst 2004); (Upham and
Shackley 2006; Upham and Shackley 2007), wherealestncommunity-level installations are more
likely to be viewed positively (Upham and ShackI2905). This is despite smaller bio-energy
combustion plants potentially posing air qualitiated health risks in large numbers (Thornley,

Upham et al. 2009), unless adequately regulated.

One of the key public perceptions challenges fahone CCS is the need to give affected populations
sufficient and convincing reason to tolerate addai impact and risk, however slight these may be
considered by experts. Experience with renewablergyn developments suggests that this can
sometimes prove difficult or impossible to achi@weractice. This may be doubly so in the case of
onshore CCS storage — though at this stage thigingna working hypothesis. Onshore CCS may not
only threaten people’s sense of place by introdyoew infrastructure, but may also pose a degree of
uncertainty and risk that even a very careful comication strategy may be unable to satisfactorily
resolve to local residents’ satisfaction. Giversthvhere possible, it may be better in public retest
terms to simply avoid onshore storage in populédedtions, and to target offshore sites insteais. It
difficult to see how CCS communications relatingstorage can appeal positively to the public’s
sense of place and place-identity. The provisiora@nomic benefits may help but may also be seen
as a bribe. Perceptions are more likely to be pesiin relation to the manufacturing of CCS
infrastructure, which can draw on the idea anditsealf industrial manufacturing traditions and

provision of employment. It can be further hypotbed that CCS storage itself, however, is likely to
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be conceived of in terms of waste disposal andst@l siting. These may be reluctantly toleratgd b

populations who have little choice, but they artkefy to be welcomed.

To sum up, study of CCS perceptions remains ataally stage due to the limited number of cases
available for study. Based on the risk and platachment literatures, and on other renewable energy
experience, it can be hypothesised that onshore i€0&ly to be problematic in public perceptions
terms wherever there is a potentially exposed m@djoul. It can be further hypothesised that this is
unlikely to be satisfactorily resolved through coomtation and consultation techniques. While these
are unpalatable conclusions that require empinicadstigation, it is better that policymakers be

aware of this than proceed with onshore CCS ovéamugtically.
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NearCO, WP1.2

Public participation practices and onshore CCS: Lesons from the Milford Haven -

Gloucestershire Gas Pipeline

Dr. Hauke Riesch and Dr. David Reiner, Judge Busires School, University of Cambridge,
November 2009.

1. Introduction

The UK has been heavily reliant on its own natioge$ reserves since the 70's oil crisis forced a
rethink of its national energy policy. Britain'ssgeeserves however are now slowly receding, and
given the existing reliance on a gas-supplyingastitucture as a relatively clean energy source, the
UK now needs to increase its gas imports. Theeedocouple of infrastructure projects have sprung
up around the importation of gas over the last fi@ars or so. Among these are the Liquefied Natural
Gas (LNG) terminals that have been establishedritaiBs coastline to receive gas from overseas,

and the construction of the associated pipelinéatesport it the existing gas network.

In the case of Milford Haven in south west Wald® tocation of one of the busiest ports in the
country, the plans were to build two LNG terminalgl a pipeline that connects them to the national
gas networks. As existing pipelines in south Walegse too small and reached only as far as
Swansea, a pipeline was planned that was to ctbe$ south Wales and connect with the national

grid at Tirley, Gloucestershire.

The operator responsible for building the pipelvees National Grid, known at the time as National
Grid Transco. The company is a privately owned ajperarising out of the privatisation of the UK
electricity industry in 1990. National Grid assumessponsibility for the electricity control and
transmissions system, and in 2000 merged with Tarad now owns and operates the UK's
electricity transmission system and the gas trassion network. Under their licence they are
responsible for building and maintaining the pipe$ that transport the gas from the LNG terminals

to the rest of the grid.
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2. Project Details and Implementation Timeline

Several gas and oil suppliers planned to build tmagor LNG terminals in Milford Haven, Dragon
and South Hook (currently the largest LNG statiothie world). They connect to the pipeline which
runs from Milford Haven to a decompression statioAberdulais, from where the pipeline will feed
the South Wales gas network and supply that regitim gas. A further pipeline will run from a
compression station at Felindre which connecthédther pipeline to Tirley across the border in
England. This section of the project was the mostentious as it is far longer and had to cross the
Brecon Beacons National Park at a point for a falesr(see figurel). The pipelines themselves are
working at a higher pressure than is usual in tKe &hd are buried about a meter underground for

most of the route.

The implementation of the project has involvedftiilowing stages:

Feb. 2003:The planning permit was granted for LNG storageoti¢now the Dragon site).

April 2003: Plans for a second storage site were announcé&obtyn (now the South Hook site). The
planning permit was granted in March 2004.

August 2004:Centrica announced 15-year deal with PetronasN&& supply to Dragon.

October 2004: The newly formed local protest group “Safe Havanisuccessfully petitioned
councillors. Dragon is granted a hazardous subsstalicence.

Feb. 2005 National Grid starts meeting with farmers anddamners to discuss compensation for the
disruption caused by building the pipelines.

July 2005: Safe Haven is refused permission to seek a judieiéew of the planning consent for the
terminals by the High Court.

September 2005:Contractors start working on the terminals. Somablems reported with housing
shortage in Milford Haven.

October 2005: Route for the second pipeline was announced bijoh&tGrid, showing that it will
pass through the Brecon Beacons National park.

May 2006: Safety concerns cause workers to stop operatiosuth Hook.

June 2006:Cilfrew residents protest at the Welsh Assemblgneually forcing the need for a new
planning application for an alternative site foe tiepressurisation facility.

August 2006:A Bronze Age canoe found during excavations fergipeline

November 2006:Residents in Trebanos victorious in their attetopstop Transco using explosives
while building the pipeline section running neag thillage. Campaigners start occupying the pipeline
near Trebanos and other sites for more than a week.

December 2006:Concerns over damage from vehicles during thetoaetfon of the pipeline in the

Brecon Beacon national park.
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Jan. 2007:Protest group “Rising Tide” tried to prevent therdition of rocks at Trebanos.

June 2007:A protest camp was set up near Brecon. Some prateaterforcibly removed after
chaining themselves to trees.

Nov. 2007: Campaigners at Trebanos were successful in hatigig section of the pipeline built
without using explosives. A second section of tlgeline was opened by the then UK energy

minister Malcolm Wicks

Key stakeholders:
National, regional and local governments; NatioGaid; local residents and campaigning groups
(“Safe Haven”, “Cilfrew Residents Association”, “@wawe Residents’ Association”); National

global warming protest groups “Climate Camp forigwet and “Rising Tide”

3. Data Collection Methodology

An evaluation of the public consultation processthis particular project has been completed based

on information retrieved from the following sources

1) Interviews were held with: David Mercer, theoject manager for the pipeline; Ivan Stone a
communications manager from 3G; and with a consajtdirm hired by National Grid for the project
specialised in consultations and community relatifmn major infrastructure projects.

2) Information obtained as a result of a brief #ragchange with the Neath Port Talbot head of
planning, Geoff White.

3) Presentations given by members of the Rosgioetine protesters at the Climate Camp London,
as well as brief interviews with the presenters l#rcature handed out at the event

4) A thorough Internet search using keywords fitbin project in local and national newspapers, as
well the website of the BBC. Getting precise keyugoproved difficult at times as “pipeline” is alao
frequently used metaphor for unrealised plans. chear were completed for the terms “Wales”,
“pipeline” and “LNG” for the national newspapersdaonly “pipeline” and “LNG” for the local
papers. For the BBC website, the term “Milford Havevas used instead of “Wales” given that
Wales appears as a menu item on all news storigs.s€arch obviously cut out all relevant stories
that did not feature the terms LNG or Milford Havénce the events in Trebanos and Cilfrew were
determined, this allowed for more precise searchiged to terms relevant to those events. This
search technique revealed that was, no signifidiffierence in the stories uncovered.

5) Information was taken from local blogs and caigp websites, such as the Neath Ferret,
“Pipeline twitter” and Linda Ware's personal webpag

6) Reports and minutes from the Neath Port Tgikatning committee.
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4, Site Characteristics and Local Political Backgrand

The pipeline travels through several localitiesn@dt all of them are situated in Wales. Wales is
historically a nation with strong local traditioaad history and its own language which is spoken by
around 21% of the population. Welsh is also anciafilanguage which required National Grid to
provide access to Welsh language speakers anakliterin their consultations. Since 1998 Wales has
had its own assembly as a devolved regional govenanirhe Assembly has been given more
widespread powers through the Government of Waleis2R06, which came into effect after the
elections in 2007. This period unfortunately cailes with the building of the pipeline, so attention
has to be paid to the precise date to assess #is#hf@involvement of the Welsh government in any

particular episode.

The political landscape in Wales is slightly diffat to the national political landscape: traditibna

Labour party support is very strong particularlytiie south Wales mining communities. Next to a
strong support for Labour, the Welsh National BaPthaid Cymru, is also very strong. The current
Welsh Assembly government is a Labour-Plaid Cynwalition since the election of 2007. Between
2003 and 2007, the Welsh Assembly was led by @& Iaadpour majority, with Plaid Cymru being the

second largest party.

Demographically, South Wales is one of the moréafigadeprived areas in the UK, having been the
location of extensive coal mining which (similar ather areas in the country) that has now been
almost completely shut down. Consequently, comnesihat used to rely on coal mining are now
facing huge levels of unemployment. The strongiti@athl (and recently legislative) independence of
Wales from the rest of the UK seems to have infteenthe perception of the pipeline to a large
degree. With regard to England, traditional natishaentiments can become somewhat heated as
England is regarded in some quarters as a colgnmwer that has been subjugating the Welsh for

centuries.

While the first pipeline that branches off near 8s&a to a decompression station serves southern
Welsh gas needs, the lager pipeline from Swansdaldacestershire was exclusively planned to
provide English gas needs. This led some newspapezspondents to speculate (see below) that the
pipeline represents an English colonial ventursugaply itself with gas while merely risking livesdch

environments within Wales.

Although the pipeline runs through several locahomunities all over south Wales and small parts of
Gloucesterhire, protests were particularly conegett in the villages of Trebanos and neighbouring

Portardawe, and Cilfrew in the county borough oatki€Port Talbot and the market town of Brecon.
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5. National Legal Context

The planning regime for major infrastructure pretgetas recently been updated with the introduction

of the new Planning Act 2002§.The previous regime which applied to the pipelméhis case study
was governed by several pieces of legislation sutiseth by the DTl (DECC 2001a), the then UK
Government Department of Trade and Industry (whiels replaced by the Department for Business,
Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (BERR) in 2007clhin turn was replaced by the Department for
Business Innovation and Skills (BIS) in 2009, wéthme of the DTI's relevant responsibilities given
to the new Department for Energy and Climate ChgbgeCC) in 2008). Planning applications for
gas pipelines of this nature had to be made dyréctthe Secretary of State for Trade and Industry
under the pipelines Act 1962, with the DTI's guicexmotes specifying that it was in the applicant's
best interest to consult widely beforehand. Thdiegmt also had to contact all landowners along the
planned route before submission of the applicafidgve DTI would then “write to the applicant with
suggested forms of notices to be published ance teelved together with lists both of those gazettes
and newspapers where notices are to be publishéefathose persons or organisations on whom
notices are to be served” (DECC 2001b, sectiona®@)detail other requirements the applicant would
have to meet, such as making sure there are musesbjections from the local authorities along the
route, before the planning permission is grantdéaisT “although the Secretary of State is in effeet
planning authority for cross-country pipe-lines, @bjection by a local authority [...] necessitates
public inquiry” (section B3) This planning permiiddnot cover above ground installations such as
decompression facilities, which would have to abtai regular planning permit from the local

authority.

Under the new Planning Act 2008, major pipelinesl &iNG terminals are considered to be
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (adiated to NSIP, the precise meaning is defined in
the Act), and are it required to be built in aceorce to the act, which sets out many of the
requirements for consultation. Despite the requimretis outlined in the legislation, National Gridlfee
that they have been carrying out adequate consulteg¢gardlessi¥avid Mercer, interviewSee also
the local government guidelines for the Act inchgliguides for the public, Communities and Local
Government 2009). The new planning act introdudeal dreation of the Infrastructure Planning
Commission (IPC) which is designed to act as appeddent body to make decisions on NSIPs. The

IPC also helps developers in the consultations th@ye to make with Statutory Consultees as

specified in the Act, which includes local authiest public bodies and agencies (IPC 2009)

23 http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2008/ukg2f2080029_en_1
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6. Position of the Project Developer: National GridConsultation Process

In an interview with National Grid's project manad@ the pipeline, David Mercer, Mercer claimed
that National Grid had applied most of the extiguieements introduced by the new planning regime
as a matter of good practice. National Grid is gdudi through their operating licence to provide
connections for shippers bidding for access tosirstem. The Milford Haven LNG terminal projects
did not fall under their jurisdiction, they simplyere obliged to connect them to the rest of the UK
gas grid. Milford Haven, although it is a naturbbice because of the existing facilities in onéhaf
largest harbours in the country, lies at the wesextremity of Wales, and therefore far away from
any possibly entry routes to the grid. NationaldGsias obliged to connect the terminals with thé res
of the UK infrastructure within three years, whifdr a project of that size proved to be quite a

challenge.

To obtain planning permission, National Grid needmmhsent from the DTI. As part of that
application process they needed to have deterntimedbest route. A route was chosen to balance
construction difficulties with the environmental pact. Having determined an optimum route, they
carried out a detailed environmental survey overeeod of 12 months to mitigate any potential
environmental impact. Where possible, agreementseaght with other key stakeholders such as the
Environment Agency and the Countryside council\igales. In addition, all local authorities were
consulted, as well as the relevant Members of &adnt and Welsh Assembly members. Mercer

stressed that the process was one of active engagevith the consultees:

the key thing there is to at a very early stageatrgt provide information on what we're doing
and a structured way of engaging with them, soybatcan come up with a best route based
on their input, and then assess the environmemizdét with their help, and then look at how

that's best mitigatedyith their help (David Mercer, interview, original emphayis

The local geography of south Wales provided Nati@rwd with a particular set of problems. The
direct and thus most obvious route would have takerpipeline directly through the Brecon Beacons
national park, so that was ruled out. South ofrtagonal park however is a landscape dominated by
fairly deep valleys running north-south, which makenning a pipeline east-west almost impossible.
To the south of the valleys there is the addedcditfy of getting too close to some of Wales' major
conurbations, including the capital Cardiff itse€lfo the north of the national park there was more
mountainous terrain, as well as an extensive mjliteaining ground. The eventual route of the
pipeline was to stay generally north of the natigreak, though at several points there was no ehoic
but to go inside — it was the preference of the ji@elf that if the route had to go through at som

point, it should be in the northern area rathen timathe more sensitive southern area. That therou
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had to go through the national park proved to lreagor issue with the opposition groups to the
pipeline, even though National Grid had consultegmsively with environmental agencies and the

park itself.

With the limitations of possible routes set outpast of an agreement with the statutory consultees,
National Grid identified several possible routeschitthey then took back to the consultees. Although

it is always impossible to come up with a plan thlaases everyone, they eventually announced their
preferred, one mile wide route corridor. They tlesnt public with that corridor, by displaying it in

village halls, advertising it in the local mediatlets and holding public information evenings:

I guess if we draw a relatively arbitrary line beem the lets call it statutory consultation and
sort of below the line public consultation — pubbonsultation geared towards parish
councils, local representatives, representativeggpinterest groups and then members of the
public, community, so and then the familiar rourfdazal exhibitions and what have you,
given the very rural nature of south Wales for thest part an awful lot of individual
meetings with everybody from — well we haven't tweet on the landowners yet, but,

landowners through to sort of individuals, residegvan Stone, interview

They also needed the consent of every landownagdle way, which turned out to be a total of 835.
If agreement with a landowner could not be readoedsome reason, then National Grid had the
option of applying to the High Court in London far‘compulsory purchase order” (CPO) which is

normally considered only a measure of last regof2PO would have the potential to seriously delay
the project: it could take three to six monthsdbesiule a hearing, and another three to six mdoths

a decision, potentially delaying the project byeary This challenge was encountered on only two
occasions, and both times it was commercial deestowho owned the land and were holding out for

a better deal in the compensation rather than terieaners concerned for their safety.

Both interviewees have stressed that a good rakdtip with the landowners is absolutely crucial for
such a project, because the pipeline will be ther&0 to 40 years, and therefore the buildingtof i
merely the beginning of a lengthy relationship. yrbelieve it is important that National Grid has a
good reputation among landowners, and the widex lo@mmunity which they believe they managed
to attain through being transparent as much a®meh$y possible, and through being consistent in
their approach. Regular planning consent had wolight on the parts of the pipeline that were above
ground, as well as installations such as depresgion stations, a process that led to two pasicul

flashpoints with the county borough council of NeRort Talbot, as outlined below.
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7. Discussion of the Pipeline and its Constructioim the British Media

A search on LexisNexis of the UK national przésker the words “pipeline”, “Wales” and “LNG” was
carried out, between the dates 1.07.2002 and 2009, yielding a total of 41 articles. However, the
controversy over the pipeline was not covered esttety. Of the 41 articles, a large majority
(especially in the first few years of the searcleyavarticles on the general state of the energkenar
or of UK gas supply politics, which mentioned irspiag that a facility was being planned or is under

construction in Milford Haven (24).

These articles were mainly featured in the busipesgs (19). The second largest group of articles
were more specifically focussed on National GridNIG terminals and pipelines, which were again
almost exclusively in the business pages and didnmention any opposition (8). Other articles
focussed on safety fears of LNG tankers (3), orewatherwise unrelated to the pipeline (4). On a
national level only two articles reported on theagition to the pipeline, one fairly early artidte
2005 reported on a request by campaigners to theePof Wales (who owns land on the proposed
route) to block the development of the pipelinelfii 2005). A much longer feature article appeared
in the (left-leaning) national broadsheet the Gisgrdreporting on the local and national protest
groups campaigning against the pipeline, mainhtreeinon the town of Brecon and the village of

Trebanos (Harris 2007, see also below).

A search (for “pipeline” and “LNG”) on the Welshdal news aggregator Wales Onﬁ?lbowever,

uncovered quite substantial interest in the locatgsts around the pipeline. Although there also
appeared the odd article about the UK'’s (or Waleg®rgy need (e.g. Shipton 2008) here as well,
most focussed on protests against the developi@eetparticular point of interest from the beginning
was the safety worries over the LNG terminals iffdid Haven, and the tankers which were planned
to supply them. Related to that were a couple ofies that focussed on accidents and workers’

strikes happening on the construction site.

There were however also many news reports on thieegis on the pipeline itself, and these were
mostly negative in tone — even in the few artichest were not primarily about the protests aboet th

pipeline, such as the one announcing its formahimgg it was invariably termed the “controversial”

24. The papers covered were the broadsheets theli@uathe Independent, the Times and the dailgdrelph
(with their respective Sunday sister papers ),nttié marked tabloids the Daily Mail with its Sundsigter
paper and the Sunday Express, and the mass mabkeids the Sun, the Mirror and the Daily Starpalsgth
their Sunday sisters. Notable omissions from thedMexis database are the Daily Express and thanEial
Times.

25. http://www.walesonline.co.uk/
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pipeline (e.g. Clark 2008). Apart from news itentwering the protests at Trebanos, Cilfrew and
Brecon (see below), there were also reports oraadst involving a confidential map of the route
being found for sale online (Wales Online 2007,tuituted), and a retired civil engineer voicing

concerns over the safety of the project (Shiptdd720

The most interesting items however were the readetters on the subject, almost all of which
featured references to the fact that it is a ptdjenefiting mostly English people being forcedtoa
Welsh, and that Wales has no impact on decisioninmgak London, a nationalist sentiment which
was efficiently used by politicians and sympatlssairthe Welsh national party Plaid Cymru to argue

for more autonomy for Wales:

What the Tories did was to push out a whole comtguniorder to flood our valley for water
for Liverpool. All but one of the Welsh MPs of tlday were against it as were many
prominent Welsh figures from all walks of life. Tignorance of the “British” establishment
at the time for Welsh democracy was appalling. Heweeven looking at our “democracy”,
when locals oppose the LNG pipeline or new nugbeaver stations and dirty power stations,
there is nothing that we in Wales can do as Loratenour masters. The sooner we get more
powers for the Assembly the better; then we carospundemocratic plans like the Scottish
Parliament canlégo Ap Steffan, 25.9.09, Western Mail

This sentiment was carried to an extreme by a GRamty member, who compared Wales to the
Niger delta, where energy infrastructure for thadfit of another country is imposed without regard

or compensation on the local populace:

Here in Wales we are suffering the imposition of LG pipeline system through South
Wales. And, like the Niger inhabitants, the peaifl®Vales are getting absolutely nothing but
destruction, injustice and negleddgve Howells, 18.10.06, Western Malil

A similar division between the local and nationals content on the pipeline was evident in a search
of the BBC's news website (for “Milford Haven” aftgipeline”), with the national news part of the
website emphasising the UK's need for a securesigasly, and Welsh local news concentrating on

the protests.
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8. Summary of Opposition to the Pipeline

One major and influential opposition movement whitthbve a lot of the discussion on the pipeline
but which is not as such directly related to ith@erns the building of the LNG terminals in Milford
Haven. Local campaigners set up the protest gr&ape’ Haven” to campaign against the building of
the LNG terminals. The objections of the group@marily on safety grounds, arguing that the LNG
terminals as well as the ships supplying the teaisiare endangering the local population. In thés t
recent memory of the sinking of the oil tanker “S&apress” near Milford Haven in 1996 has found

resonance, as well as the explosion in 2005 oBthrecefield oil depot in Hertfordshire.

Safe Haven has been active in bringing their fedosthe local news — as the news search carried ou
showed, most of the articles found in the local spapers for the keywords “pipeline” and “LNG”
focussed on the terminals and the associated protegement. Although the protest movement was
ultimately unsuccessful in stopping the developmetiitey did manage to give it a very high profile
which ultimately rubbed off on the pipeline. Botla\bdd Mercer and Ivan Stone felt in the interview
that this negatively coloured the impression pedyalé of the pipeline, to the extent that people and

media outlets consistently misrepresented the eatiuthe pipeline:

This business about the LNG terminals; we learmedughout the process that there were
sections of the community convinced that this wiiguad natural gas pipeline. An LNG is a
different scale in terms of what it is comparedvéporised natural gas, and the community
was convinced that this was bringing LNG with dlé tpotential risk from it through their
communities, and trying to get this message acmass.. every time | did an interview | said
natural gas, “what about that LNG pipeline?” Itst ran LNG pipeline! David Mercer,

interview)

One particular action by the protest group, whiemdnstrates the strained relationship between the
protesters and the port authority, related to aestjunder the Freedom of Information Act (which is
part of the UK's response to its obligations untter Aarhus convention) to look at the risk
assessments carried out for the terminals. The gaithority refused a decision that was later
overturned by the Information Commissioner (RichBrukton (for Safe Haven) v. Milford Haven
Port Authority, Buxton 2007a.

On the pipeline itself there were three particdilashpoints during the construction of the pipeline
near the villages Trebanos, Cilfrew and the matkemn Brecon — which shares its name with the

Brecon Beacons national park. Protesters at ttésasire mostly anti-pipeline protesters from owdsid
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the area, aligned with national environmental @btgoups. Principal among these was the group
- 26 . -
“Rising Tide”, which is organized on a bottom-up level similarthe larger and more famous

“Camp for Climate Action” with which it is closek;rfﬁliated.27

The protest against the South Wales pipeline irc@reas well as some of the protests in Trebanos
should be considered in the context of nationalrenmental campaigning against the exploitation of
fossil fuels. Rising Tide’s objections to the pipel are mainly based on objections to the use of
natural gas in that it pervades reliance on fdsgils. Even though gas is certainly a much cleaner
fossil fuel than the alternatives, they argue thiststill a “bogus” solution which is a distraati from

the urgently needed development of renewable enditlgyy are however also concerned about the
impact the pipeline potentially has on the localdiife, especially in the national park, and they
highlight worries with respect to National Grid’'afsty record, as well as safety fears of the LNG
terminals in Milford Haven. Finally, they argue thmilding the pipeline in Wales is symbolic of the

exploitation of the Welsh nation, noting earliesasters inflicted on that nation:

Welsh lives and countryside have often been coliatgamage in the hunt for power and
profit. In Aberfan in 1966, 144 people, mostly dhén, died in a disaster caused by the
National Coal Board's shocking disregard for safé®ising Tide 2009)

This point was picked up prominently in local medaerage, as well as one of the rare national
news items on the pipeline protests, a featurelarin the Guardian (Harris 2007), and was

summarized, by Rising Tide as well as by the Guaardwvith the slogan: “They wouldn't put a

pipeline like this through Surreyzlg’

26. http://risingtide.org.uk/; Accessed 30.10.09

27, Climate Camp is an amalgamation of protest groups sheng up in 2006. It is characterized by its leags on
democratic, communal decision making, and its dounsty non-hierarchical organization (Doyle 2009 @afor Climate
Action 2009). Climate Camp and Rising Tide have regligmoups — there is for example a “mid Wales” grdor Rising
Tide — however they have a distinctly national artdrnational outlook. There is for example a closlationship between
the Climate Camp in the UK and protesters at am lgiss pipeline construction site in Rossport, Colviéyyo (Struggle
Archive 2009), and representatives from the Rosgpotests have presented both at the Climate Camatirge in London
and Wales this summer. However, as both Climate GardgRising Tide have a strict non-hierarchical regttlre Rossport
protesters are better seen as part of these gtbhepselves. This multi-level structure to the grasts climate protesters in
the UK and Ireland, results in many protests thooigimg organized at a regional or even local letieefind supporters and
participants from around the country.

28. Surrey is a county to the south west of Londontaiaing many very wealthy commuter towns. It is sistently rated
as one of the most expensive counties to live ohlas a very high proportion of upper middle clessdents. It is often
used metaphorically to denote a typical highly ieyed area, and as such is also referred to addros “stockbroker belt.”
A patrticular irony here is, as Ivan Storietérview) remarked, there was in fact a similar developnieampening in Surrey
at the time.
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The protests in Brecon consisted of a camp situatéige path of the planned pipeline from January
2007 onwards. The Guardian report on the campactenized the protesters as a mix of seasoned
environmental and global warming protesters andrgel number of “students and gap-yearers”. A
similar observation was made by David Mercer, ttaget manager for the pipeline: “those weren't

local people, | don't think there were many Welshemts to be perfectly honesifiterview).

At the latter stages these protests involved piate®recting tree-houses and chaining themsetves t
trees; protesters had to be forcibly evicted betbeepipeline could be built. With these tactice th

protests followed similar lines as other direci@cttampaigns organized by environmental protesters
(such as those advocated by Climate Camp for ActiBompared to the developments in Rossport,
where the protests are still ongoing, they wers &&ntful and ultimately of course not succeszsul

the pipeline was built without major delays. Howevas one of the protesters interviewed by the
Guardian stated, the aim was not so much to sisgp#rticular development, but to raise awareness

of the issue and to make developers think twiceresstarting similar projects in the future.

In a remarkably similar way to the pipeline devels the protesters realized that a good relatipnsh
with the local population is very crucial to themoject, something which very obviously crystaltize
among anti-pipeline protesters involved with thes§mrt campifjterview). It is also evident that
Rising Tide's emphasis on the safety hazards antsWational interests quoted above, that both
concerns are not closely linked to combating claregtange, which is the groups' main concern. At
least the Rossport group has claimed to have ag@oy and supportive relationship with the local
community {nterview). This however was disputed by Ivan Stone (the manications manager
working with National Grid on the pipeline), spaadifrom his experience with this and with many

other cases he’s been involved in:

| think that is a claim that is always made, bonirmy prejudiced position | have rarely seen
it achieved. People will travel to the action, hty're rarely locally recruited. (Ivan Stone,

interview)

Thus both sides in this conflict realized the imtpoce of communication with the local population
and by using the appropriate rhetoric, were ablgoition themselves more or less on the sideef th
local community. National Grid was at least requite provide community relations for people who
were able to speak Welsh, since it is an offi@alguage. However it is not clear whether employing
local people for community relations was a matfgoadicy for National Grid or just a lucky accident
arising from the Welsh language requirement. Rdgssd this may have earned them greater

credibility with the local population.
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Two other flashpoints were the villages of Trebaaond Cilfrew in the county borough of Neath Port
Talbot near Swansea. While Trebanos would latenesi# protests similar to those at Brecon, the
events here have arisen mainly out of more locatems. These two locations differed from other
sections of the pipeline. Cilfrew was the locatminthe depressurisation facility at the end of the
Milford Haven to the Aberdulais part of the pip&inAs an above ground installation it was required
to go through the regular planning permission psscaith the local authority. During that process a
number of concerns were raised by residents ofd@ilfwhich were largely centred on local safety

issues.

The secretary of the Cilfrew Residents’ Associgtibimda Ware, became a prominent face of the
opposition to the pipeline on a much larger, regiand even national scale, through her extensive
letter writing campaign to local newspapers. Shso atonducted a battle at the High Court to
challenge the construction to the pipeline, whiaswhrown out on appeal in June 2008. Sadly, as the

Neath Guardian reported, this left Ms Ware faciagksuptcy (Nicholls 2009a).

In August 2006 the head of planning of Neath Patb®t council, Geoff White, reported to the
Planning and Control Committee meeting that a ipetitwith 123 signatures was handed in,
requesting that councillors were to be made awheeseries of objections from local residents ® th
facility, and that “the whole project is lookediatdepth by the Welsh Assembly Government and not

made the responsibility of Local Councillors”(NeaBort Talbot council planning committee

document 200806-EN-GW-UA, p.?? The complaints were:

* That National Grid did not let anyone from the Rlesits’ Association or the Neath planning
department look at comparable existing depresgimisatations, and that as this station will
operate at a higher pressure than anywhere eBerope, thus representing untested
technology.

» That the proposed plans for traffic managementedacility will place too heavy a burden
on local roads in Cilfrew.

* That the noise from the station will drive out |baéldlife.

* That the residents’ association was not party éogtilound investigations carried out by
National Grid.

* That the pipeline goes counter to the Welsh goventis own literature extolling the virtue
of green energy.

» That previous representations made by the assatiatire not taken into account

29. http://www.npt.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=353fhame=PLANDEV-290806-EN-GW-
UA&doc_id=7585&file_type=1&searchall=true
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» An additional email claimed that councillors werdiblerately misled “and that the DTI has

pressurised the Planning Section in ‘speeding tirothe application”.

It was decided that final resolution of the plampapplication for the facility would be deferredthe

outcome of a site visit by members of the committed local councillors (290806-MIN, p.13?§)ln
September, the results of the consultation wererteg by the committee. The planning application
was advertised in the local press as well as thréeters to residenteifail from Geoff Whije Two
hundred and fifty six replies were received, inghgdcomplaints similar to those of the petition. A
separate petition with 489 signatures was receieadplaining of the proximity of the installation to

the village. Furthermore a letter was received ftbmWelsh Assembly member for Neath (Gwenda

Thomas, Labour), objecting also to the proximitythe village (190906-MIN§.l The application was

approved along with hazardous substance consetitéd@torage of gas.

The residents’ association however did not giveand pursued the matter by seeking a judicial
review of the decision alleging that some counddllovere pressurized into not voting. The High
Court quashed the decisions by the council on theé3307, forcing it to consider the applications
again, this time submitted by the developers inrated form (see also Neath Port Talbot CBC v.
Linda Ware, summarised by Buxton 2007b).

By the time of a second site visit on 15.05.07, tbencil had received a further 159 letters of

objections, as well as a petition with 353 signegun support of the Cilfrew Residents Association,
and asking for an extra mile between the statiah the village (150507-REP-EN-GW-U,gS.The

new applications were then approved by the comm(tléOSO?-MIN)3.3

These developments show that local opposition & itistallation was very organized. With the
support of regional politicians they were eventualccessful in having the planning permission
reviewed which resulted in the facility being bditther away from the village. Though this was the
end of the matter as far as the council was coedersome local citizens such as Linda Ware

continued their protest against the pipeline inegah Ms Ware's legal campaign against the

30 http://www.npt.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=3530&fhame=PLANDEV-290806-
MIN&doc_id=7690&file_type=1&searchall=true

31 http://www.npt.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=3530£fhame=PLANDEV-190906-REP-EN-
GWé&doc_id=76224&file_type=1&searchall=true

32 http://www.npt.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=3530&fhame=PLANDEV-150507-REP-EN-GW-
UA&doc_id=8567&file_type=1&searchall=true

33 http://www.npt.gov.uk/default.aspx?page=3530&fhame=PLANDEV-150507-

MIN&doc_id=8704&file_type=1&searchall=true
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depressurisation facility continues to be in thev;ie However, having lost her appeal against the
council's planning permission, she now faces thalleosts, and Neath Port Talbot council is still
pursuing her for the money even though she is &ipeer and has no appreciable wealth. The
council's barrister is quoted by the Private Eyhi¢h profile national current affairs/satire maiga2

as saying that they pursue it as “a matter of glatand to not be seen as a soft touehvate Eye
2009. The Neath Guardian reports that

At a court hearing in August, Mrs Ware will chalienthe costs award against her, arguing
that the Aarhus convention — meant to ensure adoegsstice without penalty for genuine
campaigners — applies. Her solicitor, Richard Boxiwill argue that the court should not
have ordered costs against that make litigatiorolimitively expensive”, or more than
“nominal”. (Nicholls 2009b)

These struggles against the local council, andaghpeal — whether ultimately successful or not — to
the Aarhus convention have engendered a lot of aymgfor the cause, as is evidenced by the uptake
of the story in the Private Eye in their regularot®n Boroughs” page, which aims to take an

admittedly light hearted look at the wrong-doindslaral councils. A smaller scale local protest

3 , 34 G e .
seems still to be in place, with websites like gipe twitter”, although it is difficult to see how big

the support still is.

A second planning application at roughly the samee thad to be made at the nearby village of
Trebanos in the valley of Cwmtawe on a sectionhef pipeline which the developers found needed
blasting because they encountered an area of bekdIn accordance to the Gas Transporter Pipeline
(EIA) Regulations 1999, this required that a blagtinanagement plan had to be agreed with the local
authority. The location in Trebanos was also aemthnique point along the pipeline because
developers had no option other than to locate fipelipe closer to habitations than usual. The
proximity of the pipeline was compensated by hawngeavier pipeline wall in that section, and the
plans were finalized in consultation with the Heahd Safety Executivéd@vid Mercer, intervieyw
However, the consultation by the council’s planniogmmittee received a similar amount of

objections from local residents, where their consevere as follows:

» Potential structural damage to properties fronbilasting
» Concerns over the local ground conditions: the gdonas an ancient dormant landslip area
that the developer’s survey had taken into accdauttyhich the local population still felt

represented a potential hazard. Also the areafiesfault line which puts the pipeline at a

34 http://www.pipelinetwitter.co.uk/
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potential risk from earthquakes.
» “Potential environmental damage”
* “Possible gas explosions”

» ‘“Lack of information and consultation about thegdipe”

* “The very existence of the pipeline so close todersts” (180806-REP-EN-GW p.1f6)

The council also later received a petition with Bghatures which argues some of the above points:
although the developer’'s survey has found the lgnds be dormant, they argue that it is in fact

active. Also the potentially affected buildings aiéer and therefore more prone to damage from
vibrations, which the developers did not seem fte tento account. They also cast doubt on the
blasting engineers who have been overheard tohggyhtave no experience with the Welsh Pennant

Stone found near Trebanos, and residents felthlgtare extremely vague in their risk assessment:

In fact they have not provided any evidence ahi¢osiafety of this blasting other than vague

statements such as “it is unlikely” and “not comesatl a risk” to property and people.

(290806-EN-GW-UA p.5)

Following a hitch in the counting of the votes, twmncillors’ votes were tied, and the chairman did

not exercise his second casting vote. This causeg slelay (as well as dismay and suspicion among
the residents as the original vote was wrongly anoed as rejecting the application), and a further
20 letters and emails of objection were receive@dddition to a letter from the local Welsh Assembl

member Gwenda Thomas expressing concern over sheisgive attitude shown by the developers

towards the residents (190906-REP-EN-GW-UA p.3).

Finally, a resident submitted a further geologsalvey “which indicates that the land is within an
area that has a high risk of ground instabilityhey also include comments by the Saudi Geological
Survey expressing concerns “about constructingipeline [...] in areas of potential subsidence and

guery why the pipeline staff do not know about $tweves, and that in the Gulf there could be large

hidden caverns and it is necessary to carry ouwtitgraurveys” (190906-REP-EN-GW-A?§. The

35 http://www.neath-porttalbot.gov.uk/default.a8page=3530&file_name=PLANDEV-080806-REP-
EN-GW&doc_id=7502&file_type=1&searchall=true

36 http://www.neath-porttalbot.gov.uk/default.a8page=3530&file_name=PLANDEV-290806-EN-
GW-UA&doc_id=7585&file_type=1&searchall=true

37 http://www.neath-porttalbot.gov.uk/default.a8page=3530&file_name=PLANDEV-190906-REP-
EN-GW-UA&doc_id=7693&file_type=1&searchall=true

38 http://www.neath-porttalbot.gov.uk/default.a8page=3530&file_name=PLANDEV-190906-REP-

EN-GW-A&doc_id=762&file_type=1&searchall=true
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committee eventually resolved that the matter ermed to the DTI for consideration, on the 19

September 2006 (190906-MIN p.174).

The Guardian reported that this whole episode,idersd alongside the legal challenge to the Cilfrew
decision, was regarded as very bizarre and witht aflsuspicion by the local residents, who thought

that the council did not handle the planning applans well at all:

At six o'clock that evening, | got a phone callnfrone of the protesters,” says Huw Evans, a
local Plaid Cymru councillor. "They said: "You wbhelieve this: the result's been changed.' |
was utterly amazed." At around this point, the arels campaigners say they began to
believe that the council's increasingly bizarre hiaations were traceable to two things:
pressure from Whitehall, exerted through the la@ddour party (which, as in just about all of
South Wales, is politically dominant) and fear bfllenges to their decisions from National
Grid. (Harris, Guardian, 27.04.0y7

Councillor Evans went on to become part of the Cawmat residents’ action group, which was then
influential in setting up a protest group with &idis from Rising Tide which lasted for 12 daysdan
drew the attention of the local media, and attracpirotesters from other pipeline protest site$ i
Rossport in Ireland Turner, Western Mail, 20.11.06, “Steady flow of ot for pipeline
protesters’). The campaigners then continued to lobby andteedly persuade the local Member of
Parliament, Peter Hain, who also happened to beS#wetary of State for Wales. Finally, by
November 2007, the DTI announced that the routéhferpipeline be prepared using a much slower
technique, opting to “err on the side of cautioSeéretary of State for Trade and Industry Alastair
Darling, quoted by Harris, Guardian 27.04)07

The local opposition to the pipeline and depressation plant seemed to be predominantly about
safety concerns in terms of having the facilititzsse to homes and on potentially unstable ground.
Similar to the way the global warming protesterprapriated the safety concerns of the local
residents into their protests, so have the locaipeagners incorporated global concerns, and even
invited the protesters to their parts of the plahpipeline route. However that alliance seems t@ha
died, once the safety fears were eventually assubgee-siting the facility and ordering a diffeten

construction process.

39 http://www.neath-porttalbot.gov.uk/default.a8page=3530&file_name=PLANDEV-190906-
MIN&doc_id=7910&file_type=1&searchall=true
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Another recurring theme in the irritation of thedb community was that they were left in the dark
with respect to the consultation and the whole tanson of the pipeline and that they did not feel
empowered by the democratic processes. This pé&oepias obviously affected by the council's
planning committee mismanagement of decisionseael&d blasting management and to the High
Court ruling quashing their earlier planning ap@ovor the depressurisation facility. This
development was followed by a fairly extensive pedil involvement on behalf of the residents: local
politicians notably from the Welsh national partiai Cymru who voted against the blasting
proposal and joined a residents’ association; regdigoliticians in the form of the local Welsh
Assembly member Gwenda Thomas; and eventual naterel support from the Secretary of State

for Wales himself.

From National Grid's perspective, the allegatiohattlocal residents were inadequately consulted

were false given their hands-on consultation esfaith the local community:

From my point of view [the situation in Trebanoshi really good example of where you have
to be careful with a vociferous minority. There weandividuals who spent a lot of time
talking about how they were told nothing. From nginp of view they were the same
individuals who members of my team were spendimtuaily every day with to keep them

informed. (van Stone, interview

Eventually this conflict of perspectives is notiBasesolved without looking in more detail at how

the local community really reacted to the proposalkile it seems clear that most of the noise came
from a small group of highly motivated people sashLinda Ware and councillor Huw Evans, the
amount of signatures from several petitions, amdritbmber of letters of objection received by the

councils seems fairly high for such relatively shcaimmunities.

A final point is raised by the episode of the blasinagement at Trebanos regarding the value df loca
expertise and knowledge, standing in direct cohtmshe expertise offered by the developers (and
their more regionally based consultees). People lw®in the affected area have offered local
knowledge about the constitution of the terrainalkhivas not considered as part of the developer’s
report. One example is the constitution of old pryfound in an area which they argued was prone
to vibrations. They also disputed the stabilitytlod landslide on which the village was built, adlwe
as the dormancy of the fault line which ran throtigh area - realities which are backed up by news
reports and other collective memory. Frustrated tivese concerns were not taken into account, and
having been privy to conversations among contragtating that they weren’t very familiar with the
local geology, residents even organised their owrvey, as well as utilising the professional

expertise of the Saudi Geological Survey.
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It is probably fair to say that it was these consemore than any of the other issues raised that
ultimately swayed the DTI to “err on the side oflutian. This is of course not to argue that the
residents’ expertise was ultimately more valuablntthat of experts consulted by the developers.
The situation is very reminiscent of the famousecssidy reported by Brian Wynne on the local
expertise of Cumbrian sheep farmers in the wakbefChernobyl disaster (Wynne 1992), which is a
classic study that helped overturn the now maiblnaoned concept of the “deficit model” in science
communication studies. Wynne’s study recognised tiere are situations where experts from the
outside can be shown not to have a clear monogdgawledge in a situation and may at times need

to defer to locally collected knowledge and consern

9. Main Features of the Consultation Process: Lesss Learned for CCS

This case, and the eventual protests it createdssez be influenced by a series of events spetfic
this pipeline and its location. This is supported the fact that other comparable pipeline
developments in the UK, such as the Isle of GraiBHhorne pipeline in Kent that was build at around

the same time, did not make any noticeable impaterims of local or national protests.

The LNG terminals at the start of the south Waligelime were new developments which already
attracted a huge amount of opposition around Milfblaven. The issues raised in connection with
them were in many ways similar to the concerns W&k to be voiced later in connection with the
pipeline. The biggest issues were safety worriesiradt both the terminals themselves. At around the
same time in December 2005, an oil depot in Burndefblertfordshire exploded, only narrowly

avoiding loss of life, while the community in Milid Haven is still very much aware of the nearby
sinking of the oil tanker “Sea Empress” in 1996,ickhhcaused an oil spill and long lasting

environmental damage to the Pembrokeshire coath. &8@nts featured in the news articles related to
discussion of the pipeline by giving concrete ex@sf accidents that occur in the face of rhetoric
from the relevant operators and developers. Amddetor affecting trust in the operators is thetfa

that they (including National Grid) are privatelwmmed, and that they are ultimately responsible to
their shareholders and not to the local commurnityus the pipeline suffered from a series of
associations with related developments, recendeants and general mistrust of private companies.
In terms of perceived risk, although the local dapan had no direct experience with pipelines thus

making it difficult to further determine any poteattbenefits.

There are also telling differences in the naturethef two developments. One is that unlike the
pipeline, the LNG terminals are localised — butt timans also that protests against the terminals

spilled over to the more easily targeted pipeline:
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And to put it as crudely as possible, it's muchieza® get at linear infrastructure than it is
something you can put a fence around. And thas dosan that you can find that you're the
tail wagging the dog, even if you're not the bidigoissue yourself, if you follow that.

(David Mercer, interview)

The issues outlined above will apply to CCS as .w€CS will be perceived as a privately owned-

privately run operation, which is not based onghbancement of the public good.

Another factor that influenced the way the projess seen is the very location of the pipeline. This
includes the unfortunate but ultimately unavoiddhle that it crossed through a national park, Wwhic
generated some negative press. Another point taaidMercer emphasised was that the scale of the
pipeline was much bigger than any of the otherqmtsj they had worked on before (David Mercer
being responsible for all major National Grid pitfg. This means that both technical aspects of the
project as well as with community relations theyraveading on slightly unfamiliar grounds. But a
predominant factor was Wales itself. As the lettershe local newspapers show quite clearly, the
project suffered from the fact that it (at least $econd section from Felindre to Tirley) was built
predominantly to supply the national gas grid irgland. Although the pipeline branched off near
Swansea to provide south Wales with gas as wellag not seen as being in the local interest given

that this region did not traditionally rely on g&@avid Mercer, interview

The rhetoric that the pipeline was an English cialloteevelopment dumping safety risks on the Welsh
without handing them the benefits was developed faistered by local politicians as a way of
opposing the pipeline, mainly by the Welsh natiqueaity Plaid Cymru, but also the Green party and
even sections of the local Labour party. Walestipal landscape is fairly unique within the coyntr

in having an extra layer of regional governmendt #rerefore an extra layer of politicians who had
their say on the pipeline. Although the Welsh Asslgnis less powerful than for example the Scottish
Parliament, the local Welsh Assembly member, frbm itabour party, came out in support of the
protesters. The UK's electoral system may also hiafleenced the events. Because members of
Parliament are also representatives of one paati@anstituency, the protesters had one directtbnk

a member of parliament they could lobby (and wheréfore may have a legitimate worry over
retaining his seat in the next election). The miates at Cilfrew and Trebanos may have been helped
by the fact that their local MP was also the Secyebf State for Wales, who held a much more

influential position within the government than tineerage MP.

How these local contingencies translate to futu@s@ipelines depends of course on their eventual

locations. The Welsh nationalist discourse of tipelne being forced on the native population won't
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of course occur in precisely this form anywhere eldowever there is a lot of regional pride in othe
areas of the UK, including of course Scotland,disb most of the north of England which sets itself
apart from the South East and especially Londoth bbwhich are often popularly portrayed as not
caring about injustices they are seen to inflicttbe provinces. It is one of the reasons that the
complaint “it wouldn't happen in Surrey” has sirgteut Surrey rather than any other area in England.
| would imagine that this at least is a possibti®n to consider in pipelines in Yorkshire, whics

a traditionally strong regional identity (though chusmaller of course than Wales).

Finally, developments at least in Neath Port Talwte not been helped by a series of unfortunate
events in the council's planning office. These udel miscounting of votes and irregularities that
would later lead to a High Court ruling quashing triginal planning approval. Although the council
won on appeal, the council hardly conducted itseHl way to engender public support, and through
its pursuit of a local campaigner and pensionerttierlegal fees — as they seem to admit to set an

example — they leave themselves open to a posibiplaint under the Aarhus convention.

The exact way in which local politics and bureaai@a will be able to influence future projects of
this type will be slightly different now that theilea new legislative regime in place. Especiabuies
surrounding planning permission seem to have baearslined within the new regime, as well as
giving a heavier emphasis on consultations andikgdpe public informed. In summary, the project
was pushed through in the end on the basis of matioterests. In this case, it was a demand for
energy dictated by national interests that overdodal concerns and resulted in the implementation

of the project.

Figure 1: Map of the pipeline (from national Grigbsite)
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Figure 2: Cartoon from the protest website “Pipeliiwitter”

106



APPENDIX E: SPANISH CASE STUDY

NearCQ WP1.2

Public participation practices and onshore CCSirieg From a Case Study in Spaiha Pereda

Gas-fired Power Plant

Authors: Dr. Christian Oltra and Dr. Roser Sala

1. Introduction

On December 2006, the planning of a gas-fired pghgent in the North of Spain (La Pereda, Mieres,
Asturias) was announced by two Spanish energy coimpg@Endesa and the public company Hunosa,
a company historically very active in the area)e Tlwo companies wanted to build a gas-fired power
plant of 410MW next to a coal-fired power plant @gdnby Hunosa that operates since the 1990's.
Project permits to build the new power plant werguested of the national environmental authorities
in 2005. In 2006, a local movement including loesvironmental and local civic associations

initiated an active opposition to the building béthew power plant.

In this report we analyse this event, in order ndarstand different issues such as the natureeof th
controversy, the interaction between the stakehs]dhe public engagement practices developed in
the planning process and the main concerns exprdsgdhe different actors. We try to answer
guestions such as: why this controversy was mailat\WWhat communication practices were

developed by the promoter and how did they infleethe local reaction against the project?

This case study is based on documentary analydisnéerviews with key actors. Three interviews,
one with one representative of the energy compang, with the president of the main residents’
association against the project and one with a nreeraban opposition party were carried out. An
online search was carried out to find informatioma aelevant documents about the project. Different
public documents have been analysed (environmangelct assessment documents, web pages from
residents’ and environmental associations and tbengers). Articles from the local newspapers
covering the process have also been analysed er twddentify the main actors, their main views

and the main events.

First, we analyse the national and local contexthef project. Then, we turn to the controversy

generated around the planning of the power plainingy special attention to the actors and the
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participatory practices involved. Finally, we cambé with the main characteristics of the procesk an

its potential consequences on future CCS projects.

2. National and Local Project Context

Spain is significantly dependent on energy impdvisre than 75% of the primary energy (mainly oil
and gas) is imported. In terms of primary energygdpction, 50% of the production comes from
nuclear and 28% from renewable (2004). Power génarand consumption has growth constantly in
the last ten years. Availability of natural gasnfrAlgeria has increased the participation of gas
(through combined cycle power plants) in the pogeneration. Also renewable sources, mainly

wind, have increased significantly their participatin electricity generation in Spain.

Table 1. The distribution of electricity generationin Spain

2009

Gas 28%
Nuclear 21%
Coal 10%
Wind 14%
Hydro 10%
other 17%

Source: WWEF. Observatorio de la Electricidad, 2009.

Natural gas plays a significant role in Spanish @ogeneration. The first combined cycle natural gas
turbine was built in Spain in 2002. Since this y¢lae number of planned and built plants has rgpidl
increased. But the role natural gas should plajentricity generation in Spain and the positiorhef
government on this issue is not clear. Spanish rgovent adopted in 2007 the Spanish Climate
Change and Clean Energy Strategy — Horizon 200Z2-2R2020. In this document, there is a clear
support for renewable energy, energy efficiency anergy saving. Spain will need huge reductions
in CO, emissions to achieve the Kyoto agreements, andpread of gas-fired power plants will not

contribute to that reduction.

However, gas-fired power plants seem the most apiate way of rapidly increasing the Spanish
power supply. Increasing imports of natural gasmfrdlgeria, the relatively low impact on the
environment (not taking into account €@missions), the decreasing importance of nucledrcaal

in power generation, and the building of new gdgastructures have given a significant importance

to natural gas in power generation. On the othadhapponents have indicated that the contribution
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of gas-fired power plants to greenhouse gassessiemssand the fact that energy demand will not
growth in Spain as fast as predicted, makes thdibgiof new gas-fired power plants unnecessary. In
fact, the building of new gas-fired power plantsSpain has faced, in some cases, the opposition of

environmental and civic associations.

3. Project Features

The project of a gas-fired power plant was planmgthe energy company Endesa in 2005. The plant,
a combined cycle gas turbine plant of 410 MW, ipemted to be operating in 2010. The plant is
expected to provide important benefits for the camgs and the region and to promote the use of
environmentally friendly technologies while satisfy domestic electricity demands. The promoters
consider this technology to be more efficient tr@her technologies, with costs of generation
significantly lower than carbon-fired power plantsiclear power plants and renewable energies, and

less pollutant (less emission of NOx, sS4d CQ) than the existent coal-fired power plants.

The power plant is planned to be built next to al-émed power plant running from the 1990’s. The
area is located 4 km from the closest city, MiedesCamino, a small city of 25.000 residents. The
municipality of Mieres is an area located in Asdstithe north of Spain. The population is about
45.000 inhabitants. Mieres del Camino, the maig oftthe area, is a typical small industrial city,
with a long tradition of mining industry (coal) araffected by a process of emigration and
deindustrialization from the 1970’s. Hunosa anddsadselected the site due to the long experience of
Hunosa in the area, the existence of industrial éadtric infrastructures, the industrial and mgnin

tradition of the area and the future presencerefjasification plant near the site.

The building of the plant will also require the stmiction of a gas pipeline of 1900 meters. In the
same area, Hunosa is planning the constructionpibapower plant of 1 MW incorporating carbon
capture technologies. Hunosa is leading, with ofhdalic research centres, a CCS project, GAll

be stored in the same region, and potential stosage are under study at present. But the pragect
still in an early phase. A significant issue in #rea that affects the project is the fact thagghmore
combined cycle power plants have been planned liyr @bmpanies in an area of 30km and eight in

an area of 100km.

4. Actors and Their Visions

When in 2006 the planned power plant was annoubgddunosa (2006) and the local media, some
local civic associations initiated an organized agifion to the project. This first reaction was dxhs

on the perceived negative impacts of the projeawels as on the perception of not being properly
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informed by the local government and promoters akibe proposed facility. Environmental
associations in the region declared, at the same that a gas-fired power plant was an unnecessary
project for the region. The mayor asked the losabaiations (integrated in two platforms: Platafarm
Antitérmica La Pereda and Federacion de Asociasiatee Vecinos de Mieres) to wait until more

details about the project were known. A meetindnlile promoters was proposed.

Promoters followed the process of public informatias obliged by environmental impact assessment
law, but a comprehensive risk communication progvees not planned. In December 2006, a press
note announcing the collaboration of both promoterbuild a gas-fired power plant was published.
In this information, the promoters explained theirmbenefits of the project: low environmental
impact, employment, economic development of théoredn the environmental impact assessment it
is also stated that the gas-fired power plant ealitribute to energy safety in Spain, while achigvi
high energy efficiency with low environmental impadhe two main statements held by the
promoters in the meeting with local associationemérat the facility would generate more than 30

local jobs and it would not pollute the environmastonly gas will be fired.

For promoters, opposition to the project has resdiow and local. It is perceived that oppositien i
politically driven and not based on solid argumeiitse site where the power plant will be built is
considered a suitable industrial area. The proradtave made efforts to reduce the environmental
impact of the project. In their perspective, thi@imation process has been transparent and adpted

EIA regulation requirements.

Local opposition started very early. Local neightmod associations were, from the beginning, very
actively opposed to the planned facility. Differdattors seem to be behind this opposition: the
existence of active residents’ associations ana leevironmental associations in the area withng lo

history of coexistence with a coal-fired power pjdack of trust in the way promoters and the local
and regional government acted and their motivescgmtion of adverse consequences from the
facility; perception of an unfair distribution akks and benefits (the area is perceived as onleeof

most polluted areas in Spain). The main negativeacts perceived by the local associations were

(Plataforma Antitérmica La Pereda, 2009):

= Impacts on human health (increases in cancer dred eerious and mild illness; impacts on
child and older populations)

= Environmental degradation of the area (alreadyupedi)

= Impacts on quality of life (the planned site is siolered to be at an extremely near distance to
the local population)

= Negative impacts on other economic sectors (togrism
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Few benefits from the planed power plant are peeckby the local associations. The gas-fired power
plant is compared with the existent coal-fired powkant, which has had some negative impacts
(noise, pollution) in the view of the local residenThey perceive the new power plant as not having
positive impacts on local employment, as unnecgdaaerms of energy needs, and as the product of
an old fashioned economic sector. As one piecealfitj collected in the local media said: “Besides
unemployed, poisoned”. Local associations have afgwised the lack of dialogue between the

promoter and the local residents and associatiotigei planning of the facility.

Local, regional and national environmental NGO'stivedy opposed to the power plant.
Environmental associations have manifested a geo@@osition to combined cycle gas turbine

plants. The main arguments behind this oppositiadhé technology are:

= Environmental impacts. Gas-fired power plants poedGQ emissions as well as NOx, §O
emissions.

= Negative impacts of gas infrastructures.

= Safety concerns (risk of explosions and fires)

= Impacts on agriculture due to water consumption

= Dependence on gas imports from not stable countries

= Clear preference for other renewable technologies

Local and regional environmental associations, @l &g opposition political parties, also basedrthe

position on other concerns:

= The region does not need more electricity prodactas it exports electricity to other regions
in Spain

= The facility will not have positive benefits to teeonomic development of the region.

= Impacts on local climate

= Noise impacts due to the proximity of the facilitypopulated areas

= Gas supply is not guaranteed

= Impacts of the connection to the grid

= The inexistence of alternative sites

= Lack of plans against potential leakages

= Impacts on the local river

= Lack of social acceptance
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Table 2. Actors and Their Visions

Actor Position towards the project

Hunosa and Endesa (promoters) The new power pldhthawe significant
economic and social benefits, while being
environmentally friendly.
The area has industrial and electric
infrastructures as well as a long tradition|on

mining and energy industry

Local government Not opposed to the building of thew
power plant

Partido Popular Opposition parties are against the building of

Izquierda Unida the new power plant

(local opposition parties)

Regional government Supports the project
Plataforma Antitérmica de La Pereda Actively opposed to the power plant in the
Other neighbourhood associations proposed site. Main concerns: Impacts |on

health, the local environment, the quality|of

life, the social development and tourism.

Coordinadora Ecologista de Asturias Opposition to gas-fired power plants and| to
Ecologistas en Accién the local site. Environmental and safety

(local and national environmental associationgoncerns.

Trade unions In favour of the power plant due tteptal
benefits on employment in the energy and

industrial sector in the area

Political parties have also played a role in thealoopposition. The hosting of the facility has
reinforced a political struggle between local EEtiThe two main opposition parties have opposed
the construction of the power plant and collabatatéh local associations. Their opposition is lthse
as explained by one of the actors from Izquierda&fopposition party) interviewed, on the lack of
social interest of the project, the lack of a mashtion process (as required by the Aahrus

convention), the environmental and health impantssafety problems (As o considered). The Green
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party even complained to the European Parliameotitaiine impact assessment of the power plant.
Political parties have emphasized the environmeamedlsocial impacts of the facility and the lack of
economic and social benefits for the region. Agsult, the city council, in a plenary session, gote

against the planned power plant.

The major and the regional government have favotimeddevelopment of the project based on the
potential economic, social and energy benefitsoAlsme of the trade unions in the area supported
the building of the new plant based on the benefitemployment in the energy and industrial sector

in the area.

5. Public Participation Process

In terms of public engagement we can identify twocpsses: a mandatory process of public
information and consultation, as obliged by the iEnmental Impact Assessment legislation, and a
non regulated process. In 2006, a process of prswionsultation before the Environmental Impact
Assessment was carried out by the environmental BfddARM, 2009). More than 20 organizations,
including public bodies, administrations (nine aguncils in the area), three research centresiand
environmental associations were consulted. Differeighbourhood associations and the regional
green party (Los Verdes de Asturias) sent docunterttse consultation. The consultation resulted in
different concerns (location alternatives, assediatinfrastructures, air and noise pollution,
refrigeration system, spills, and impacts on pratgspaces) that were addressed by the promoters

and that resulted in specific changes in the ptojec

In November 2007, the public information procesststd in order to obtain the Environmental Impact
Certificate. As registered in the official documgMARM, 2009), statements against the impact
assessment were presented by a regional enviroalresgociation, the Plataforma Antitérmica la
Pereda, two city councils and private individu&se of the concerns presented against the EIA by
local associations, the use of diesel oil, was eskird by the promoter. Diesel oil, more polluthant
natural gas, was eliminated as a potential auyiliael for the power plant. The promoter indicated
that more general concerns, such as the existénother power plants planned in the area or the

visual and noise impacts, had been addressed HElfe

In terms of non regulated participation, the engag@ process has been limited to one meeting with
local representatives. In May 2006 a meeting wasm#d between Hunosa and Endesa technicians
and representatives of “Plataforma civica contracémtral térmica de La Pereda” (the main
association against the project) and represensatif’éForo Civico de Medio Ambiente”, but it was

finally cancelled. The objective of the meeting wasgive information on the project to the local
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associations. Two months later, in July 2006, atimgevas held in the council of Mieres between
city representatives from the Council and the prems In this meeting, technicians from the

companies explained the details of the projedh¢arépresentatives.

Two local institutionalised mechanisms of publigtjgdpation have also had a role in the discussion
of the planned facility. Theses mechanisms werecoostituted ad hoc for the discussion of the
project, but are mechanism of local political paption in environmental and urban planning issues
The Foro Civico de Medio Ambiente (Environmentali€iForum), related to Agenda 21 actions and
made up of local civic and environmental assoamstiand political parties, voted against the project
The Consejo de Participacion Ciudadana (Citizentidiaation Council) is another general

mechanism of participation to debate local problerhere the planned facility was discussed.

In July 2009, the environmental body at the stawellapproved the environmental impact assessment
presented by the promoters. Permissions still hav®e granted by the Ministry of Industry and the
regional body. The plan is likely to be approvedha coming months. The association Plataforma
Antitérmica la Pereda, against the power plantoissidering initiating judicial procedures to catte

the approval of the environmental impact assessment

6. Media Coverage

The local media has actively covered the event. &Stonal associations became aware about the
planned facility from the local media. Two regiormswspapers have actively covered the local

reactions to the project from its origins.

The amount of articles about the projected powantpin the local newspapers was significant in
2006, when the project was officially announced #efirst signs of local protest started. In March
2006 the media covered the first complains of eydisl associations about the project. The press
release from the promoters about the project, daetion of the major and the reaction of local
associations was also covered by the local presg007, six articles on the local protest appeared
the news. The struggle between the local governamahthe opposition parties, a local demonstration
against the project, and a general descriptiorhefproject were the main issues in the articles. In
2008, seven articles were published. Local oppmosiind political issues were the main topics. In
2009, four articles about the project have beerighdd. Three of them refer to a likely delay ie th
construction of the plant due to the reductionriergy consumption in Spain. Another article reters
the desire of the Plataforma Antitérmica la Peredatart a judicial process against the projeat (th

approval of environmental impact assessment).
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Media seems to have played a significant role ikintavisible the controversy about the project. No
signs of risk amplification are found in the arig] as risk has not played a role in the narratiféise
articles, more focused on politics (struggle betwkxal political parties). The regional media has
covered in depth the process, reflecting the viefaal the actors involved. The view of association
has been more explicitly reflected in the artictas,in general terms, the way stakeholders’ viares

explained in the articles seems to be neutral.

7. Discussion and Translation to CCS

This case shows the problems that arise from tirgsf industrial and hazardous facilities based o
traditional technical and economic criteria in $pdihe engagement process can be characterized as a
one-way communication process and limited to thguirements by law. A comprehensive risk
communication program was not developed. Infornmaflow was mainly one-way and there is no
public involvement and feedback. Except for the tingewith public representatives, no other actions

of public engagement have been carried out.

One main question is why local opposition was naitéd. One main explanatory factor could be the
fact that local associations were, from the begignivery actively opposed to the planned facility.
The existence of active residents’ associationsl@ral environmental associations in the area with
long history of coexistence with a coal-fired povpdaint is an important factor. Lack of trust in the
promoters and the local and regional governmeatptrception of negative consequences from the
facility; a lack of a clear perception of the betsefa perception of an unfair distribution of gs&nd
benefits (the area is perceived as one of the pakited areas in Spain) or the existence of local
politicians against the project are elements erpigi the opposition. It is significant to note that

familiarity seems to have had a negative effedheriocal attitudes towards the project.

An important question is the adequacy of the stakin engagement process on this project. In
relation to the legal framework, the promoters olbxsg the regulation on Environmental Impact
Assessment that applies to industrial activitigsisTregulation considers that public participatisn
gathered in the process of consultation to oth#raaities and the procedure of public informatidn o
environmental assessments. The regulation on ingssessment was modified under Law 27/2006,
inspired by Aarhus Convention, to guarantee thdigyaation is promoted by public administrations
and that public information procedures are cardetl But there is no reference to the way in which

de public may be informed and consulted in the Emvhental Impact Assessment legislation.

In terms of stakeholders’ perceptions, the proeess clearly insufficient for the local associations

and the opposition parties. In their view (intewigvith a member of the political party 1U) the
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process was characterized by a lack of dialogaasparency and the irreversibility of the decigibn
siting the facility. In relation to the best intational practices and the general ideas on stattehol
engagement, the process studied could be besedddim a limited one-way communication process.
If we define public engagement as a group of promsidesigned to consult, involve and inform the
public in decision making, this project, as the on&y of industrial projects in Spain did not

emphasized the engagement of the public and adidlezi®lders.

Finally, although is difficult to predict whethdni$ public participation process will be followedal i
future CCS projects, some lessons can be learn#édrdht factors such as the type of storage ptojec
(pilot, industrial), the type of promoter or thendiof potential site will influence the engagement
strategy in C@storage. A C@storage project will be subjected to the informatprocedures stated

in the EIA and SEA regulations, if they apply t@ throject. But as regulation does not establish any
specific procedure about how the public may bermfa and consulted it is not likely that a
comprehensive engagement process will be developreshds in different areas (water planning,
urban planning, Agenda 21, Aahrus Convention) mfghte the search for more participation, but
CO, storage projects might also remain as industmatgsses where public engagement is often

considered unnecessary.
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APPENDIX F: DUTCH WIND FARM CASE STUDY

NEARCO, WP 2.1 - Case Studies

Public participation practices and onshore CCS: Lesons from a Dutch wind energy case

Authors: S. Brunsting, PhD, T. Mikunda, MSc
Reviewers: Ruth Mourik, PhD, Sylvia Breukers, Phfhke Feenstra, Msc, Marjolein de Best-
Waldhober, PhD.

1. Summary

This case study concerns a wind farm in Burgervigbin the North-West of the Netherlands. The
project started in 1993 and was completed in JOQ92 Although it normally takes 5-10 years to
complete a wind farm, this particular project tabk years. Public protest has played an important
role in the delay. The focus of this report is tevelopment of public opinion resulting from
interactions between local stakeholders and tha fmablic. The study is based on reviews of puplicl
available project information and interviews witremmbers of the key stakeholder groups involved.
The report describes the target groups addressed,concerns identified, the communication
materials and approaches used, and an assessntieatextent to which public involvement has been

a dialogue rather than a one-way information cagwpai

The main conclusion was that, in line with previgusund results on public participation in wind
projects, public protest is only partly about fearegative consequences, such as visual impact and
noise. The main reason for public protest seenfe tthe lack of information and the use of informal
(i.e., not legally required but voluntary) forms ehgagement in the early stages of project
development. The main reasons for subsequent catitom, extension, and intensification of public
protest seem to be related to perceived procedhuaitice and perceived inequity in the distribatio

of costs and benefits. In the absence of inforraalip participation forms, public questions abdé t

rationale for the project for example, remain unaered.

For CCS projects, this implies that the public dtddae informed and involved as early as possible in
the project. Involvement should not only take pldaeugh legally required reviewing processes, but
also through informal opportunities for discussiém.the dialogue with the public, the following

guestions should be addressed. Firstly, why ddegptbject have to take place? Secondly, why does
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it have to take place at this location? Thirdly,alviwvould constitute an acceptable way to carry out
the project within the existing policy, legal, atethnical requirements? And fourthly, how may the

region and the local public benefit from the prtfednswering these questions requires, amongst
others, clear national and regional policies both(sustainable) energy in general and on CCS
specifically. Also, clear and consistent regulasiamd incentives (such as funding) need to begicepl

for the implementation of CCS projects

The structure of this document is as follows. Birstre provide an overview of the national and loca
energy policies, and the legal framework for pulgarticipation in infrastructure projects in the
Netherlands. Secondly, we describe the data cmleatethod. Thirdly, we discuss the features of the
Burgerviotbrug wind project. Fourthly, we analyséet developments in public protest,
communication and participation activities, meditergtion, and stakeholder relations. Finally, we

draw conclusions from this project and provide iicggions for CCS projects.

2. National and Local Project Context

2.1 National Energy Policy Context

The Netherlands are a relatively large producer exybrter of natural gas, but 38.9% of energy
supplies are imported. The country generates therityaof its electricity from gas and coal. In 280
7.5% of gross electricity consumption was providedrenewable energy sources (RES; EREC,
2009). As part of the European Union Directive lo@ promotion of the use of energy from renewable
sources, the Netherlands has obligations to erbatdy 2020, 14% of the total energy consumption
is provided by RES (European commission, 2009). iimksly in 2007, the Dutch environment
Minister Jacqueline Cramer introduced the ‘New gndor the climate’ report, which stated that the
share of the total energy provided by renewablesldireach 20% by 2020 (VROM, 2007).

2.2 National and Local Wind Energy Policy

Despite a long history of using wind energy, whemmpared to its neighbouring countries of
Germany and Denmark, the deployment of modern wanpines in the Netherlands has made slow
progress. The Dutch government has set a targetaohing an onshore installed capacity of 4GW by
2020 (VROM, 2008). Currently, the onshore capaist.22GW (WSH, 2009). Dutch subsidies are
less favourable when compared to countries suckeasany and Spain, and their provision has been
irregular in recent years. Support for investmenténewable energy in the Netherlands has been
provided by the ‘Stimulering Duurzame Energiepratiq SDE) regulation, a feed-in premium to
cover the additional costs above the wholesaleggnerice (SenterNovem, 2008). However, there

have been doubts that this regulation providescserfit incentives to reach the ambitious targets se
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for 2020 (Elzenga and Van Dril, 2008). The SDE tation covers energy produced through onshore
wind, biomass, hydropower, and photovoltaics. Tiogget described in this case study was supported
by the predecessor of the SDE regulation called ¥NEReukwaliteit Elektriciteits Productie), which

existed until 2006 (EREC, 2009). In 2007 no fundimgs available, which allegedly has caused

delays in wind project plans.

Even though the central Dutch government outlinesitgonal wind energy policy, local authorities
are responsible for planning practices in theivprce or municipality. The municipality of Zijpehé
location of the project in this case study, hasohligation stemming from national and provincial
wind policies to create zoning suitable for thecplment of onshore wind turbines. However, the
municipality itself has no formal targets for inasing RES. Zijpe, in the province of Noord-Holland
has been developing its own policy on wind powercai 2001, devising hindrance zones where
turbines may not be placed, and consequently inglareas of land were turbine deployment is
hypothetically acceptable. Amongst others, thegyditipulates that no turbines may be built insde
radial perimeter of 500 meters from residentiabarer recreation areas, or 300 meters from nature
conservation areas (CEA, 2007). Within the accdetaleas, the planning applications of turbines are
further subjected to a set of nine principles, ¢tedmine whether the plan fits into the landscdjhe.
principles encompass aspects including the cordigur of turbines, avoidance of a combination of
different types of turbines, and how the turbinks into the visual direction of the landscapewHo

these principles are applied in practice is natifaéal; many seem to be open to interpretation.

Zijpe started with wind policy development in 2G@Tesponse to the growing number of requests for
turbine installations, the largest of which was pihen for the wind farm Burgerviotbrug - the subjec
of the present case study. Neighbours of this ptojere asked to respond to the concept policy
document, after which the project was approved. él@wr, changes in the provincial wind policy of
Noord-Holland required subsequent revision of thenigipal wind policy. An attempt to update the
policy was made in 2005. However, due to growingjstance against wind projects which had by
then also led to a polarization in local polititse 2005 version was rejected. A new concept was
made in 2007, outlining the situation desired by touncil for 2008 and beyond. The consultation
period for this plan has been completed and theicipatity has concluded that the document can be
approved. However, actual approval is still pendiBgth local government officials and municipal

stakeholders believe that the approval will be yidiauntil the national elections in 2010.
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2.3 Participation in Wind Projects: Dutch Wind Cooperatives

Within the Netherlands, Agterbosch et. al. (20@8ntify four types of wind power entrepreneurs:
small private investors, the electricity sectornavicooperatives, and new independent wind power
producers. This report will focus on the entrepteia group of wind cooperatives, because the wind
farm in the present case study is owned by suabopearative. Projects from wind cooperatives are
normally small scale projects, and are not intertdeiccumulate huge profits from the generation of
electricity. Moreover, as community initiatives,nali cooperatives often look upon wind turbines as
devices to be used in the transition towards a reoséainable society. It should be noted thougit, th
in many cases the ownership of projects is lessparent, and joint ventures by different actoes ar

common.

As can be seen in Figure 1, wind cooperatives playnall role in the wind power industry, with
annual contributions to the total installed windro#pacity normally below 10% between 1989 and
2002. The origin of the Dutch wind cooperativescinnected to the Dutch organisation for
Renewable Energy (ODE), which was originally anirardlear power movement. Working mostly
with volunteers, cooperative wind projects stronghyy on local support and public participation
(Agterbosch et. al., 2004). Most wind cooperatidesnot have bank loans, but generate income
though small investments by community members ¢hatrange from €50 to €15.000. Investors can

then expect annual dividends based on the revesnerated from electricity generation.

Figure 1. Contribution to windmill capacity install per year % (Agterbosch et. al., 2004).
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2.4 Public perceptions of onshore wind energy

According to research on public attitudes towardisdwpower in Europe, the general view of the
public on wind energy has been improving sincetdehnology was first widely introduced in the
1980’s (Wolsink, 2007). Nevertheless, gaining laagbport for wind projects remains difficult. Thus
a clear distinction can be made between the paltiittides towards wind power in general, and the
local public attitudes towards a specific wind far&emming from this, the term ‘not in my back
yard’ (NIMBY) is a well established policy belieAs a result of this belief, project proponents ofte
call public protest ‘emotional’ or ‘irrational’ theby implying that no valid arguments are usedat t
the opponents are acting selfishly. Policy makersiat always use these labels consciously to frame
arguments as invalid. Rather, it appears that tHdBYism belief is so widespread that it may

implicitly influence the words chosen to descrilublc opposition.

Many scholars disagree with the idea that NIMBYigocounts entirely for the gap between positive
public attitudes and negative behaviour towardgifipeprojects (Devine-Wright, 2005; Ek, 2005;
Wolsink, 2007). Research indicates that the vismplct of wind turbines is the dominant factor in
explaining opposition against them, but also suggt®at public animosity towards a wind farm is
partly reinforced by the planning procedure its@Breukers & Wolsink, 2007). Top-down,
hierarchical, and technocratic approaches to detisiaking may lead to feelings of injustice and
inequity within local communities. These reasonsudth not be confused with the notion of
NIMBYism.

Care should be taken in any case when interpretittjc concerns as NIMBYism. For example noise
is regularly mentioned as a perceived disadvarwégend turbines. A survey among 725 residents of
rural areas living near wind turbines shows thahaalgh wind energy in itself is positively
appreciated by the majority of the respondents sthend from wind farms is seen as an important
disadvantage of wind energy (Van den Berg, PedeBeumma, & Bakker, 2008). People who claim
to suffer from noise from wind turbines are oftefdtthat they cannot be bothered by the noise since
acoustic reports have shown that noise levels remdhin the legally required limits. Recently,

however, these norms have been debated.

According to Van Den Berg et. al.(2008), the sowdfdwind turbines is perceived to be more
annoying than equally loud air or road traffic. §imay be caused by the swishing character of the
sound or because at night it does not decreadseeimgsh, in contrast to most other sources of noise
such as traffic. The authors even found that nfsie® high wind turbines may actually increase at
night, because then the wind speeds at hub heightdiffer from those at ground level (Van Den

Berg, 2003). This conclusion was drawn from findirfigpm a sound research in a German onshore
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wind park near the Dutch border, which was cardatlat the request of protesters against the park
who claimed to suffer from the noise. Acoustic mpdiad shown that noise levels were within

German as well as Dutch noise limits. However, a&m Berg (2000) states that acoustic consultants
tend to rely heavily on information from their coisters (wind project developers), even when there
is reason to be critical about that information. tHerefore makes a plea for independent acoustic

advisors.

Although Van Den Berg’s conclusions are disputkd,dpecific character of noise from wind turbines
has recently been taken into account in the newndaalculation method “Lden” (Level day-
evening-night) that has been developed and prestrity the European Union in the European
Environmental Noise Directive in 2004. This newccddition method was adopted in the Netherlands
in 2009 (Staatscourant, 2009). From the observétian noise calculations are a topic of debate
follows that complaints about noise nuisance shaudd just be refuted by referring to these
calculations. That said, the previously mentionevesy of Van Den Berg et. al. (2008) also showed
that those participants (14%) who stood to berfedih a wind turbine (by owning a turbine or by
having shares in a wind farm) did not think thersbof wind turbines was annoying. These people
differed in several other respects from other pgudints: they lived closer to the wind turbinest bu
had a more positive view on wind energy and theaichpn the landscape, and were relatively better
educated, younger, and (hence) healthier. Thustetlation between proximity to a wind farm and
perceived noise nuisance may be mediated by a rahgariables, which are not necessarily all
related to NIMBYism.

Previous studies suggest that the timing of intemadetween the local community and the developer
is a key factor in shaping the public opinion ohdienergy projects. For public participation to be
effective, people must be involved in the processaly stage (Breukers & Wolsink, 2007).
However, the most important aspects of a wind sehproposal, such as exact location and number
of turbines, have often already been decided oe tmey are revealed to the public. Often termed as
‘decide-announce-defend’ (DAD; Ducsik, 1987), subécision making methods are thought to
increase conflict between planners and public. H@wne both public authorities and project
developers still continue to use them (Wolsink, @9®nother factor for success is the division of
costs and benefits. In an international comparasiuely, Breukers and Wolsink (2007) argue that
projects that have been developed by a local prdgeeloper and in local co-ownership have a better
chance of succeeding. This is partly because liod#tors are usually more sensitive to the local,
social and political situation, and are better dblgenerate support. At the same time, co-owif@rsh
also ensures that a certain amount of project re&nvill remain within the local community. In
summary, local involvement, financially and in déan making, appears to enhance support for wind

schemes locally.
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2.5 Dutch Law on Project Planning and Public Partigation

Infrastructural projects such as the present wiadechave to fit in to the existing Municipal
Development Plan. If a project does not fit inhgstplan, either the project is rejected or thenpta
adapted. This is a time-consuming process. Theravays however, to give a project the necessary
permits first and adapt the Development Plan ladsetil July 2008, the Dutch spatial planning law
offered this opportunity. According to article ¥8the Spatial Planning Law, a municipal council may
exempt projects from the existing development plafays in which the municipality cooperates in
the context of an exemption request depend on ype dbf exemption sought. For the project
described in this case study, the province providedlaration of no objection’ to the exemption
given that the project exemplified ‘good spatialtivation’ meaning that it would be compatible with

present and future local development.

In the Netherlands, the General Administrative LAet (‘Algemene wet bestuursrecht’ or Awb)
applies to both the making of administrative decisiand to the judicial review of these decisions i
the courts. Based on the Awb, citizens can opposedcision (‘besluit) made by a public body
(‘bestuursorgaan’) within the administration anghagor judicial review in courts if unsuccessful.
The party that loses has to pay for the costs @fptiocedure. If a proposed development is likely to
have ‘significant’ environmental impacts, it wikquire an EIA which, together with the planning
application, must also be made available to thdi@ubhe project in the present case study did not
require an EIA. Instead, the Environmental Manageandet was applied. Public bodies are obliged
to make decisions public and give people a 6 weslog of time to respond, which they can do by
submitting views (‘zienswijzen’). Opposing a deoisiis only possible if one is found to personally
suffer from the consequences of the decision. Algonot legally required, the public body usually

organizes a hearing for all prosecutors.

Applying for judicial review or appealing to coug only possible after having opposed a decision
against the public body itself. When reviewing aisien, the Court will only look at the method used

to arrive at the decision whereas the correctnkE®edalecision itself will be under question ast [udr

an appeal. Usually, an application to court mesirade within 6 weeks after having received the
final decision of the public body. Unlike France Germany, the Netherlands have no special
administrative courts of first instance. Insteagular courts often have an administrative ‘chamber

which specializes in administrative appeals. In iaistrative cases the courts of appeal are
specialized depending on the case, but most adnaitive appeals end up in the judicial section of

the Council of State (‘Raad van State’). Usualhg tourt and the Council of State also organize a

hearing.
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Similar to the UK, the scope or content of the piblcomments that are considered relevant is
highly constrained. Of principal concern in thenpieng system is the degree to which the proposal is
consistent with the Development Plan, which setshaher level policies for the locality. Effects o

neighbouring properties, on traffic and safety @s» considered material. Ethical, policy and other
issues that are not referred to in the Developria are not considered material, and in general

there is a presumption in favour of development.

2.6 Data Collection Method
2.6.1 Desk Research

Background information was obtained through literatsearch. Detailed project information was
found in abundance on the internet from the yed0206nwards, amongst others on the project
developers’ websites. Because public protest aabsz 2001, online information combined with
details obtained through the interviews was inlfitsearly sufficient to write this report. Part tife
information, such as confidential information arapies of communication materials, were obtained
with help of the stakeholders interviewed. We alsed the MA thesis of Van den Oetelaar (2009),
who briefly describes the process of public pgstition in wind farm Burgervlotbrug as part of a

multiple-case study on participation in wind tusdiorojects in the Netherlands.

One drawback was encountered in mapping the interabetween members of a local association
opposing wind projects. At present, the websitéhif association is temporarily offline. As a reésul

our coverage of communication to members of thi®eiation may be somewhat less detailed than
the coverage of communication from the project tmers. Another drawback was encountered
when attempting to find the exact dates at whidlliqpdar events occurred. In some cases, we were
only able to determine in which year a certain ¢veok place, but were not able to pinpoint thecexa

date. For the purpose of this case study, howdath drawbacks are unlikely to severely alter any

conclusions drawn.

Media coverage of public protest mainly took plaice three media: The local newspapers
NoordHollands dagblad and Schager Courant (both  eszdde through

www.noordhollandsdagblad)nland the local radio station Schagen FEMw(v.schagenfm.nl We

used the online news archives of these media fomapalyses of media attention and impact on the

project.

124



2.6.2 Interviews

Interviews were conducted between September 148,288 September 24, 2009. The selection of
respondents for interviews was based on the indalid either being key figures involved in the
realization of the project, or key figures in thabpc opposition to the project. In addition, an
interview was conducted with the local owner obhltary wind turbine who was able to characterize
the local community. In total, six interviews wearenducted with representatives from (1) the wind
cooperative that initiated the project and is novb(® shareholder, (2) the commercial project
developer which became involved in 2006 and ha¥% $hare in the project, (3) the municipality, (4)
a local association which was established in olgedb the project plan, (5) a local owner of a avin
turbine who lives close to the project site, anda@nember of the cooperative who has shares in the
project. Short descriptions of the organizationd paople we interviewed are included in Appendix
1.

2.6.3 Analyses

The interviews and the other data sources eachda\different perspectives on the process. We
reconstructed the project history and drew our kmiens through a process called triangulation, in
which information from one data source is used dbdate information from another data source
(Baxter & Jack, 2008). Information obtained fromeaource that could not be verified by at least one

other source was not included in the report.

2.7 Project features

2.7.1 Location and project characteristics

Central to this report is a wind farm of a coopemtalled Kennemerwind. This cooperative was
established in 1988 and focuses on developing wiogects in the North-West of the Netherlands.
Kennemerwind is mainly active in the municipalitesZijpe and Heerhugowaard, near the city of
Alkmaar. In 1989, Kennemerwind placed its first @iturbine in the small municipality of Zijpe.
Through the 1990’s Kennemerwind has increasedoitdghio to a total of 10 turbines, all of which
are located in Zijpe. This research focuses ondeneelopment of the cooperative’s most recently
completed project named ‘Burgervlotbrug’ which astsof nine 850kW turbines close to the village
Burgerviotbrug. The following information in thisaion is intended to provide the reader with
background information regarding the municipalitfy Zijpe, and specific details of the project

relating to the technology, the location and tinaficial organisation.
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Municipality Zijpe (see figure 2) is in the provimof Noord-Holland, and covers an area of 116.km
Within the municipality, 11.500 inhabitants areesat over 10 small villages, hamlets, and farms. The
main industry in the areas is agriculture and boltiure, with 14% of the workforce in the
municipality employed in the sectors of ‘land, fetrg and fisheries’, compared to the national
average of just 1%. However due to the fact theoritgj(54%) of the workforce are employed in the
‘commercial services’ sector, it can be assumet rifeny inhabitants commute to the large nearby
towns of Schagen, Den Helder and Alkmaar (CBS, P0D&e four villages closest to the project site
hold approximately 1.270 people. The village of d&vlotbrug has 175 residents, and the nearby
villages of Burgerbrug and St Maartensvlotbrug h4ve and 298 residents respectively. The village
of St. Maartensbrug has 322 residents (CBS, 2008).

Figure 2. Municipality Zijpe, province of Noord-Hahd, the Netherlands (left; Zoekplaats, 2009).
Municipality Zijpe in detail (right; Zijpermuseurgp09).
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Figure 3 shows the southern part of the municipaijpe, marked by the thick line, and shows the
locations of turbines in the areas of Burgerviogpand St. Maartensvlotbrug in 2008. The seven
circles in oval nr. 1 represent the turbines of tieev wind farm Burgervlotbrug. According to the
project websitehttp://www.ecowind.il and documentation received from the project dmpais, the
project consists of 9 Vestas V92 turbines placed Ime alongside the canal, 5 of which belong to
Kennemerwind and 4 of which belong to another mtogeeveloper. Each turbine has a capacity of
850 kW, axis height 65 meters, hub height of 70enseaind a rotor diameter of 52 meters. The five
turbines owned by Kennemerwind have a combined po#vé.25 MW and are expected to generate

12.200.000 kWh annually, which is sufficient foreov3.500 households. In total, the wind farm
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generates over 25 million kWh on an annual basisugh for 7.200 households. Compared to
conventional electricity production, the 9 turbinegether reduce GCemissions by 14.400 tons on
an annual basis. In his review of ten Dutch windjguts, Van den Oetelaar (2009) mentions that

projects such as Burgerviotbrug may take from eightmonths to ten years to implement.

The three circles in oval nr. 2 represent the masent plan of Kennemerwind, which is to replace 9
small turbines for three larger ones. The smalbihgs are remains of a test park that originally
contained 15 turbines, built in the 90s. It curkeronsists of three different types of Lagerwey
turbines with a total capacity of 1.080 kW (3*75 @180 kW). Kennemerwind has made a plan to
increase the capacity of the park by replacing@temall turbines with three Enercon turbines of
2MW, with a hub height of 70 meters and a rotondiger of 35 meters. This plan is called ‘Jan van
Kempen’ after the former chair of Kennemerwind. Taesearch stage for this plan has been finished
and it is currently being discussed in the munidyawhere it has met resistance from the local

public.
The remaining circles represent private wind tuebimwned by local farmers, of various types and

sizes. As will be described later in this documémdse solitary turbines play an important roléhie

general perception of wind in the municipality.
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Figure 3. Southern part of municipality Zijpe, sdl:25.000, 28 May 2008 (adapted from appendix
to the wind policy of Municipality Zijpe, dept. miblic construction).
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2.7.2 Financial organization and stakeholders

Figure 4 describes the stakeholder relationshipd &nancial flows in the wind project

Burgervlotbrug. It also describes the formal precasit relates to public protest.

Cooperative Association Kennemerwind currently 8288 members, of which approximately 71%
live in Noord-Holland, 27% in the rest of the Nathads, and 2% abroad. Out of all members, 29 are
live in close proximity to the wind farm Burgerviwmtig (3.5%). Initially, membership was offered for
a 15-year period by making a donation of at le@§t quilders, later 50 Euros. These were actually
loans to the association which would be paid baekr dl5 years with interest. Nowadays, the

membership fee is 10 Euros for 15 years. Donatizasalso possible. Fees and donations no longer
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represent loans because the Dutch financial atig®did not approve of this fiscal instrument, evhi

was the reason to switch to bond loans in the Bulgibrug project.

The bonds are distributed by the project managereatity Burgerviotbrug Beheer BV, a joint
venture between Kennemerwind and Evelop Investni@Mseach with an equal share in the project.
Evelop develops, finances, and manages on- andas&svind farms, and has previous experience
with financial participation in other wind parks the Netherlands. The initial shareholder, Evelop
Projects, was part of E-concern. This company vessaded insolvent in June 2009. The company’s
shares in the project were then acquired by Evalepstments B.V., part of a large Dutch utility
company Eneco. Triodos Bank (Groenfonds), whicltigfiges in sustainable investments, and acts
as the financial administration for the bonds. €hextricity generated is distributed to the matiet
electricity company Greenchoice. The project wappsued by the predecessor of the SDE
regulation, called MEP (Milieukwaliteit Elektricite Productie), which existed until 2006 (EREC,
2009).

The total costs for the project were €6.6 milli@f.these costs, €1.6 million consists of bond loans
1.600 bonds of €1.000 were made available to thdigpduring the period of 20th August until the
18th September 2009, with members of Kennemerwmtllacal residents (selected by postal code)
given priority over ‘interested others’, a groumsisting of people who had previously shown interes
in having a share in other wind projects by Eveloper a six-year period, bond holders can expect an
annual fixed rate of interest of 8%. All of the lbgnwere sold, and demand outstripped supply. To
give as many people as possible the opportunityatticipate, everybody who showed interested
initially got one loan. What was left was dividecth@ng those who applied for more than one loan

according to the first come, first served princifMéth a maximum of 50 loans per person).

The formal process for the expression of publicceons is also indicated in figure 4. In Dutch
municipalities decisions are made by the coundilictv consists of politicians elected by the public.
Execution of decisions is the responsibility of #seecutive board, which consists of the mayor, a
secretary, and two aldermen. These aldermen agetsdlfrom the two largest political parties in the
council, but they are not part of the council thelmss (thereby separating the executive and
administrative powers, a system known as Dualignptest against the wind farm Burgerviotbrug
was largely organized by the Critical Platform Diepenent Zijpe (KPO de Zijpe), which was
established in 2005. Before the establishment ocOK®& National Critical Platform Wind Energy
(NKPW) had already existed for about 3 years. TR®OKvas installed as an independent platform but
maintains connections and shares knowledge with\MKR detailed description of the development

of public protest throughout this project will bizrgn below.
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Figure 4. Flowchart of stakeholders, relations, tsoend benefits, public participation, and publiofest.
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2.7.3 Project chronology and public responses

This section gives an overview of developments podlic responses to the project. A

chronological overview of events is given in Appisral

Starting in 1993, the development of the wind féras had a long history. Before 2005, the
project already suffered from an implementatioragalue to lack of clarity in national wind

energy policy, public authorities having a low met&t in wind energy, ground ownership
issues, and financial issues. One important dewsdop is that one of the private ground
owners decided to develop a wind farm himself. ¢ nhine turbines eventually built, 5

belong to Kennemerwind and 4 belong to the privatel owner. In the remainder of this
document we will occasionally mention another prbgeveloper, meaning the private land

owner.

Between 2001 and 2005, wind energy became more riemioto authorities. The

municipality Zijpe developed its own wind policy imby in response to the Burgerviotbrug
plans. This initially caused further project delay it turns out that the project plan for
Burgerviotbrug was not entirely in line with theck wind policy. Issues got resolved in
2005, when the province Noord-Holland and the mipality of Zijpe reached an agreement
about the wind policy and agreed with Kennemerwdndrequirements for the wind farm.

Meanwhile, however, neighbours of the project remtiche inconsistencies between the
Burgervlotbrug project and the wind policy. In 2003! views were submitted against the
preparation decision to exempt the project frometkisting Development Plan (ex. Article 19
WRO) and to give a building permit. There are ngamavents in relation to the project until

2005, when the municipality prepared the deciswmrttie third time (due to the expiration of

the previous decisions after one year).

Meanwhile, however, the project had already becoamplex from a development point of
view. The wind cooperative Kennemerwind, which ¢stssentirely of volunteers, not only
had to write the spatial motivation but also hadiétiver research reports on environment,
cast shadow, noise, and birds to convince the rnpaiity that the plan can be carried out
without inconvenience. Although the cooperative digs from some knowledgeable
members, it was a time-consuming process. An extnaplication was the regular changes in
policies and legal requirements regarding windeuts, which had to be taken account in the
research reports. As a result, these reports hhe wgpdated regularly while the application

for a building permit was still pending.



In 2005, Kennemerwind finished the spatial motimatihat is required by the municipality to
exempt the project from the existing DevelopmerdanPand, subsequently, to provide a
building permit. Delighted that after so many yeafsvork his project finally seemed about
to get a permit, the chair of Kennemerwind gavénéarview to the local newspaper ‘Schager
Courant’ in May 2005. The chair stated that he wasfident that the project, which had
taken 12 years to develop, would finally proceed.d¢lieved that delaying the project was
still possible but that stopping it was out of theestion at that point. This media event seems
to give a large boost to public protest. A neightaiuthe project wrote an angry response to
the interview, stating that given the magnitudeopposition, it remains to be seen if the
project will be realised. The resident started &tipe throughout Zijpe against the wind
policy in the municipality and subsequently useel tbllected signatures to submit views to
both the spatial motivation and the municipal prapan decision, which were under review
awaiting a final decision at the end of May 20GbJune 2005, the protest was formalized by
the installation of the Critical Platform for Dewpment Zijpe (KPO de Zijpe). By the end of
2005, all views were treated by the ‘commissiorobjection and complaints’ and most of
them were declared unsuitable or ungrounded focequhoral reasons. The commission

advised the municipality to proceed as planned.

In 2006, the municipality received the requiredldetion of no objection from the province
and gave both Kennemerwind and the other projecteldper a building permit.
Kennemerwind started cooperating with a commemigjlect developer called Evelop, whose
job was to find a suitable financial constructiam financial participation. Furthermore, the
project received funding from the national governtnéMEP) through Senternovem.
Meanwhile however, KPO and several others decidepratest against the decision of the
municipality. The municipality declared the progeangrounded, upon which KPO appealed
to the regional court. In 2007, the regional codeclared the protests of KPO partly
grounded, however this verdict had no legal conseges for the project. KPO therefore
appealed to the State Council, which declared gpea ungrounded in 2008. In the same
period, other protest activities took place as welMay 2007, around 300 residents gathered
at the municipal building where a public meetingsvireld about the municipal wind policy.
Most of the residents who showed up were agairesiptans. Furthermore, a resident from
Petten also decided to object to the municipalgiecito grant a building permit. Like KPO,
this individual protest eventually ended up at @auncil of State in 2008, where it was
declared ungrounded. By the end of 2008, the progached financial closure. The building
of the wind farm started in February 2009 and thedwarm went into operation in July
20009.
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2.7.4 Public concerns

Public concerns that emerged from official docursaritthe municipality seemed to focus on
the following categories of issues. With regard(19 the process of decision making,
protesters noticed procedural errors and incomsiste between the project plans and the
democratically approved municipal wind policy. Cents regarding (2) the wind farm were
noise, negative visual impact on the unique, typidautch landscape, danger for birds flying
through the area to a nearby nature reserve, lsadbw/, and light reflections. With regard to
(3) the distribution of costs and benefits, somepie feared that having wind turbines so
close to their homes would cause a decrease irestatle value. Also, it was mentioned that
the project developers will hugely benefit from qatey wind farms in the collective space
whereas there would be little, if any, benefitstfee local public. Finally, relating to (4) wind
energy in general, some protesters questionedfietieeness of wind energy altogether and
mentioned that there may be better alternativedadoba such as offshore wind turbines, other
types of RES such as solar or nuclear energy. Ehggested that the municipality did not

pay enough attention to these alternatives.

Additional information from the interviews indicatehat concerns about the process of
decision making were the first to emerge, andtt@atvay these concerns were dealt with has
largely determined the project outcome. To those whkre involved in submitting views to
the wind policy 2001 and the preparation decisiegarding Burgerviotbrug in 2003, the
ability to have a say in the project from the vdémginning was most important. When
possibilities for this, and in particular informakys of participation, turned out to be very
limited, public opinion rapidly shifted. This pra&sis described in more detail in the next

section.
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2.8 Communication and participation

2.8.1 Development in public protest

Public concerns in relation to the Burgervlotbrugject were raised for the first time in
2003, when the public could respond to the munigipaparation decision to give a building
permit for the Burgervlotbrug project. Among the \iéws that were submitted, the main
arguments against the project were: proceduraf,aroonsistency between the wind policy
as approved in 2001 and the present project, dessilise nuisance, cast shadow, light

reflections, and possible decrease in propertyevalu

Regarding the observed discrepancies between thd wolicy and the Burgerviotbrug

project, the main problem seemed to be that ba&Mmtimber and size of turbines turned out
greater than expected. First, the 2001 wind pali@ntioned that 7 turbines would be built
instead of 9. Second, until publication of the pobjplan the neighbours had apparently
assumed that the turbines would be similar to thel® turbines already in place near
Burgervlotbrug. After the visit of the former chaf Kennemerwind in 1993 and the letter
with information about the project in 2002, resitbenever received personal updates from
Kennemerwind about any changes to the plans. Famplbe, the building permit request had
been extended with 2 more turbines and these tsbivould be much larger than the old
ones due to technological advancements. Furtherriteieing 9 turbines instead of 7 would

result in shorter distances to houses and natseswes, which would subsequently no longer
be in line with those from the 2001 wind policy.sA| the distance between the turbines
would be smaller. Based on information they hadébthemselves, some people thought this

would lead the turbines to reinforce each othedisemand reduce each other’s effectiveness.

The second and largest wave of protest was in ZDIO®& .website of the municipality reports
to have received a total of 45 views against winojgets in this year. After the
aforementioned newspaper interview with the chaiKennemerwind in May 2005, several
neighbours of the project who had already submitieds to the plan in 2003 decided that
their opinion would have more impact if they orgaad themselves. The initiator of KPO
figured that the best way to organize a large-spat¢est would be to involve Zijpe in its
entirety. He therefore started a petition aboutihre policy in general. He distributed letters
to 4.000 households, predominantly in the villadeghe letter he stated that was not against
wind energy but that in Zijpe several entreprenauaated to build around 38 wind turbines
in a surface area of about 25kmwhich he found too intensive. (He also enclosetiap
which showed where the turbines were planned.) $kedaeveryone who agreed to return a

card with name, address, and signature. Eventhallyeceived 1.400 signatures within one

134



year. Since it was clear that an association apaiimel projects had potential, KPO de Zijpe

was officially established in June 2005.

Using the signatures previously collected KPO stiteahiviews to challenge both the spatial
motivation designation of Kennemerwind and the grafion decision of the municipality by
the end of May 2005. On behalf of its members, KB@cted the plan for five main reasons.
Firstly, on procedural grounds: the municipalityeimded to give the project exemption from
the existing Development Plan by applying artic ih the Spatial Planning Law. As
explained earlier in this document, this procedsreow outdated but used to be a device to
speed up permitting procedures. KPO argued thatetfistance to wind turbines is too great
to take this ‘shortcut’, arguing that it would nallow sufficient opportunity for public
participation. Secondly, KPO stated that the prtojegs not in line with the 2001 wind policy
as approved by the community, and was also nahewith provincial wind policy (which
had been updated in 2003). As mentioned earlidhigreport, it seems that the wind policy
left ample room for interpretation. KPO perceivid tnformation to be interpreted in favour
of the project developers. Thirdly, the turbineseveonsidered to destroy the unique Dutch
‘polder’ landscape. Moreover, together with theimas types of solitary wind turbines owned
by farmers that have already been built or thakevierthe planning stage, the 9 new turbines
will look like part of a cluster rather than a #if#t line. This too was against the wind policy
which stated that turbines must be placed in lagsnuch as possible to reduce negative
visual impact. Fourthly, the project may cause cdsidow, noise, light reflections, and
danger, in particular to birds. And fifthly, theojgct may cause a decrease in property value.
With regard to financial matters the view also esathat the project relies too heavily on

public funding.

The municipality organized a hearing for all thegeo submitted views in response to the
spatial motivation and the preparation decisiomc&ithe views submitted in response to
these two decisions are very similar, we will omiscuss the views submitted to the
preparation decision which we were declared unisigitan procedural grounds. Firstly, KPO
had handed in copies of the collected signaturstean of the originals. Secondly, the
signatures signalled protest against the wind paficgeneral and not against Burgervlotbrug
in particular. The view of KPO itself was declamatsuitable because an association is not a
legal entity and thus has no stake in the projdctreover, at the time that views could be
submitted against the decision, KPO did not yestefid was officially registered by the end
of June). The 10 views submitted by other individuaere declared unsuitable as well,
because these were not protests against the ptiepadecision but against the actual

exemption from the spatial plan, which was nottiettopic of discussion.
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In the subsequent appeal to the regional coundilthe State Council against the municipal
executive board, KPO had the following argumenisstlly, the provincial wind policy 2003
says turbines should have a power of 1MW or morbkereas the building permit for
Burgervlotbrug was for turbines of 850 kW. Defentdamentioned that at the time the plan
was approved, this was the best type of turbinglabla. Therefore, the State Council
decided that the KPO’s argument was invalid. Tlemsé argument was that the plan was not
in line with municipal wind policy regarding, foxample, distances between different wind
farms. And the third argument was that the ecokllgiesearch carried out for the project did
not convincingly show that birds would not be be#teby the turbines. The responses to
these arguments are somewhat confusing to theraubhsohis case study, who have no legal
background. Therefore, conclusions from the folloyvinterpretation of the verdict of the

State Council should be treated with caution.

The State Council provided numerous explanationdigputing KPO'’s claims. The notion
that the wind farm would form a cluster with exigtisolitary turbines was rejected because
the wind policy exempted the type of turbines beingsidered. However, whenever KPO
used information from the wind policy to make amuanent, the Council stated that the
argument was invalid given many statements in timdvpolicy are suggested guidelines
rather than requirements. For example, the wingtpastates that houses should not be within
500m from turbines the size of those planned ingBurotbrug. However, the policy also
states that this zoning is only a suggestions kaatlin practice the suitability of a location for

wind turbines depends on other factors as welh stischackground noise.

Furthermore, all the additional evidence that KP@vjged the Council to sustain its

arguments, including a reference to the German ¥and case study report of Van Den Berg
(2003), was deemed insufficient or inapplicablecémtrast, the defensive argumentation of
the municipal executive board is deemed sufficiEdause ‘it has not been shown incorrect.’
The Council concluded that the wind policy doesstand in the way of the project. This was
perhaps to be expected since the requirementseinmihd policy are apparently rather

subjective. Nevertheless, it appears that statesernihe wind policy are interpreted in favour
of the municipality and project developers rathent the project opponents. Closer scrutiny
of the wind policy and the verdict of both the Coillof State and the local council would be

needed to determine if this conclusion is corrétwwever, previous research (Van den
Biesen, 2002) has shown that a bias towards prgjegonents is not uncommon in The

Netherlands.
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In addition to the appeal of KPO, an individualidest of the village Petten also submitted a
view to the municipal executive board in which h®tpsted against the decision to give
building permits for the Burgervlotbrug project.sHhain argument was that the view from
his house was already spoilt by existing turbined #hat the Burgervlotbrug project would

make this much worse. His living room only had eniedow through which all the turbines

would be visible. The municipal executive boardldexd his objections ungrounded, upon
which the resident appealed to the regional cowaral State Council successively. However,

both courts find his arguments invalid.

2.8.2 Analysis of Communication

A chronological overview of communications actiegtiaround the project by the two owners

and the opposing party KPO is given in Appendix 3.

Members of Kennemerwind were well-informed througththe project. They received a
magazine three times a year which contains, amootlpgrs, an overview of the turbine
revenues and developments in new projects. Kenmeinebralso has an extensive website
with a news archive dating back as far as 2001aBs® a cooperative needs approval of a
majority of its members for important decisionsnaal meetings were held. Throughout
project development, members also received seladtais about the upcoming possibility to
buy shares in wind farm Burgerviotbrug. Evelop, tenmercial project developer, took care

of the communication regarding shareholding poksés as of August 2009.

In contrast, neighbours of the planned project ovleived information in 1993 by a visit
from the former chair of Kennemerwind and in 20Rtigh a letter about the project plans.
Afterwards, they did not receive any personal imfation until the distribution of the bond
loans started on August 18, 2009. This was annalimca personal letter to all households in
postal code areas surrounding the project and ghran announcement in a local newspaper.
Throughout the project Kennemerwind mentioned thesbility of participating as often as
possible when the project was under discussion estings or in local newspapers, but
because the details of the financial constructienewyet unknown nothing specific could be
said in these public announcements. Moreover, imdbion meetings were mostly visited by
opponents to the plans who interpreted the ingitato participate as bribery. Thus, upon
receiving the letter with the details, the locabliwi only had one month to decide about an
investment of at least 1,000 Euros. Apart fromfdw that for many people this will be too
short a time period to decide, this offer to p@ptite in the project through investment came

at a time when most people had already turned sigtie project. However, this cannot be
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derived from the communication materials from thejgct developers. No reference at all is
made to public concerns raised; all materials omiytion the participation possibility and its

assumed benefits.

KPO kept people who had signed the petition in J20@5 informed by newsletters. KPO
also has a website, which is now temporarily offlitnformation about KPO can partly be
found on the national website of the aforementiooeghnization NKPW. Some information
was retrieved from the chair of KPO as well. Neelgss, it cannot be guaranteed that all
key communication activities of KPO have been reggbrin Appendix 3. This does not
prevent us, however, from the conclusion that thiy sxformation sources available to the
general local public were the formal documents ftbm municipality and media attention in

local newspapers, which we discuss in the nexiasect

2.8.3 Analysis of local media attention

A chronological overview of local media attentiom given in Appendix 4. The media
coverage analysed begins in 2003. This is partlg tw the limitations of the online
newspaper archives, but does not constitute apredlem for the analyses since the project
was most extensively covered between 2005, wherbtilding permit was discussed, and
2009 when the project was finished. We identifiedrftopics in media coverage that we
believe have together shaped the public opiniomutatie wind farm Burgervlotbrug. Firstly,
the Burgervlotbrug project itself. Secondly, winajects in the Zijpe municipality in general.
Thirdly, a solitary turbine owned by a local farmdescribed as the solitary turbine at Grote
Sloot 158. Fourthly, information about another povjKennemerwind is working on and that
we have mentioned earlier in this document, caltedJan van Kempen project. Below we

explain how these events have contributed to puginion.

The institutionalisation of the protest, througle #stablishment of the Critical Platform for
the Development of Zijpe (KPO), has shaped medierege throughout the period 2005-
2009. The actions of KPO are all aimed at windgxty in Zijpe. However, according to the
chair of KPO, the main reason to start organizivggrotest against wind energy in Zijpe was
in response to an interview with the chair of Keameewind in May 2005 that appeared in the
local newspaper Schager Courant. In this intervte chair of Kennemerwind stated that the
project could be delayed, but not stopped by oppisndhe tone of voice and wording of the
interview gave the chair of KPO, who is one of thesest neighbours of the project site, the
impression that the substantial public protestraiavind energy throughout the municipality

was neglected. He therefore wrote a letter to twspaper in response to the interview
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declaring that he would organize the protest irp&ipgainst the wind policy in general,
including the Burgervlotbrug project. What happenedt has already been described in the
previous section. The overview of media messagew shat he collected 1,100 signatures

within 9 months, indicating a rapid growth in sugpo

Another sign of protest was the public meetinghat municipality in May 2007 (see Figure
5), which about 300 people attended. This was nbt fed by resistance against the wind
farm Burgervlotbrug, but also by complaints abowdoditary turbine located at the address
‘Grote Sloot 158'. Discussions around this turbge=m to have had a significant negative
effect on the general perceptions of wind turbiaed the wind policy in Zijpe. From August
2006, the media have reported regularly on a adnflietween the turbine owner and
municipality, caused by protests of neighbours ragjathe turbine about the noise. The
conflict remains unresolved to date. Meanwhilettirbine remains in operation, because the
Council of State declared that shutting down thibihe would cause too much damage to the
owner. Within the community, the incident sharperke division between farmers who
benefit from wind energy through turbine ownersaip others who do not benefit from the
turbines. Because solitary wind turbines are uguained by local farmers, community
members who are opposed to wind energy use thgrdgigin ‘wind farmer’ as a term of
abuse. This example also illustrates that localerghmip is not always a guarantee of public

acceptance.

Figure 5. Public protest in front of municipalityitding Zijpe, May 2% 2007.
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The media overview also shows how the municipatigponded to the growing protest. The
municipality has organized several public meetitmydiscuss the wind policy, including the
plans for the Burgerviotbrug project. Furthermobg, the end of 2008, the municipality
started a broad discussion about renewable en&igynemerwind also seemed to become
more responsive from 2008 onwards as shown in sagesrelated to its other wind project,
Jan van Kempen. This project has been in the naw 2006. In April 2008, a public
meeting was organized to discuss the project. Asages from Kennemerwind in November
2008, announcing that the wind turbines will becpth closer together, gave the impression

that this time public concerns were being takenensariously.

This impression was strengthened by the fact thdune 2009, on behalf of Kennemerwind,
an energy advice agency conducted interviews withreBidents near the Jan van Kempen
project to listen to their concerns. Among the oesfents were two local village council

members who were opponents of wind projects and pultdicly voiced their opinion in the

local media. The research report, which containesivars to all concerns raised by the
respondents, was sent to all neighbours of thegsexp wind project and to members of the
council. The report also contained an invitatioratbrainstorming session and a visit to the
wind farm Burgervilotbrug on August 12, 2009, tocdiss conditions under which the new

project would be acceptable to the neighbours.

Concerns raised in the Jan van Kempen survey vimikaisto the ones raised in relation to

the Burgervlotbrug project. The main concern wasrthise the turbines would make, which
is likely to have been fed by the negative expeesrwith the turbine at Grote Sloot 158 that
violated the noise limits but remains in businesgway. Given that turbines, once placed,
will stay there for decades, people want assurtvatehey will not suffer from the noise. The

second concern was about the visual impact giversite and shape of the turbines. Thirdly,
people wanted to know why it was necessary to plagenew turbines closer to their houses
than the 9 small turbines standing alongside thwlcdurther concerns were: about cast
shadows; why the turbines had to be placed locatlg not at sea for example; why the
municipality chose wind and not other renewableshsas solar; possible loss in property

value; and how the neighbours of the project wdaadefit.

It remains to be seen, however, if the more preadipproach of both the municipality and
Kennemerwind will be viewed as such by project oppuds and the public in general.
Although recently both parties seem to have takereneffort to involve the public in both

the general municipal wind policy and in the Jan kampen project, the present situation
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strongly reflects that of 2005. The most recentgages in the media overview show that
whereas the wind policy is still under discussidhne municipality has announced an
exception for the Jan van Kempen project. Thisdsralar situation as for the Burgerviotbrug
project, and the response of the local opposisahé same as well. Furthermore, throughout
the past 16 years, stakeholder relations and stédethviews of the project process has
altered significantly. Kennemerwind and the muratity have become low-trusted parties to
the local public, which is likely to complicate apen dialogue at this stage. At present, KPO
assists several small protest groups in organitiver protests against particular wind
projects in their neighbourhood, amongst othersnagdhe project Jan van Kempen. We

describe stakeholder views and relations in datdlie next section.

2.8.4 Stakeholder views and relations

In this section we describe stakeholder perceptbrise process, the project outcome, and of
each other. The present situation is a deadlockth@rside of the project developers, there
seems to be doubt that the local opponents to feimds can be reasoned with. On the side of
the opponents, there seems to be doubt if decisi@king is truly democratic or if parties

involved have hidden agendas. Below we describeth@asituation emerged.

Earlier in this report, it was mentioned that tle@adency of proponents of infrastructural
projects to view any public remonstration as NIMBMYi, has the potential to mask ‘valid’
concerns or uncertainties from within the local ommity. Two examples illustrate how
perceptions of NIMBYism can be strengthened indtwrse of a project. The first example is
a discussion at a council meeting, where opponeaits asked if they would still object to the
turbines if they were completely silent. The oppaseanswered that they would still object,
because the turbines also have a negative visysadmThe chair of Kennemerwind, who
was present that evening, understood from thisudson that people just do not want
turbines and will use noise as an argument forwaniting them. A second example is the
responses of opponents to a local newspaper anexmemt of Kennemerwind in November
2008. Kennemerwind reported that in response tal looncerns, the three turbines in the
planned Jan van Kempen project be placed closatheg This could be perceived as a
gesture to the local public but it was not perceigs such by KPO, who stated it was no real
solution. To Kennemerwind it appeared that therends point in trying to satisfy the

opposition, because this will never be achieved.

Such experiences are likely to have contributetthéocooperatives’ focus on providing good

arguments to the municipality officials who have tuthority to make the final decision, and
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to put less effort in having a dialogue with thengl public through discussion with

opponents and informing the public through locatiiae

As perceived by Kennemerwind, the features of thegBrvlotbrug wind farm such as noise
and visual impact do not seem to have been theapyirause of public protest. Instead, the
main cause lies in the decision making process. Iy cause is that proponents and
opponents differ considerably in their perceptidnwdat constitutes a good, democratic
decision making process. Kennemerwind thinks tedbag as the project lives up to its legal
requirements, the protest of several individuatsutthbe ignored on behalf of the society as a
whole. Indeed, this could be said to be rationamdcratic decision-making. The council,
having been elected by the people, should represehtdefend the opinion of the majority.
However, KPO argues that even though the opposifosubstantial, the council does not
listen to its arguments. According to the chaiK&fO, the wind farm itself was not his main
concern. Of biggest importance to him is that prigjdike this are carried out after careful
deliberation, that questions and concerns of e¢izare heard, and that stakeholders attempt
to take these into account. We may conclude frois tthat the opponents felt the need to
organize themselves because they did not perdaéredpinion to be defended by any of the

parties involved in the project, in particular thenicipality council.

The formal route of protest, which opponents sagmibelves forced to resort to, does not
allow for a real dialogue between project opponemd proponents. Legal authorities only
check if all procedures have been followed coryedthe chair of KPO resents having to hear
time and again that protests are declared unseijtablthat arguments are declared irrelevant
with regard to the decision in question. For exanfsbm a legal point of view, the municipal
executive board correctly decided that a petitigaimst wind policy in general cannot be
used as a valid argument in a protest against ame farm in particular. However, it seems
fair to expect that when facing public protest bistsize, stakeholders (in this case, the
municipality) put more effort in having a dialoguweth the local public about conditions
under which the project would be acceptable to thEne entire procedure has led to anger
and frustration within KPO, as well as suspicidmattthe process of decision making is not

fair and democratic at all but that parties invdlveve hidden agendas.

The long trench war through legal procedures, whiel frustrating for all parties involved,

might have been avoided if the municipality hactetifely created trust with the neighbours
of the Burgervlotbrug project in the municipality defend their interests. One complicating
factor, however, is that the polarization betweenjgrt opponents and proponents also

affected local politics. Whereas at first both toeincil and executive board were in favour of
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wind projects, this gradually changed in respomséhé developments in public protest. In
2006, these changes led to a political crisis whenpolitical leaders who were both strongly
opposed to wind projects entered the executivedbdgtris resulted in the executive board
being against wind energy whereas the council wksasgely in favour, making any further

decision making that represent everybody'’s interastery troublesome process.

One reason for the initial unresponsiveness of beehmunicipality and Kennemerwind to
protests around wind farm Burgerviotbrug may bet tresistance against wind parks,
especially from small cooperatives such as Kennemer did not come into being until

around 2000. By then, the project had already bemterway for 7 years. Having not
foreseen this change in general support for wirglepts may explain, at least partly, why
both Kennemerwind and the municipality have notpoesled quickly enough to public

protests in the Burgervlotbrug project. It may absglain why the project has not been
preceded by a more general discussion about taeofaknewable energy in the municipality
and the choice for wind energy from all optionsikgde. The desirability of such discussions
is much clearer in hindsight. Analyses of case \stomhterials have shown that both the
municipality and Kennemerwind have recently adogtedore proactive approach. By now,
however, a dialogue has become much more diffidult to the negative perceptions the

project proponents and opponents now have of etheln’® motives and interests.

Although dialogue is clearly important, effectivahtic involvement also requires clear and
consistent policies and regulations. The projeaters both stated that getting any wind farm
realized is already difficult enough without invislg the public in decisions about, for
example, the placement, formation and type of heki Both shareholders assess the
difficulties of ongoing changes in wind policy, Iskgtion, and funding. A persisting problem
is that at the start of building, the project hadrteet requirements that were in place at that
time. This meant that research conducted in confgrmith older requirements had to be
revised. Some decisions, however, could not betadapor example, upon completion of the
wind farm, the turbines that are now part of Buvggbrug were already technologically
outdated. Nowadays, Evelop would never build twbirof this type on such a suitable
location. However, the type of turbine describedhia building permit is the one that has to
be built. When options for shaping the project asstricted by rules that change so

frequently, this will hinder public participation the decision making process.
With regard to financial project matters, we maydade that the general public is largely
unaware of the problems that project developersfacimg and the risks they are taking.

Although 50% of the Burgervlotbrug wind farm is osehby a wind cooperative consisting of
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volunteers, a recurring theme in public protesthis idea that the owner of the wind farm
makes huge profits from his project at the expewis¢he neighbouring residents. They
perceive this as unfair and feel no sympathy fahsa party. In the present case study, this
perception may be due at least partly to Kennenmehnmit having a strong basis in the local
community, with only 3.5% of its members living @ame of the villages nearby the project
and the chair of Kennemerwind living outside thenoaunity. Another likely factor is the
difficulties the project developers faced in finglira suitable, low-risk construction for
financial participation. For a long time, it wasclear to what extent and in which form local
co-ownership would be possible. Thus for a longetithe general public remained unaware
of the plans for co-ownership as the project degyaie felt they had no clear story to tell.
This, again, calls for clarity in regulations arldaain possibilities for project developers to

create-co-ownership and acquire funding for thesigzt.

2.9 Discussion

2.9.1 Conclusions from this project

This report describes experiences with public pidiion in the wind energy project
Burgervlotbrug, which raised a high level of puliigjection against both the project and the
entire municipal wind energy policy. The developmeh public opinion throughout the

Burgervlotbrug project can be summarized as follows

The initial communication around the Burgerviotbimject falls in line with the so called
‘decide-announce-defend’ (DAD) method (Ducsik, 198Neighbours of the wind farm
Burgervlotbrug were not personally addressed byn€arerwind throughout the project until
one month before the official opening of the wirgdnfi, apart from one informal visit the
former chair paid to the neighbours in 1993 andttel about the project in 2002. When the
project was announced through the municipality,application had already been applied for
and many of the important details had already beewn up. There was no informal
discussion about the project and no alternativeaoes were provided. Initially, however,
the municipality was trusted to defend the publieiest based on the developed wind policy
that had been approved by the local community. \Blaén a group of neighbours to the
planned wind farm raised concerns about the prajetteing in line with the wind policy,
the municipality disappointed them by dealing wittese concerns only through legally
required procedures. When the project seemed dabdog approved, one local community
member took the lead in organizing public prot8sisequently, a long and tiresome process
of arguing and counter arguing through formal pdoees led to further polarization between

proponents and opponents. Although the Burgerwigtbproject was eventually realized
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according to the plan of the project developereihains to be seen how the project procedure

will affect future wind projects in the area.

This case study shows that in practice, it may iffecult to determine to what extent public

protest is rooted in dissatisfaction with the plagrprocedure or in envisaged impacts of the
wind turbines. Initially, people turned against tpeoject plans for procedural reasons.
Subsequently, however, they used other argumersi®pothe project. Those arguments, such
as noise and visual impact, are often perceivedotmject developers and other project
proponents as unfounded. In line with the literatuthe primary explanation for public

opposition to wind in municipality Zijpe seems t® the way in which project Burgerviotbrug

was implemented rather than particular characiesisif the turbines themselves, such as
noise or visual impact. That is not to say thas¢harguments played no role at all. For a
significant number of people, visual impact, nosethreat to birds may be real concerns.
However, the manner in which the municipality amdj@ct developers listen to and act upon

such concerns determines the development of ppldiest.

With regard to the public perception of procedyuatice, KPO states that the public bodies
have only looked at procedural correctness and havdaken into account the arguments.
Kennemerwind, on the other hand, states that thégodies did respond to all arguments.
When studying the publicly available minutes frohe tpublic bodies involved we can
conclude that on the one hand, all arguments hadeed been discussed and replied to. On
the other hand, one does get the impression thatrdly seems possible for a citizen to make
an argument that will actually change, let alomgpsa plan. KPO's perception of public

bodies taking sides with the project beneficiaisatherefore understandable.

With regard to the public perception of the divisif costs and benefits, research has shown
that projects that have been developed by a locgdg developer and in local co-ownership
have a greater chance to succeed. In the presemtstady, the chair of Kennemerwind was
not part of the local community and only relativédyv Kennemerwind members came from
the community. Offers to allow neighbours of thejpct to participate only emerged in the
final stages. Although understandable from the pi@wt of developers, who faced, amongst
others, vagueness in financial rules and delayisdarproject, this is likely to have contributed

to the perception that the costs and benefits requally distributed.
One gquestion that remains to be answered is thet siz and location of public opposition.
Although there seems to be quite a lot of publiotgst in Zijpe, one problem is that

opponents to a project are usually more effectivdrawing attention than proponents. Thus,
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analyses of media attention and formal public @mtoréll say something about the size of the
opposition in absolute terms, but will hardly gimay information about the number and
background of people who may be in favour of thejgmt. For determining the strength and
also the causes of public opposition we not onlgdn® know the number of protesters, but
also their location. For example, 1,600 signatuagainst wind policy from the entire

population of Zijpe (11.500) represent only 0.14% tbe population. However, this

conclusion could be different if the majority ofetfe signatures included those from
inhabitants of the four closest villages (1.270aipitants). Unfortunately, we were unable to

retrieve the addresses of the people who havediteepetition against the wind policy.

2.9.2 Implications for CCS projects

There are obviously major differences between éohiriologies of CCS and those of wind
turbines, as well as different impacts on the ratlandscape, and different potential risks
and drawbacks. Furthermore, wind energy technolegyore familiar to the Dutch public
than CCS. Despite these differences, general lessam be learnt from the present case that
are likely to apply to CCS projects, not only withgard to the process of public involvement

but also with regard to legal and policy requiretaen

The first lesson is that people should be informabdut the project as early as possible,
preferably by both the project developer, locahatities, and local interest groups (if any).
In the Burgervlotbrug project, people did not reeeinformation about the initial plan or any
changes to it. They only obtained information thlyloithe municipality once the planning

application was on the table and a decision hdw tmade.

The second lesson is that having a dialogue wighpiliblic requires stakeholders to create
informal opportunities for public participation. @&hlegally required forms of public
participation do enable people to submit their vibut they do not allow for discussion about
the project. Furthermore, the complexity of thenfat route of public protest and the high
likelihood for public views to be declared non-swit ungrounded is likely to create
perceptions of procedural injustice and the serdeeimg powerless against authorities and
industrial developers. Therefore, opportunities uthdoe created for people to voice any
guestions and concerns they have in a non-scripéed Subsequently, rather than addressing
all questions and concerns using a top-down appropmject developers and decision

makers should seek to resolve these concerns aygeith the public.
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The third lesson relates to questions that neds tdiscussed in the dialogue with the public.
Based on the present case, we identified four ssghumt seem generally relevant to projects

related to energy and climate, including CCS.

Firstly, the reason for implementation of the pebjshould be provided. This requires
stakeholders to explain which solutions to climettenge are available, and why the present
solution is chosen here and now. This can onlydredhowever, if there is a general plan at
both national and regional level with regard tohbenergy solutions in general and the

specific type of project at hand.

From this follows the second recommendation, wiscto have a developed view on energy
solutions in general and CCS in particular. The igipality Zijpe is now placing the wind
policy in a broader discussion about renewableggnén hindsight, it may have been more
beneficial to the Burgervlotbrug project if thisdussion had already started in 2001, together

with the development of the first version of thendipolicy.

Thirdly, clear national and local regulation neede in place for the specific technology that
is to be implemented. Kennemerwind faced many diffies in project development as a
result of the unclear and regularly changing naigoals, rules, and funding. Not only did
this delay the project, it had also a negativecefta the public participation process and the
willingness of Kennemerwind to be cooperative iis ttiespect. The planning application was
on the table for three subsequent years. Each fommal public objections could be made.
Due to changes in regulations and policy, the disicun about whether the project did or did
not fulfil current rules became a tiresome prodessall of those involved. As the Dutch
minister of spatial planning said when openingBloegervlotbrug wind farm, more clarity in
the national wind policy was needed to enable metipblefend their rights. However, having
more clarity would also be beneficial to projecvelepers and would enable them to develop

strategies for public participation.

Fourthly, project developers need to pay attentorthe perceived equity of costs and
benefits. In the Burgervlotbrug project, it was amgmtly unclear to many people that the
wind cooperative that owns the project does not anaksizeable profit at all. Existing
perceptions about stakeholder motives, whetherdrulse, will also affect perceptions of
credibility and trustworthiness. Stakeholders stidhkerefore be transparent about costs and

benefits from the very beginning, as this quesisostrongly tied to stakeholder motives.
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Appendix 1. Stakeholder overview

Stakeholder —

interviewee role

Interviewee Description

Cooperative
Association
Kennemerwind —
Chair

Cooperative
Association
Kennemerwind —

Bond Loaner

Evelop -

Commercial project

developer

Municipality Zijpe
- Civil servant in

spatial planning

Local Community -

Local community

member

Critical Platform
for the
Development of
Zijpe (KPO)

The interviewee is chair of Kennemerwind. He becameember of
Kennemerwind in 1991, board member in 1995, andt and996. From 2003-
2008 he was also chair of ODE, a cooperative promgaenewable energy. He
is not a resident of gemeente Zijpe but does hvihé province Noord-Holland,
in the city Heerhugowaard.

The interviewee became a member of Kennemerwir2®@2. He was attracted
to membership because he is interested in sustairabrgy and because of the
low membership fee. He applied to become a bonukEloia the Burgerviotbrug
wind farm. He does not live close to this wind famimself, but he does have a
view of another set of turbines from his house.

The interviewee has been involved in the Burgebvldtproject from 2006
onwards as a project developer. Around 2006, tfidibg permit had been
given and the turbines had been ordered, althongippeal from opponents of
the park against the municipality was still undeywBhe interviewee started
working on financial closure and selecting an ative product for financial
participation.

The interviewee has been involved in the projecefout 2.5 years. Most of
the work had been done when he started workingp@rase. He has 14 years
of experience with spatial planning in various arigations. He lives in a rural
area in the north of the Netherlands and has agtaéfinity with renewable
energy.

The interviewee is a resident of the community ametighbour of
Burgervlotbrug wind park. He owns a horticulturergany and owns a solitary
wind turbine himself. He is in favour of wind projs and thinks the
municipality should have a clear wind policy. Hekes a plea for this through
his membership with one of the local political pest

The interviewee is a resident of the community ameighbour of the
Burgervlotbrug wind park. He turned against thggubwhen he found out the
plans were not in line with the local wind policyhiwh had been approved by
neighbours of the wind park. He was critical af fhct that the municipality
neglected this, thereby neglecting democratic jplas. He and his neighbours
subsequently established an association criticidengelopment plans

throughout the municipality, in particular wind ot plans.
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Appendix 2. Overview of project events and formal potest

2009

September 18

All bond loans have been distributedre was greater demand than offer.

August 20 The distribution of bond loans starts.

August 19 Official opening of wind farm Burgerviotiy by the minister of spatial planning.

August 12 As part of the communication and paréiign activities around the new Kennemerwind
project "Jan van Kempen", Kennemerwind organizesik to the wind farm Burgerviotbrug
followed by a brainstorm about conditions underahhthe new project would be acceptable
to the neighbours. The announcement of this meeting preceded by a survey among
neighbours of the project (23 interviews), amoraibers with two declared opponents of the
project who are also members of village councils.

July The Burgervlotbrug wind farm goes into action.

June E-concern, owner of Evelop, goes bankrupturgertain period follows after which Evelop is
taken over by the energy company Eneco. The profetinues.

February The construction of the Burgervlotbrugdviarm starts.

2008

September Financial closure is reached and preépasgor construction are made.

August 6 The Council of State declares the indialdappeal of the resident of Petten ungrounded.

July 15 Hearing at the Council of State with reprgatives of the individual protester,
Kennemerwind, and the municipal executive board.

May 21 The Council of State declares the appedIR®D ungrounded. KPO has to pay the costs of the
process.

April 4 The resident of Petten appeals to highericagainst the decision of the regional court.

April 3 Hearing at the Council of State with remeatives of KPO, Kennemerwind, and the project
developer of the other 4 turbines.

March 6 The resident of Petten appeals to the nedjicourt against the municipal exectutive boatd, b

Date unknown

the regional court declares his objections ungrednd

Completion of extra research on bmddehalf of project Burgerviotbrug in preparatioi
the defense of the project at the Council of State.

2007

November 23

October 12

KPO lodges an appeal against the daaidithe regional court at the Council of State.

The regional court partly destroys teeision of the executive board of october 19, 2@66,
declare all objections of KPO ungrounded. Instehe, regional court decides that some
objections of KPO are grounded. However, the cals states that the legal consequences of
previously taken decisions remain effective, whiokans that the municipality may still
exempt the project from the development plan. Thmigipality has to pay the costs of the
process.
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Date unknown

July 23

May 23

April

Evelop has started working on a fir@reonstruction suitable for individual participat in
the Burgerviotbrug project. Earlier plans of Kenmewind in this respect, about which
members had already been informed, have turnednmudssible due to some changes in
regulation in the course of the project.

A resident of the village Petten submitgeav to the municipal executive board in which he
protests against the municipal decision to givédng permits for the Burgervlotbrug project.
The municipal executive board declares his objasticngrounded.

Around 300 residents of Zijpe gather at hlipumeeting in front of the municipality to voice

their opinion about the Burgerviotbrug project anber wind projects as planned in the wind
policy of 2007. Most of them are against the plawsver before have locals in Zijpe shown
up in such large numbers to speak out.

Completion of extra research on noise, caadew, and birds on behalf of project
Burgervlotbrug in preparation of the defense ofghgect at the regional council.

2006

Date unknown

October 19

August 14

May 16

January

In 2006, Kennemerwind starts workioggether with the project develper Evelop. The Dutch
funding organization Senternovem grants Kenneme&wm funding (MEP) of 7.7
eurocent/kWh, over a period of 10 years, with aimam of 18.000 hours. It is expected that
this maximum will be reached within six years otogtion.

The executive board of municipality eijpleclares the protests of KPO and others
ungrounded.

The municipality (college of objectiondaappeal) organizes a hearing to give people who
expressed their view against the decision the appiby to clarify this view.

The municipality gives Kennemerwind a builglipermit for 5 turbines and at the same time
gives the private ground owner a permit for 4 tesi. Neighbours of the project are given a
4-week period to submit their views against thisisien. KPO de Zijpe and several others use
this opportunity to object to the decision of thenicipality. A total of 21 views is submitted.

The province gives a "declaration of nedipn" against the municipal decision to give the
Burgervlotbrug project exemption from the developtrdan.

2005

October 18

October 1

August 1

June

The commission that treats incoming siefealled the "commission of objection and
complaints") advices the municipality to contindee tprocedure and to ask the province
(again) for a declaration of "no objection" agaittst decision to give exemption from the
development plan.

The municipality organizes hearing foergene who has submitted their view to the decision
to give exemption from the development plan andsseghently give a building permit to
Kennemerwind. The 520 views of KPO members areagledInon-suit on procedural grounds.

The municipality organizes hearing forrgeae who has submitted their view to the spatial
motivation. All views are declared suit, but areetwally declared ungrounded.

Installation of the Critical Platform Develogmh Zijpe (KPO de Zijpe).
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May 31

May 26

Preparation decisions only remain valid doe year. So for the third time, the municipality
prepares a decision to give the Burgerviotbrug gmibjexemption from the existing
development plan and subsequently a building peidgitghbours of the project can respond
to this so-called "preparation decision” by subimifta view to the municipality within 4
weeks after publication of the decision. On belb&l520 members, KPO objects against the
decision. Furthermore, KPO objects on behalf dlftsFinally, 10 individuals also submit
their view through the KPO.

Again, the spatial motivation for the Bungetbrug project is submitted to the municipality
for approval, after which the municipality may gieremption from the development plan and
give a building permit. Neighbours of the project given a 4-week period to submit their
views to the spatial motivation. On behalf of 388@mibers, KPO submits a view on the spatial
plan. Furthermore, 7 individuals submit views.

2004

Date unknown

Preparation decisions only remaindvidir one year. So in 2004, the municipality foe th
second time prepares a decision to give the Bulgfbrug project exemption from the
existing development plan and subsequently a mglgiermit. Neighbours of the project can
respond to both the "spatial motivation" and thecalted "preparation decision" by
submitting a view to the municipality within 4 weelfter publication of the decision. We
were unable to retrieve information about the numdfeviews submitted, but it seems that
with regard to wind energy issues 2004 was a gugat. At this stage, delays in the project
are not predominantly being caused by public ptdbes rather by aforementioned factors
such as ground ownership and funding problems.hEuriore, in 2004, Kennemerwind
receivees a warning from the Dutch National Bankutlihe way in which the cooperations
finances her activities with loans of her members.

2003

November 4

The municipality accepts a revised waersif the spatial motivation and prepares a detisio
give the Burgerviotbrug project exemption from tlesisting development plan and
subsequently a building permit. Neighbours of thejgrt can respond to both the "spatial
motivation" and the so-called "preparation decisioy submitting a view to the municipality
within 4 weeks after publication of the decisiorhid results in 14 views being submitted.
Although not obligatory, it is custom for municifigl Zijpe to organize a hearing at which
those who submitted their view can clarify theirimbpn. After this has been done, the
municipality answers to all questions and conceansed by postal mail and decides that the
procedure can be continued.

2002

Date unknown

December 20

By the end of 2002, Kennemerwind imied the neighbours of the project by sending them a
letter explaining the project plans.

The wind project Burgerviotbrug doesfitanto the existing development plan. However,
the spatial planning law offers the municipality topportunity to give exemption from the
existing development plan. To start this proceditennemerwind must hand in a spatial
motivation which states how the project fits in et and future local developments. This
motivation is completed and submitted in 2002hért turns out that the plan deviates in some
respects from the wind policy 2001 document. Tolkes this issue, the municipality aks
Kennemerwind to make some adaptations to the $padigvation.

2001 and before
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July 2001

1997-2001

1993-1997

1993

1988 - 2002

1988

Taking into account the views of the lgmablic, the municipality council approves wind
policy 2001. Regarding the project Burgerviotbrtige policy document mentions that 7
turbines will be built. Approval of the wind poliayas preceded by a participation procedure
in which neighbours of the planned wind farm Buwmtbrug were explicitly invited to
submit their view. The municipality also organizadhearing at which participants could
clarify their opinion. The neighbours were satidfi@ith the outcome of the participation
exercise.

Towards the end of the 90s national acal lgovernments start to attach more importance to
wind energy, resulting in a more proactive and evafive attitude towards wind farm
Burgervlotbrug. In response to the plans of Kennevimel, the municipality begins to develop
a general wind policy for municipality Zijpe. Howay ground ownership issues persist. the
wind farm is planned on ground that is now pariiyned by the province and partly privatly-
owned. Agreements with some of the tenants of togipcially owned ground turn invalid,
amongst others due to changes in ground tentantstépnwhile, the private ground owner
had decided to develop a wind farm himself. Evelhutis agreed that the private ground-
owner will have 4 turbines built, in line with 5rhines of Kennemerwind. However, one new
ground tenant decides to object against the plaenttally he loses, but he causes further
delay to the plans. In the end, it will take uril06 to resolve the ground ownership issues
completely.

Further development of the plan involviwg project owners, the national government, the
province Noord-Holland, and several ground tenamsl993, the chair of Kennemerwind
(Jan van Kempen) personally visits the houses @hatclose to the project. He asks the
neighbours if they would object if Kennemerwind wbplace 9 turbines between their
houses and the canal. The size and shape of thmearis not yet specified, leading the
neighbours to assume that the turbines will belamib the nine turbines Kennemerwind
already owned near Burgerviotbrug. However resilevitl receive no further information
until 2002, because the project gets into troulnld s almost cancelled. First, the project
suffers from delay. The main causes are changegsaund ownership from government to
province, and wind energy not being high on théomat political agenda. Subsequently, the
project also gets into financial trouble due to ampired allowance. Meanwhile
Kennemerwind has started working on a plan to ceplaer 9 old turbines and considers
cancelling the other project.

The chair of Kennemerwind, Jan van Kempentsstaaking plans for a wind farm in
Burgervlotbrug. He first gets a permit for threeadinturbines within a year. Later, this permit
is extended to five turbines.

Kennemerwind grows to approximately G@fmbers who together loan over fl. 800.000 to
the corporation. With this money, Kennemerwind #siilLO turbines. Nine of these are close
to the future Burgerviotbrug project, between Buvimbrug and Zijpersluis. The profit is
used to pay back back the loans and a yearly sttexer these loans.

Two existing corporations merge to form a rlavger corporation called Kennemerwind.
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Appendix 3. Overview of communication materials

Date

August 18
2009

August 18
2009

August 18
2009

August 6
2009

December
2008

May 2007

Source

Evelop

Evelop

Evelop

Evelop

KPO

KPO

Message

Letter,
subscription
form, and
brochure

Letter,
subscription
form, and
brochure

Letter,
subscription
form, and
brochure

Letter

Newsletter

Newsletter
and protest
flyer

Target
group
Interested
others (200,
Evelop
database)

About 2.500
Neighbours of
the wind farm
(identified by
postal code)
Kennemerwind
members (aboL
820,
Kennemerwind
database)

Kennemerwind
members

KPO members

KPO members

Objective

Announce
bond
distribution

Inform and
involve
neighbors of
the wind
farm
Announce
bond
distribution

Announce
that bond
distribution
starts on
August 20
Get
donations

Call to
action
against wind
policy in
municipality

Content

Announcement of possibility to become bondloanewiimd farm Burgervlotbrug, for
reasons of having shown interest previously. Pdagito sign up from August 20 to
September 18, 2009. The accompanying brochureiséime one the Kennemerwind
members received.

Invitation to invest in windpark Burgervlotbrug. $ibility to sign up from August 20 to
September 18, 2009. Reasons given for investmemitribute to sustainable energy
(electricity for 4,000 households), safe investmertirbines already in business, high
return of investment. The accompanying brochutbéssame one the Kennemerwind
members received.

Announcement of possibility to become bondloanewiimd farm Burgerviotbrug,
mentioning that members have priority in participat Possibility to sign up from August
20 to September 18, 2009. The accompanying brochargions the expected project
returns (total capacity 4.25 MW, expected to geteeeaough for 4.000 households) and
mentions the following reasons for participatioargonal benefit and environmental gain
go together, invest in renewable energy, high retdiinvestment, low risk, and project
carried out by trusted, experienced parties.

Reference to letter sent in October 2008. Apolofgiesot having sent any news since last
year, "due to "circumstances" Explanation that ofhe shareholders has gone bankrupt
but that a new shareholder has taken over. Detaithe bond loans. Announcement of
letter, brochure, and subscription form to be nesgtion August 20, 2009.

KPO members are asked for donations. The appé¢iaétGouncil of State left them with a
debt of about 5.000 euros.

Call to members to visit the public meeting of M&8rd, 2007 at the municipality at which
the wind policy 2007 will be discussed, to progdinst the plans by showing the protest
flyer. The call also gets local media attention angublished on the KPO website.



March 29
2007

Date

June 2005 -
present

June 2005 -
present

June 2005

1999 -
present

1998 -
present

1988 -
present

Venture Wind
Park
Burgervlotbru

g
Source

KPO

KPO

KPO

Kennemer-
wind

Kennemer-
wind

Kennemer-
wind

Letter

Message

Website
with general
information

Newsletter

Petition
letter

Online
brochure

(pdf
download)

Annual
meeting

Newsletter

Kennemerwind Gauging

members

Target

group
Everybody

KPO members

interest in
participation

Objective

Explain the

platform's
objectives

Update
members on
development
s

Residents  of Getting
Zijpe people to
sign petition
against wind
plans in
Zijpe
Kennemerwind Explain the
website visitors association's
potential objectives
members and
possibilities
to become
member
Kennemerwind Vote on
members decisions to
be made
Kennemerwin Update
d members members o

Announcement that wind farm will be built and ogetaby Venture Windpark
Burgervlotbrug. Details on participation that viii distributed: A total of 600 representing
a value of 2.500 each, expected interest 8-10%u&stdo return application form stating
interest to participate and an indication of thenber of participations wanted.

Content

Website of the KPO. Is currently offline but theaghhas explained that this is only
temporarily. The national KP site is still onlineda contains several messages about
activities of KPO.

KPO regularly informs her members about developmankijpe related to wind and wind
policy.

The initiator of KPO personally delivers petitiogtters to most residents in Zijpe. In the
letter he states that he is not against wind enkugythat in de Zijpe several entrepreneurs
want to build around 38 wind turbines in the areatmut 25krfy which he finds too much.
He asks everyone who agrees to return a card aitenaddress, and signature. Enclosed
is also a map which shows where the turbines anengld.

Explains the advantages of wind energy, a.o. doution to climate effort, and advantages
of participation (high interest). Refutes argumeagainst wind energy commonly used by
opponents, such as noise and bird kills.

Annual meeting of members with the board. The beandlers account to the members of
decisions made during the year. The annual reffiogncial overview and next year's

budget are discussed as these have to be apprgviie lmembers. Important decisions
have to be approved by members as well. Board mesrdre chosen for a period of 3

years.

three-annual newsletter called "Westerwind" (Westdyv with project updates, venues,
developments in wind energy in the Netherlands abdbad, minutes of the yearly

developmentsmeeting, interviews with people from Zijpe or witkperts, etc.
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2002 Kennemer- Letter Neighbours of Update Letter with information about the project and themption ex article 19 from the Spatial

wind project neighbours o Planning Law procedure.
Burgerviotbrg developments
Before 2002 Kennemer-  Letter, New Inform new Letter welcoming the new member and explaininganifer donation is a loan which will
wind brochure, Kennemerwin members be paid back after 15 years whereas the interdisb&vpaid yearly (aimed interest is 7%).
regulations d members Brochure explaining why Kennemerwind believes gé®d to invest in wind projects.
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Appendix 4. Overview of media attention

Date
2009

28-10-
2009

11-10-
1009

19-8-
2009

18-8-
2009

13-8-
2009

16-6-
2009

15-6-
2009

Topic

Jan van Kempen
project

Wind projects in
municipality Zijpe

Burgerviotbrug
project

Burgerviotbrug
project

Burgervlotbrug
project

Jan van Kempen
project

Jan van Kempen
project

Headline

Citizens
disapprove of
'special wind
policy' Zijpe

Zijpe postpones
discussion wind
policy

Minister opens
wind farm with
considerable
delay

Opening turbine
park no reason
for party

Participating in
wind turbines

Information
evening does not
continue

Fear of noise
nuisance by
megaturbines
persists

Summary

Residents of Burgerbrug denounce the policy of wipality Zijpe to give a special treatment to thegaturbine project
Jan van Kempen, which is about building three viintines south of Burgerbrug. The new wind polidl} e

finalized in spring 2010, but apart from this Zijpleeady wants to discuss the plan Jan van kentperocal action
group 'polder F' is strongly opposed and trieddizce its opinion at the most recently held coun@eting, but was not
allowed because the wind policy was not on the dgdor that meeting. The action group was annosdlise in an
earlier meeting it had been possible to discusptbgct while it was not on the council agenda.

Zijpe has decided to postpone a decision abouwthé policy, meaning that decisions about upscadirigting turbines
and building new ones are postponed as well. Zijpewants to have a complete overview of the omtes of the broad
discussion about renewable energy policy. Two disicun meetings have been organized with citizersjpé, which
showed that people fear that new, large turbindowibuilt. At the same time, however, they acklexrlged that
something should be done with regard to renewatdegy in the municipality.

The Dutch minister of Spatial Planning, Cramer,rgpeind farm Burgervlotbrug 16 years after the pcojas started.
The police are present because protest actiorexpeeted, but these do not occur. The ministeesthiat future
projects need not take that long because the rigistill issue clearer rules for noise and safdtyimd turbines. She
also mentions lack of local support as cause ofidiay and states that clearer rules with regawind projects will
also help citizens defend their rights. Accordiodte minister, decisions should be honest and just

A representative of the village council Burgerbdescribes the opening of the wind park as arrogagtfrustrating.
Neighbours of the wind turbines have complaintsualtiee noise, but feel that these are not beingrtaleriously. The
invitation to the opening of the park announceditdiormal party to toast to the wonderful resulthieh citizens of
Burgerbrug feel is an underestimation of publiceatipns.

Announcement of participation possibility in Burgletbrug project through bond loans.

Announcement that an information meeting abounthe kennemerwind project "Jan van Kempen" will bstponed
until after summer because the municipality is ffisiently prepared

Kennemerwind plans to replace 9 old turbines (remgifrom a farm that originally consisted of 15ktines) by 3
megaturbines. Kennemerwind has surveyed the neighlud the project site to hear their opinion. Thair of
Kennemerwind concludes that fortunately, most pebplve a balanced opinion and only few peopleiareely
opposed to the project.
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Date
2008

30-12-
2008

25-11-
2008

21-11-
2008

6-8-
2008

Solitary turbine at
Grote Sloot 158

Jan van Kempen
project

Topic

Wind projects in
municipality Zijpe

Wind projects in
municipality Zijpe

Jan van Kempen
project

Wind projects in
municipality Zijpe

Wwind projects in
municipality Zijpe

Environment
Agency: Turbine
Grote Sloot falls
in error

delay decision
Jan van Kempen:
college promises
new research

Headline

First discussion,
then perhaps
wind turbines

Critical platform
asks critical
questions

Turbines closer
to Noord-
hollands Kanaal

Zijpe restrains
building of wind
turbines

Zijpe in
consultation with
citizens aboud
wind projects

The provincial Environmental Agency has found tihat turbine at Grote Sloot 158 is in breach ofitiial planning
consent once again. If the problem persists thecowiill have to pay a non-compliance penalty exang the planning
consent is violated.

The debate on April 16, 2008, about the Kennemathpian "Jan van Kempen" had resulted in the datigiat more
research is required with regard to noise, cast@laand planning damage. After the debate in Ig2@09, again, the
municipality was unable to reach a decision. Onénefpolitical parties stated that the assumptiorderlying the noise
research were erroneous and it was decided tHahetie research is needed. The chair of Kennenmerwias
dissapointed.

Summary

The chair of the Critical Platform for the Developmh of Zijpe (KPO) is frustrated. The municipal&ijpe is still
working on her wind policy and is organizing a l@iscussion about renewable energy, but at the siane already
takes decisions in favor of current wind proje@tse chair of KPO finds this premature. "First conmicate with the
residents. Then the politicians have heard us, ey can discuss and decide. That is democraatighwvhat we strive
for"

KPO, which now has 1.600 members, has asked ¢mifiesstions about wind policy 2007 and additionsiento this
policy in 2008. KPO finds that the municipality doeot pay enough attention to other types of rebéaga

In response to concerns raised by neighbours, Kearneind announces to place the three new megagsiluioser to
the canal and thus further away from their housas briginally planned.

Announcement of debate between the municipalityycdband executive board about the wind policy and
complementary report, which state that the buildifarge new turbines will be restricted. Excepsiavill only be
made in some cases to replace or scale up existibiges, and to align them where possible. Noidlebe a point of
special concern, as silence in the area is eskerdiathere are some loose ends in the policy aibich the council
has to decide.

The municipality Zijpe announces a public counaodating at August 18 to initiate a debate with eitiz about
renewable energy in the municipality, to discu$splions. Also the municipality announces not tdlttmore turbines
than mentioned in the wind policy .
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25-5-
2008

28-3-
2008

17-3-
2008

Date

2007

11-12-
2007

31-5-
2007

24-5-
2007

22-5-
2007

16-5-
2007

24-4-
2007

Burgervlotbrug
project

Jan van Kempen
project

Wind projects in
municipality Zijpe

Topic

Burgerviotbrug
project

Solitary turbine at
Grote Sloot 158

Wind projects in
municipality Zijpe

Solitary turbine at
Grote Sloot 158

Solitary turbine at
Grote Sloot 158

Wind project
Burgerviotbrug

Green light for
turbines in
Burgerviotbrug

wind turbines in
committee Zijpe

Increasing

The appeal of KPO de Zijpe against municipalitypZipbout the Burgerviotbrug project results indbeision of the
Council of State that the municipality Zijpe may@ipermission to Kennemerwind to built the Burgettvtug wind
farm.

Announcement of political debate on April 16, 208Bput the request of Kennemerwind to replace Jdlsarbines
with 3 large ones of 2 MW each, 170m high, axighe?0m, hub height 105m.

KPO mentions to have a growing number of membes aibagree with the wind policy in Zijpe, whichails for

resistance againstmegaturbines.

wind policy
Zijpe
Headline

Appeal against
wind farm

Turbine Schuijt
back in business

Massive protest
Zijpe against
wind turbines

Bruggers' in
action against
wind turbine

Schuijt has to
shut down
megaturbine

Sitill room for
wind turbines

Summary

After Kennemerwind and KPO met in court in the sueniof 2008, KPO has decided to appeal againstahisidn to
give consent to the project. The chairman of KP{ she the unique polder landscape will be charyeithe turbines.

The Council of State decides that the wind turlsin&rote Sloot 158 may remain in business foritne being, as
shutting it down would cause the owner too muchritial damage.

About 300 inhabitants of Zijpe, the majority oppds$e the wind policy of Zijpe, gathered yesterdagha municipality
hall at a public meeting to discuss the wind poRO@7. This is the first time so many people gattiche municipality,
even more than during the debates about the nudaator in Petten. However, the great majoritthefmunicipality
council is in favor of the wind policy. Besides apgnts of the wind policy, there are also someipugpleakers who are
in favor of wind energy.

Residents of Burgerbrug call residents of nearbgigé St Maarten to action to object against a plathe municipality
Zijpe to move the turbine at Grote Sloot 158 tothaplocation, closer to St. Maarten.

The provincial Environmental Agency has found tihat turbine at Grote Sloot 158 is in breach ofittitgal planning
consent. The turbine is put in the wrong placefithe wrong type and makes too much noise. Ibtlieer does not
shut it down his turbine before May 30, the proiah&nvironmental Agency will do so at his expense.

The municipality Zijpe again announces her intamtim permit the building of the nine turbines ohdifarm
Burgervlotbrug. The chair of Kennemerwind thoudte approval would be merely a formality, as evangthas been
planned carefully. However, neighbours have obgkegainst the decision.
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27-5-
2006

April-
May
2006
(severa
I news
items)
9-3-
2006

Wind projects in
municipality Zijpe

Topic

Solitary turbine at
Grote Sloot 158

Solitary turbine at
Grote Sloot 158

Jan van Kempen
project

Solitary turbine at
Grote Sloot 158

Burgerviotbrug
project

Wind projects in

municipality Zijpe

Burgerviotbrug
project

Call for group
protest

Headline

Neighbour fights
against wind
turbine

Optimalization
of wind turbine
in progress
Wind project
staggers after
MEP

Turbine Schuijt
reaches height of
almost 100
meters

Green light for
turbines
alongside the
canal

Action group:
Threatening
letter is awful

1.100 responses
Platform Zijpe

The Critical Platform for the Development of Zij#€PO) has called residents of the municpality gp&ito group
together in protest against the placement of wimblimes in the area. On the 23rd of May 2007 thélidoe a
municipality meeting regarding the development oEa wind policy. The call to action is also ain&d solitary wind
turbine at "Grote Sloot 158" about which are aoiotomplaints.

Summary

A neighbour who is still bothered by the noisetd turbine at Grote Sloot 158 objects to the mpaldy, stating that
the turbine does not have the necessary permitsregiard to noise, distance, and safety. She hioédsunicipality
responsible for any damage.

Neigbours of the turbine at Grote Sloot 158 havemained about its noise, in response to which awpments to the
turbine are made.

The replacement of 15 small turbines alongsidé\therdhollands Kanaal, south of Burgerviotbrug, g&xg. Culprit is
minister Wijn of Economic Affairs, who recently dezded the MEP funding entirely unexpected. Andhauit funding,
the project is financially not feasible.

A local farmer named Mr. Schuijt has a solitary avinrbine placed next to his farm, with a hub hemff60m and a
rotor diameter of 70m.

Municipality Zijpe gives building permit to Kenneménd and partners for the 9 turbines in Burgerwiag

A threatening letter with a bullet enclosed hassant to the Mayor of Zijpe by an anonymous oppbtethe wind
energy policy. The chair of the Critical Platforor the Development of Zijpe (KPO) has been quicHigtance the
group from these kind of actions, and has reitdratdls for a democratic process. The police todscalize the sender
of the letter. The Mayor says she will not allow tetter to spoil the debate around wind policye Thair of
Kennemerwind critizises opponents to wind energystaring people with myths about wind energy aandriy created
a climate for threatening letters.

The Critical Platform for the Development of Ziji€PO) received 1.100 responses in support for tbeept against the
plans for the Kennemerwind project.
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Burgerviotbrug
project

Topic

Wind projects in
municipality Zijpe

Burgerviotbrug
project

Topic

Burgerviotbrug
project

Burgerviotbrug
project

Zijpe makes
room for wind
turbines

Headline

Critical platform
debunks wind
policy Zijpe

The Burger-
vlotbrug wind
turbines may still
be delayed
Headline

Wind turbines
alongside canal

Wind turbines in
Burgerviotbrug

The municipality council in Zijpe reports to haakén a preparation decision for the third timeite @ building permit
to Kennemerwind for building wind park Burgervlatigr, despite public opposition.

Summary

KPO warns against large-scale investments andf@ration in megaturbines in the municipality. Thegint out that the
landscape will be spoilt by the large turbines. yralso mention that wind turbines are largely stilzsid and that the
municipality may hurry the permitting proceduresdngse the national government will decrease fundpmprtunities
in 2006. Furthermore, they mention that a growingber of scientists state that investments in oreshind energy
are an expensive mistake and that an increasin@p&uai onshore projects fail to meet criteria areltherefore
abandoned.

The planning application and the preparations angptete, which has taken in total 12 years sokkannemerwind
proponents say they now have a solid belief thepthn will be realised, although this belief ig gbared by others in
the municipality.

Summary

Announcement of plan to built wind farm Burgerviath and the start of a participation procedure

Announcement of plan to built wind farm Burgerviath. The province has declared not to have objestio the plan,
which is said to "largely fulfill the requiremergtated in the wind policy Zijpe"
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APPENDIX G: DUTCH CCS CASE STUDY

NearCo, WP 2.1 - Case Studies

Public participation practices and onshore CCS: Lesons from a Dutch CCS Case

Authors: S. Brunsting, PhD, T. Mikunda, MSc
Reviewers: Ruth Mourik, PhD

1. Summary

Early in 2006 Shell started preparations for awapand storage demonstration project in the
southwest of the Netherlands, in two empty gasi$§ieThese gas fields are primarily located
under Barendrecht, with part of the total area tedaunder the adjacent city of
Albrandswaard. In November 2008, the Dutch MinistfyHousing, Spatial Planning and
Environment announced that the project will beiblggfor a €30 million government grant.
During informational meetings in February and AR08, it became clear that the citizens of
Barendrecht had many questions about the advantagkslisadvantages of CCS. In June
2009, after the completion of an environmental iotpassessment, the municipality of
Barendrecht voted against the plan. The ProvinCalincil of Zuid-Holland followed in
November 2009. However, due to a change in legsldor this type of project that was
passed in March 2009, the Dutch national governrizeable to overrule the decision of the
local governments. As a result, on November 1892@e Ministers of Economic Affairs
and of Housing, Spatial Planning, and Environmeetided to proceed with the project.
Meanwhile Shell estimates that the project will delayed by at least two years, with

injection starting by the end of 2012 earliest.

2. National and Local Project Context

Dutch CQ emissions have increased steadily from 161 MT, @990, to 176 MT C@in

2005 (VROM, 2007). Carbon capture and storage (G&8ame a seriously considered,CO
abatement option in Dutch climate and energy pedign 2007, as part of the ‘Clean and
Efficient (‘Schoon and Zuinig’) policy package (VR 2007). This action plan for energy
and climate calls for annual energy efficiency immments of 2% by 2020, a 30% reduction
in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 (compared2@) Ehd 20% renewable energy in the

energy mix by 2020.



In 2008, another set of policy recommendationsedathe ‘Energy Report’ (Energierapport;
EZ, 2008) was adopted by parliament. This reportaioed descriptions of a joint ‘CCS
project’ between the Ministries of Spatial Planniagd Economic Affairs. As part of the
project, the Taskforce CCS was established in M2@f}8. This public-private partnership is
responsible for the realisation of a commercial G@ffastructure. This requires a market-
ready technology, organization of the infrastruefyolicy and juridical facilitation, financial
arrangements, and societal endorsement. The Taskfuas eight members including the
chairman of Shell, the director of the Netherlafdsindation for Nature and Environment
(SNM), and the chairman of the Rotterdam Climatiiative and former Dutch prime-
Minister Ruud Lubbers. The Taskforce is chairedStgn Dessens, former DG energy of the
Ministry of Economic Affairs. He also chairs theesting committee of CATO, the Dutch
CCS research program. The Taskforce aims to sppedQ$S projects in the Netherlands,
amongst others by contributing to a positive imaf€CS. Social acceptance is identified by

the Task Force as a major issue that is diffiauthtinage.

The CCS project represents a strategy for movingatds large-scale implementation of
CCS. The Dutch government has provided a budgetdeeral research projects, including:
the implementation of four capture and two storpggects by 2012; the building of two
large demonstration projects from 2012-2015 (witlstarage component integrated from
2015-2020) and from 2020 onwards large-scale imdlismplementation of C@storage.

From 2020 onwards, CCS is expected to be commbroidble without the need for

government support. On November 27, 2008 the govent decided to allocate €60 million
for two CQ, storage demonstration projects. These projectdoasted in Barendrecht, the

subject of this case study, and in Geleen, in thhswest of the Netherlands.

The Dutch government sees CCS as a third strateBytch energy and climate policy, after
energy efficiency and renewable energy. The Dutmregiment regards CCS as a necessary
intermediate step in the transition towards a sustde energy system and to help realize the
policy objective of a 30% reduction in G@missions by 2020. The Dutch government hopes
that the Netherlands can become a frontrunner i @®jects and can also contribute to,CO

reduction internationally.
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i. Local Policy Context of CCS

In the Rotterdam area, the Rotterdam Climate hiwga(RCI) was set up in 2007 by four
partners: the Port of Rotterdam, the municipalify Rotterdam, Deltalings (a branch
organisation representing the industrial and logastcompanies in Rijnmond) and the
Environmental Protection Agency of Rijnmond (DCMRhe chair of the RCI is former

Prime Minister Lubbers, who is also member of thskforce CCS.

The RCI is aiming to become ‘the world capital dd&ree energy’, and is one of 40 cities
affiliated with the Large Cities Climate Leadersi@poup (C40). The RCI states that, despite
maximum efforts to increase energy savings anduieeof renewable energy, CCS will be
necessary. In terms of G@mission reductions, the target is a reductior2®35 to 50% of
measured C@levels in 1990 (24MT), far exceeding national &wdopean objectives. CCS
plays the lead role in reducing €@missions from industry. To meet the challengarget,
planned activities include advancements in eneaservation (7MT), sustainable energy
(7MT) and CCS (20MT; Vergragt, 2009).

According to the Rotterdam Climate Initiative (RCthe Netherlands are in an excellent
position to become a frontrunner in CCS technoldgyelopment. There are plans to develop
the Rotterdam Port area (‘Rijnmond’) into a majoibHor CCS (Van den Heuvel, 2008).
Around Rotterdam there is a high concentration @f @oint sources, the proximity of
storage sites both on-shore and off-shore, ane tiseexisting C@infrastructure that could

connect to the Antwerpen harbour in Belgium and@eeman Ruhrgebiet.

il. Legal Context for CCS and Public Participation

By March 1, 2009, an important change took effacthie electricity, gas, and mining law,
made by the Minister of Economic Affairs. The sdlexh ‘national coordination regulation’
(rijkscoordinatieregeling or RCR) applies to a lar@aray of energy-infrastructure projects,
such as Wind Energy projects over 100MW, otherwertde electricity production from 50
MW, underground storage and mining in vulnerableaar For projects above a certain
magnitude, decision making takes place at the maltievel. Instead of local development
plans, the national integration plan as determimgthe Ministries of Economic Affairs and
Spatial Planning will be used as a basis for dereknt. Furthermore, the Ministry of

Economic Affairs will coordinate the permitting mexdures.
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The idea behind this legislation is to make procesiishorter and more effective, thereby
increasing the speed with which projects are redlizZAmongst others, the law permits
procedures for the national integration plan andmjténg procedures to take place
simultaneously. Submitting views in response tche#Fcahese decisions remains possible but
must be done simultaneously, leading to increasfiitiemcy in decision making.
Furthermore, the Minister of Economic Affairs mayearule a local authority if it takes a
decision it disagrees with, or if the local authprefuses to cooperate with the granting of an

environmental permit (within the boundaries of Erevironmental Act).

iii. Public Perceptions of CCS

The general discussion about CCS among stakehatdéne Netherlands can be categorized
as follows. Those in favour of CCS, including thevgrnment, industry, and some NGOs,
point out that CCS is needed because alternatineesi@ yet ready. They argue that CCS
technology is ready, already in use and proven. $afghermore, proponents state that the
government should invest in CCS so that it becossesmomically viable as soon as possible.
After that, the polluter will pay. Proponents fi@CS acceptable as a transition technology,
provided that the safety is guaranteed. Energyngaand sustainable energy are regarded as
more important. However, proponents of CCS expbat after 40-50 years, sustainable
energy will be affordable and will gradually takeeo whereas the market for coal disappears.
Finally, those in favour of CCS point out that lcadl remain an important source of energy
in years to come and that therefore, new coal plaiit be built whether we develop CCS or

not.

Those opposing CCS, amongst others Greenpeaceealdobliticians in Barendrecht, point
out that CCS can only exist with large investmédrum the government, meaning that society
pays for it. This is against the ‘polluter must pagnciple — it is the industry that must carry
the costs. They further argue that safety is natajuteed, and that monitoring will be needed
forever to be sure the GGtays underground. If it does not, this is dangeto public health.
Moreover, it would also mean that CCS is not a sedltion to the climate problem after all.
Also, opponents point out that CCS is expensivethatthe money could be better invested
in other types of renewable energy and energy gauivesting in coal plants and CCS now
means that renewable energy cannot compete in 4@#&@®, as coal remains the cheapest and

most widely available source of energy.

Finally, those against CCS state that CCS is jusbause to continue the use of coal and to

continue building new coal plants. It will be yelefore the technology is ready; meanwhile
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all emissions from newly built coal plants will nbe captured and not stored for at least

another 20 years from now.

3. Data Collection Methodology

i. Desk Research

Background information was obtained through a ditere search. Detailed project
information was widely available on the internetl®v is a selection of the websites we

used.

General information on CCS in the Netherlands waslable at the Dutch CCS information

base financed by the national governmentv.co2afvangenopslag,rind the website of the

Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning VROMww.vrom.nl/co2opslag Project

information was available on the project develop@rebsitewww.shell.nl/co2opslagon the

website of the municipality Barendreciww.barendrecht.nland on the Environmental
Protection Agency of Rijnmondww.dcmr.nl Information on CCS in the Rijnmond region
was available at the website of the Rotterdam QGbmalnitiative (RCI),

www.rotterdamclimateinitiative.niStakeholder views on the project and referencesddia

coverage could be found on stakeholder websitasgfample the websites of the local

political parties CDA www.cdabarendrecht.nl/co2 and GroenLinks

www.groenlinksbarendrecht.nl

Local media coverage of public protest mainly toolace in three media: The local
newspapers De Schakeiwww.deschakelbarendrechjnand De Weekkrant/Het Zuiden

(www.deweekkrant.nl/het zuiden barendrécland the local radio and television station

RTV Rijnmond (www.rijnmond.n). We used the online news archives of these ntediam

an impression of media coverage of the project.ithaihl information and news items were
found, amongst others, on websites of national papsrs and websites of organizations that

are generally concerned with energy such as therggn€ouncil www.algemene-

energieraad.nl

Part of the information, such as confidential infation and copies of communication
materials, were obtained with help of the stakedtiddnterviewed. For example, we collected
the hard-copy information that is publicly avaikabin the CCS information centre in
Barendrecht and we received visitor statistics amekly reports from employees of the

information centre.
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ii. Interviews

Interviews were conducted between October 5, 2808,November 23, 2009. Respondents
were selected on the basis of their involvemeitiénproject, or as a result of opposition to it.
Nine interviews were conducted in total with reprstives from: (1) The taskforce CCS
(responsible for the general CCS communicatiortesiyafor the Netherlands); (2,3) DCMR,
the Environmental Protection Agency of Rijnmond ethis the local research, consulting,
and permitting authority for the region includinet province Zuid-Holland and the
municipality Barendrecht; (4) the Municipality ofaBendrecht; (5,6) Two local political
parties who were among the first to oppose to thered project; (7) The national NGO

Greenpeace, (8) The project developer NAM, andn@)project owner Shell.

In addition, the first author paid two visits teetinformation centre in Barendrecht and had
informal conversations with its employees. SinagytHaily give information to visitors and
answer gquestions about the project, they have a gtaw on the type of questions and
concerns of residents in Barendrecht in genera.firt author also participated in one of the
excursions that were organized in May 2009 by tifermation centre together with the
project developer Shel/NAM to one of the plannej@dtion sites. The second author visited
a public meeting in Barendrecht early in Decemb@d9? where the Ministers of Spatial
Planning and Economic Affairs explained their diecisto continue with the project to the

public.

iii. Data Analysis

The interviews and the other data sources eachdedifferent perspectives on the process.
We reconstructed the project history and drew aumclusions through a process called
triangulation, in which information from one datusce is used to validate information from

another data source (Baxter & Jack, 2008). Infoionadbtained from one source that could

not be verified by at least one other source wasnetuded in the report.

4. Project Features

i Location and Characteristics

Barendrecht is located in the West of the Nethedasee figure 1), and has a population of
approximately 44.000 people (Gemeente Barendr@@t9). The town is just south of the
River Maas, is part of the conurbation of Rotterdamd close to the heavily industrialized

‘Rijnmond’ district. The Rijnmond industrial area home to a number of large oil refineries

166



operated by amongst others Shell, Kuwait and BRyedsas chemical manufacturing plants
such as Dow Chemicals, ICI/Akzo Nobel and ExxonNlobhis area is responsible for the
bulk of chemical and fuel manufacture, storagetaaasport for large parts of central Europe.
The area contributes significantly to the Dutchrexsay, but is also given precedence in

Dutch policy given its high rate of energy consuimptand is a target of GHG mitigation
efforts.

Figure 1. Location of Barendrecht in the Netherlari@dww.zoekplaats.pl

wt  zoekplaats.nl ¢ 3

As shown in figure 2, the bulk of the populationmiade up of citizens between the ages of 30
and 50, as well as a high proportion of childretowethe age of 10. The demographic
distribution is not particularly unusual for the tNerlands, but the higher proportion of
middle-aged citizens and children indicates thatyrfamilies live in the area. Approximately

30% of the total population is over the age of 60.
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Figure 2. Population pyramid of Barendrecht (dataisce CBS, 2009)
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In Pernis (see figure 3), at the heart of the Rgnchdistrict and roughly 20 kilometers from
Barendrecht, Royal Dutch Shell operates a hydragpsification plant. Shell had already
managed to mitigate part of the plant’'s 1 millidmest pure C@on/year emissions through
the provision of carbon dioxide to the soft drimidustry (150.000 C@on/year), and to

greenhouses in the summer months (380,000td{year). Mainly because of the lower
demand in the winter, around 400.000 tonnes per igeatill available for storage. Shell
hopes to be able to inject this amount into two csimexpended gas fields that sit 2-3
kilometers under the town of Barendrecht (Herb&Q8). If granted consent, Shell would
receive a €30 million government subsidy for theakrscale demonstration project, and
would also benefit from emission savings given serdn the price of European Union

Allowances (EUA) under the European Union’s Emissidrading Scheme.

Barendrecht lies some 17 kilometres from Pernise Tistance is bridged by an existing
pipeline. Starting in 2011, two depleted gas fields be used to receive the G@r a period

of around 25 years. The smaller of the two fielBaréndrecht) can store about 0.8 million
tonnes at a depth of 1.700 metres. The larger (Baeeht-Ziedewij) can store about 9.5
million tonnes at a depth of 2.700 metres. Therkesein both fields is sandstone, but from a
different geological age. In both fields the capkres a thick layer of clay stone. The il

be compressed to a pressure of 40 bar before mytére pipeline. A second compressor at
the point of injection will gradually increase tpeessure up until the end of the injection
period. Each field will have one injection well. Barendrecht one monitoring well is

available and Barendrecht-Ziedewij has two poténtianitoring wells.
The storage site at Barendrecht is particularlyesiuio the project for a number of reasons
(Herber, 2008). Firstly, it is close to the souroe€0, emissions in Pernis. Secondly, the gas

fields will be fully expended in 2010 and 2013. iy, the first gas field is relatively small;
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therefore implementation of the entire project eychn be completed within a three year
timeframe. And fourthly, an existing pipeline dag utilised to transport the GCShell has
agreed to take ownership of the gas fields ancctioje site from Nederlandse Aardolie
Maatschappij BV (NAM). According to the nationalvgsnment and the project developers,
no major new technology is needed for this projébese parties state that the main learning
objectives are in the areas of public acceptamtm| lprocedures and regulations, monitoring

and verification, and obtaining G@redits in the EU Emission Trading Scheme.

If successful, the Shell project at Barendrechicc¢ay the foundation for the replication of
fully integrated CCS systems both in Rotterdam #madrest of the Netherlands. The Dutch
government is also optimistic that the project dbntes to the development and innovation
of CCS technologies in the country, placing thehgdands in a favourable position for the
international trade of equipment and expertiséhdf endeavour is abandoned for whatever
reason, this will negatively affect the probabilityat the RCI will reach its aspirations
(Herber, 2008), and will perhaps warrant a govemtme-think of the deployment strategy
for further CCS projects.

Figure3. The location of Pernis (plot 16), with thgeline in red and the gas fields shaded
green (Herber, 2008).

[PLOT 15! [
i Al6 |

it e s i” I‘\. Gemeente
\ Ridderkerk
\‘.

¢ \

\

~ Al ; Gemeente

| \'.f BARENDRECHT Barendrecht
WEARENDRECHT

I.-j Gemeente
Albrandswaard
BARE, Nﬁ{é‘fzr_ih T
ZIEDEWL_
BARENDRECHT-
ZIEDEWIJ
]

| A29 Gemesnte

\ Zwijndrecht

Gemeente NS

Spikenisse

A '
/ N Gemeente \
Qud- A A
Beijertand L)

| Gemeente
oo Binnenmaas

169



ii. Stakeholders

The project developers are a consortium consigifnghell, NAM, and OCAP. Shell is the
project owner and NAM is the project executive. yrae united in Shell COStorage
Company BV, which will handle storage and monitgri®@CAP will be responsible for the
transport and the compression. Several researd@dmiaggions are involved in the project,
including the Dutch research organization TNO, Wwhias a strong knowledge base of

underground technology.

From the national government, two Ministries aneoled: the Ministry of Economic Affairs
(EZ), represented by Minister Maria van der Hoewanrg the Ministry of Environment and
Spatial Planning (VROM), represented by Ministergieeline Cramer. Furthermore, the CCS
project Directorate and the Taskforce CCS are wreal These were set up by the Ministry of

Economic Affairs to support both Ministries.

From the local government, the following partiege @amvolved: the Provincial Executive,
represented by deputy Erik van Heijningen, whiclypla role in the permitting procedure;
the Provincial Council, as an observer to projecbcpedings; the Municipalities of
Barendrecht. and Albrandswaard; and DCMR, the Bnmwirental Protection Agency of
Rijnmond. DCMR has had three roles in this projeastly, DCMR is one of the founders of
the aforementioned Rotterdam Climate Initiative (R&hich actively promotes CCS in the
Rijnmond region. Secondly, DCMR works as a constltand permitting authority for
several parties in the region, including Provinc@bvernment Zuid-Holland and the
municipality of Barendrecht. Thirdly, upon the regtiof the national CCS project, DCMR
has acted as a mediator for communication betwesmous parties involved in the

Barendrecht project.

The municipality of Barendrecht consists of an exiee board, the head of which is the
Alderman Simon Zuurbier, and a council, includirmpaders and members of all political
parties. The official position of all local poliitparties is that they are opposed to CCS. They
keep the local public updated on their actions,nigainrough the party websites. Only the
local green/left party has actively mobilized theéjc through petitions and a protest march.
One liberal/right party is known to have a moretreduor even favourable opinion towards
CCS, but this view is not publicly expressed beeao$ the agreement between the

municipality council and executive board to speitk\wne voice.
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National NGOs such as Greenpeace and SNM (Stichtiagiur en Milieu) have been
remarkably silent in the debate around Barendréd¢dn requests from several stakeholders
involved in Barendrecht to voice their opinion, ythstated that they do have a general
viewpoint on CCS but that they only voice theirripn at the national level. Greenpeace is
against CCS, arguing that choosing for CCS meam®sihg coal and vice versa. This
technical ‘lock-in" will prevent renewable energgusces from competing on the energy
market in years to come (Greenpeace, 2007). SNrdsgmplementation of the technology
as necessary intermediary step towards clean ebergstates that the polluter must pay and
hence objects to public funding of CCS demonstngpimjects. Yet SNM is a member of the
national CCS taskforce, which promotes CCS in théhBrlands.

iii. Project Chronology

In early 2007, the Dutch government informally ammced a tender procedure to grant 60
million euros to two CCS demonstration projectsii#d same time, Shell started working on
a CCS project plan to submit for this tender. Anxingthers, Shell contacted the
Municipality of Barendrecht to discuss the projptans. The executive board was initially
positive about the plans. Meanwhile, the governnmed officially announced the tender
procedure and the intention to assign the grantshbyend of 2007. In December, Shell
published a notification of intent to perform anviEanmental Impact Assessment for her

project.

Meanwhile, in July 2007 the AMESCO report had bemiblished (‘Algemene Milieu

Effecten Studie COopslag’), which was initiated by NAM and was weitt by various

national and local governments and industrial partThis report, which has been reviewed
by the EIA committee, aims to provide a basis tdufe EIA reports on CCS. The concluding
chapter of the report contains a sentence suggesiat CQ storage better not be allowed in
densely populated areas. Although subsequent smstemake clear that this is not a
conclusion from the report, the sentence has begularly referred to as such by project

opponents throughout the course of the project.

In 2008, Shell presented its plans to memberse@hthnicipality Council on invitation from
the executive board. The majority of the Councilswat enthusiastic. Nevertheless, the
municipality agreed with Shell’s intention to stamforming the public. In February 2008,
Shell organized the first of two information megsrfor the general public in Barendrecht to
explain its plans for COstorage. At both meetings, an independent disocudsader was in

charge of guiding the interaction with the pubBoth information meetings had the approval
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of the municipality, but members of the municipalitid not wish to be involved themselves
given that a decision either for or against thggmtowas still pending. Sixty people attended
the meeting; half of them were professionals aredatimer half of them local citizens a large

number of whom were known to be active in localtjudl.

At the meeting, Shell and TNO presented the techrietails of the project. Shell also
announced the availability of a project websitepa!t form and telephone line to obtain more
information about the project. The director of thational ‘CCS project’ installed by
Economic Affairs was there as well, to explain WbgS is needed to meet national climate
goals. Shell presented information about the Eldcpdure, the preceding AMESCO report,
characteristics of CQ and technical and geological project details.ISéiated that the
project would be totally safe. This claim was supgw by references to existing natural £O
fields, existing pipelines and storage projectssterg gas storage technology which will be
used for CQstorage as well, and the fact that the gas thatpsmviously located in the fields
under Barendrecht had remained there for milliohsyaars. According to several ECN
contacts who attended this meeting, some conceens raised but the meeting did not spark

significant debate.

One week later, the municipal council was updatedh@ project plan in a meeting. Local
political parties had started discussing the ptgpemns. One local party leader, who attended
the first information meeting, had read the AMES&port and was not convinced that the
project had been well thought through. She wasiquéatly worried about the monitoring
given that the CQis permanently stored underground. In her opinBimell’s information
was too simplistic and downplayed the risks. Shkedshell to give her all reports they used
in their application to the Environmental Impactsassment committee. It would take Shell
some time to fulfil this request, amongst othersaose of confidentiality of the reports. The
opposition, however, framed the delay as evidenc&Sleell's unwillingness to provide
information. Almost a year later, when the partgder appeared on a national television
program on February 8, 2009 she stated that Shdlshll not given her the information she
asked for. Eventually, however, she received ehergt Apart from that, Shell had

frequently informed all local party leaders in nmiegs.

On February 16, 2008, an article appeared in amatinewspaper (De Volkskrant) entitled
‘No CO, storage under my back yard'. Residents were coadesibout the safety of transport
and storage, despite the safety claims of NAM, beedpeople make mistakes'. They were
also concerned about the location of the projdaiming: ‘So many young families live here,

there is only one way in and out, when somethimpbas we are trapped.’ The leader of the
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local green/left party GroenLinks was fiercely aghithe project and stated; ‘It's like NAM

and Shell say, just jump into the water and we# svho reaches the other side alive'.

In March 2008, the public-private Taskforce CCS ¥easided by the Ministry of Economic
Affairs and the Ministry of Environment and Spatilanning. Meanwhile, no decision had
yet been made about the assignment of the gratie itender procedure. In the same month,
Shell visited the municipality for a meeting withet council. In April, Shell organized a
second information meeting for the general pulilithe request of the municipality. Since the
first meeting raised many technical and safety tjes, a second meeting would create the
opportunity to answer these questions and infortarger group of citizens. The meeting
attracted about 180 visitors. In contrast to th& fineeting, there was much more debate with
about 10-12 people asking many critical questidd@me people claimed they were not
invited and wanted to know why (according to otBeurces, these people did receive an
invitation). Shell attempted to answer all questiamd concerns raised. There were so many
guestions that they could not all be answereddheaming, but they were all written down and
answered in the publicly available minutes of theeting. However, local political parties
and the local public were not convinced about #fetg of the project and did not understand
why Barendrecht was chosen as the project siteinfamesting note is that members of the
general public, when asked how they wished to telved in the process, answered that the
council of Barendrecht would represent their vidwst negating the need for their direct

involvement.

The second meeting differed from the first meetfimgnany ways. Firstly, this time nobody
was present from the national government becauseeresentative that had been invited
cancelled shortly before the meeting. This mearet tBhell, NAM and the research
organization TNO were the only parties presentirfigrimation about the project. Secondly,
the presentation was slightly adjusted. The mastnprent change was in one of the diagrams
showing a cross section of the local geology whhlbcation of the empty gas field, in which
the trees on the surface were 50 times bigger ttnwould be when properly scaled. This
remark was added to the slide next to the diagtarsiress that the field is located two to

three kilometres underground.

Before the summer of 2008, the Ministers of Spaianning and Economic Affairs had a
meeting with the Provincial Executive deputy of @&olland and the Aldermen of the
municipalities of Barendrecht and Albrandswaarde Tarties decided to put in place an
administrative discussion platform, which they ed|lBCQ. The deputy (Erik van Heijingen)

chaired the discussion. In addition, two workingugps were created. First, a procedural
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workgroup that would be concerned with, amongseisththe EIA procedure. Being a central
player in the permitting process, DCMR was askegliide the discussion process within this
workgroup. Second, a communication workgroup wasated. This team consisted of

communication professionals of all stakeholderduiting Shell.

The task of the communication workgroup was notcémne up with a unified project
communication strategy, but to synchronize stalddrs! communication activities. Parties
discussed the idea of putting up a general weladi®ut the project. The municipality
suggested that all information be put on the mpaidy website, but other parties disagreed,
as they felt that this would not guarantee objégtiEventually it was decided that all parties
would host their own websites and that these websitould be linked to each other.
Furthermore, it was decided that Shell would reffaom public communication activities in
Barendrecht for the time being, to prevent furti@wth in public unrest. Shell largely kept
this promise, but did respond several times to ergptions and factual errors in local media

coverage of the project.

In June 2008, the municipal council proposed a onmotb the executive board to act and
speak as one in the debate about the CCS projeetmbtion was accepted. They agreed with
the position that more research was needed befergroject could be either accepted or
rejected. A consultation structure (‘klankbordgryepas implemented in which the local
party leaders discussed questions and concernsragrd to the CCS project with the
Alderman. The green/left political party ceasedstmport the motion for several weeks.
Going against the official position that more reashawould be completed before taking a
stand either for or against the project, the patéyted mobilizing the public by organizing
petitions and a demonstration walk entitled ‘wdtkng against CCS’. The petition resulted in
around 900 signatures and the protest march wasda&ti by around 300-400 people.
According to the leader of the party, participatiorthese events was considerable given the
generally low interest of the people in Barendreichtpolitical actions and the limited

publicity that had preceded the activities.

In July 2008, the Rotterdam Climate Initiative (R@uUblished a report entitled ‘G@apture,
transport and storage in Rotterdam’ about the pialeior CCS in the Rotterdam area. The
main conclusion was that Rotterdam could startuwany, transporting and storing 5 million
tonnes of C@underground by 2015. By 2025, it would be possibleapture and store 20
million tonnes of C@annually. The report was presented with an accogipg letter to the
Dutch Prime Minister Balkenende. In the report, R@ted that these goals would require

considerable effort and decisiveness from regi@mal national government as well as the
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EU, both in terms of providing financial resour@asl in developing clear legal conditions.

With regard to Barendrecht, RCI mentioned thatpghezedure would have to be carried out
very carefully and that DCMR had been appointethéaliate between parties and guide the
process. Furthermore, the national government whald to be clear about responsibilities

for monitoring the stored GQOgiven permanent storage.

In October 2008, an information meeting was orgashifor people in Albrandswaard, the
municipality bordering Barendrecht under which aBmpart of one of the injections fields is
located. Despite their involvement, neither the mmipality nor the citizens of Albrandswaard
have raised their voice in the debate. The munlitypaf Albrandswaard supports
Barendrecht’s point of view, but information megsgnfor the public have not been well-

attended.

In November 2008, about 1.5 years later than aallyinplanned, the national government
decided to allocate €30 million to Shell for the £8&orage demonstration projects in
Barendrecht. The other €30 million went to DSM forstorage project in Geleen. On
December 11, 2008, Shell submitted the EIA andestjfor permits to the Province Zuid-
Holland (which has to give environmental permitfddo the Ministry of Economic affairs
(which has to give amongst others the permit rdlate mining law). Meanwhile, the
municipality council and executive board have adrggon a list of questions to be answered
by the EIA committee. This so-called ‘question dtlist was finalized on December 15, and
was used to submit the municipal view on the denisd approve the EIA to the Provincial
Executive and Economic Affairs in February 2009e($é®low). The official stand of the
municipality was that answers to the questions rbasprovided before a decision could be

made, based ‘not on emotions but on facts anddgjur

During the period January — March 2009, the adrmatise discussion group BGO

organized four meetings with independent expertgfiect on the research done for the EIA
and to answer the questions in the ‘question crettkf the municipality. Results of this so-
called knowledge roundtable (‘kennistafel’) weremsparized in a report that became
available in April 2009. The executive board of theunicipality stated that based on
satisfactory consideration of all questions, andrifitation of the permitting procedure,
municipal opposition to the project could be drabp®leanwhile, however, local political

parties continued to develop their own activitidsch received regular media attention.

The two most active parties, the Christian-demecparty CDA and the party Groenlinks

(‘Green Left), both used different strategies. Wdas GroenLinks organized public protest
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activities and public debates, the CDA discussedtarsa with other party leaders and
members at national, provincial, and municipal levélthough the CDA did not organize

public protests, it kept the public informed of activities through its website.

Communication activities with other party branchiasluded contact with the CDA in

Geleen, where DSM was preparing the other subsidi#€S storage project. According to
the CDA party leader however, the municipality iel€n did not make an issue of the
forthcoming project. Furthermore, in January 200@, party sent a letter with questions to
the Dutch Parliament and Senate. The party soulghification on which decisions the

municipality could make that would not be overruleg the national government after
implementation of the new law national coordinatregulation (see below). With regard to
the legal requirements for the project, the mainceon was the permanence of £fforage

and the issue of government liability.

On February 5, 2009, a news item appeared in thgeda national newspaper in the
Netherlands, De Telegraaf. The item also appeamedniother national newspaper, De
Volkskrant. Hydrology professor Cees van den Akkérp is one of the independent experts
consulted by the municipality of Barendrecht ag péitheir ‘question checklist’, stated that
there are still many uncertainties about CCS. Hermed to the AMESCO report which stated
that CCS demonstration projects should not be adhrout in a densely populated area. He
also stated that the safety of the project is n@ragnteed. Although Shell claims that the
technology is proven the professor pointed out thaty things are still uncertain particularly
with respect to impacts on the underground. Thielartso included the response of the
municipality of Barendrecht which shared van dekeks opinion. On February 8, 2009, the
national television programme Buitenhof broadcastediscussion between the chair of the

Taskforce CCS and the leader of the local consee/@thristian party CDA in Barendrecht.

In the second week of February 2009, the decisiothe Provincial Executive and the
Ministry of Economic Affairs to approve the EIA wasblished both nationally and locally,
after which an opportunity to submit views was gi@ 6-week period from February 9,
2008 — March 23, 2008). Eventually 1.570 views wlobke submitted, including a form
signed by over 900 concerned citizens of Barendrd&dtis form had been provided by the
green/left party. The party had announced the piisgito submit views in the local

newspaper and asked everybody who wanted to dbjéioe plan to do so, providing the form

for convenience.

On the morning of February 18, 2009, the natiomaispaper Algemeen Dagblad published
an article about ducks that died as a consequédhieakage in a pipeline of OCAP, which
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transports CQto the greenhouses for the growth of vegetables. fewspaper mentioned
that the leakage, which ‘remained undiscoveredaftong time’, is salient in light of Shell’'s
plans in Barendrecht. Shell and Ocap stated thsitsttuation is incomparable to the project
in Barendrecht. Firstly, the structure of the leakpipeline is entirely different from the one
that will be used for CoOtransport in Barendrecht. Secondly, the leakageiroed under a
bridge where the ducks were sleeping, causing thdme exposed to the Gng enough to
be killed.

The same evening, the municipality hosted a pubbeting and an information kiosk for the
people in Barendrecht which was visited by oveOQ,people. All citizens of Barendrecht
had been personally invited by a letter. To theag®intment of all organizers (the
communication workgroup from BGJ) no national NGOs were present at the information
kiosk. Greenpeace sent a set of brochures thahierpl their general view on CCS in relation
to coal plants. According to a report describing theeting, Shell claimed that the project
was not profitable. This remark was heavily debaafterwards. Shell also claimed they
would take into account public opposition, althouis was not widely believed by the

general public.

On March 1, 2009, the so-called ‘national coordoratregulation’ (rijkscodrdinatieregeling

or RCR) took effect (see above). The municipalityBarendrecht perceived the RCR as a
means of forcing them to accept the CCS project. arch 13, 2009, the Dutch
environmental education  organization  MilieuCentraalaunched the  website
www.co2afvangenopslag.nl. This website containeditraé reliable information about
climate change, COemissions, and C{storage that has been written and approved by an
independent editorial board with partners from goweent, industry, science, and NGOs. The
website was built upon request of the national gawent. Although this joint stakeholder
initiative was meant to represent a broad rangei®ivs thus guaranteeing a degree of
impartiality, due to the occurrence of several o#aeents in the same period the website was

not positively received and was considered to beGiLS propaganda from Shell.

On March 18, the information centre €Gtorage was opened in a shopping mall in
Barendrecht near one of the €i@jection sites. The centre was funded by the Miigs of
Economic Affairs and Spatial Planning, with contitibns from Shell. Its aim was to inform
the general public about all aspects of the progect opinions about CCS in Barendrecht.
The centre offers information about €tansport and the various aspects of storage, asich
geological aspects, risks, and safety issues. &umibre, the information centre offers

information about the procedure and possibilities articipation in the decision making
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process. Visitors can walk in and ask employeesgaiegtions. Employees of the information
centre are hired through an employment agency. Thaye no background in
communication. Occasionally, an employee of ShelDEGMR staffs the information centre.

In the first weeks of its existence, a Shell employwas present one day a week.

Between March 18 and October 14 (seven months), cthdre attracted 889 visitors
representing an average of almost 32 a week andl&dyaThe centre attracts most of its
visitors when an event takes place, such as a ofs@ Minister. Visitors also include
members of the press who attend such an eventcdlygays in the information centre can be
very quiet. In the first 2.5 months of its existenthere were 546 hits on the information
centre’s website with an average of 7-8 hits a ddye centre undertook various efforts to
increase the number of visitors by approachingcadrarray of local organizations such as
schools, youth and elderly associations, churchesl, other volunteer organizations. In
general, however, these organizations showed lititerest in being informed by the

information centre.

We asked the information centre employees what typénformation visitors are most
interested in and which questions they ask. Visiteanted to know whether their house is on
top of a storage site, whether the project is demge whether their house will decrease in
value, and why this project has to take place ireBdrecht. When the information centre first
opened, most visitors simply wanted to demonstiega distrust of authorities involved and
express their feelings of powerlessness in the €dioget another industrial project in their
area. Referring to a diagram similar to figure 3this report, most visitors are keen to

determine if their house is on top of an injecizwaea.

Although many visitors lose interest in the projente they discover their house is located
outside the injection area, many are keen to lg@re about the risks — particularly the long-
term consequences of underground storage. Thenialipinformation sources at the centre
are also consulted: the EIA summary, the panelfeda local newspaper articles, and only
limited interest in the representation of the forehacision procedure. People also questioned
the objectivity of the information given the favabte attitude towards CCS of all parties
involved. At first, many people thought the infoitioa centre was owned by Shell given the
prominence of three Shell information panels lodaipposite the entrance and the regular

presence of a Shell employee.

The parties involved in the information centre —eTHKlinistries of Spatial Planning and
Economic Affairs, Shell, TNO, OCAP, DCMR, and theo¥#nce Zuid-Holland took various
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efforts to position the information centre as arseuof objective information about the
project and on the opinions of various stakeholdens CCS. The logo, templates for
information displays, and the interior were espécesigned for the information centre. The
information that can be obtained in the centrelides a brochure with opinions on CCS from
Greenpeace, SNM, the leader of the local consewr/@hristian party CDA, and the director
of the Taskforce CCS.

Despite these efforts, not all residents view tifermation centre as an objective information
source. Given the prominence of the Shell displays] their location near the centre
entrance, the employees are regularly asked if whenk for Shell and if the information

centre is owned by Shell. Interestingly, the praance of the Shell displays seems to be
coincidental. Although initially corporate logos mgenot displayed, visitors to the centre
mistook this for mutual endorsement of informatiynall partners with displays in the centre.
In order to distinguish between the presentatiomfufrmation from different stakeholders,

corporate logos were later added to the displayelgarnTogether with the absence of
information from NGOs (who refused to provide inf@tion), this may have caused some

visitors to doubt the objectivity of the informatipresented.

According to its website, the municipality of Badeacht took part in the information centre
as well. However, the municipality and local paliti parties did not actively use the
information centre as a communication channel agstehoosing to display information in the
lobby of their office building. The municipality wanot initially in favour of the information

centre, and even questioned whether it was legalbgible to refuse granting a permit for its
location in the local shopping mall. One of thesm®s for rejection of the information centre
was that at the time the information centre wasiegethe municipality did not yet know if it

was going to approve the project. Opposition to freject however, interpreted the

establishment of the information centre as an atéha of project approval.

In March 2009, the cover of the popular science amege Nature and Technology (‘Natuur
en Techniek’) showed a fictitious picture of a &8Qplosion in Barendrecht. The article in the
magazine mentioned that ¢Gtorage is less safe than it appears based oapiblecable
science. According to the magazine, the models biclwthe safety of C@storage is
calculated are inaccurate. These models overlokntipact of the lack of CQdispersion in
the event of a leak for example, claiming thasipbssible for C®leaks to remain behind
buildings or dykes. It also points out that thealofire department in Barendrecht is located
close to one of the injection wells, making it extrely vulnerable to leaks. In a response to

the article, Shell revealed its frustration withe tipresentation of extremely misleading
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science. According to Shell, this article will origtrengthen the emotions already present in

Barendrecht'.

On April 24 2009, the EIA committee published itzaunt of all stakeholder views and the
issues raised as part of the ‘knowledge roundtdisél in the presence of appointed experts.
The information centre reported that few visitorsrevaware of the EIA publication and that
very few questions were asked. In the weeks tHivwed, information centre employees did
not notice any significant increase in the numiderisitors or in the type of questions asked
since the publication of the EIA report. Despitavltevels of interest, questions that were

asked became more technical in nature.

In May 2009, representatives of Shell gave lectatethie local Rotary and Lions clubs. The
information centre and NAM organized two excursi@msthe local public to one of the GO
injection wells, where a gas installation of SWMM is located. The excursion dates were
announced in the local newspapers and on the welo$itthe information centre. The
excursions were preceded by an explanation abautptbject at the centre itself by its
employees, who preferred to use the informatiorelgsanf Shell for this explanation given
their clarity. The first excursion on Saturday Mawattracted 19 visitors, among who was a
journalist who wrote a report about the excursionthe local newspaper De Schakel. The
headline of this article was ‘Information centrist¢he half truth about CCS’, suggesting that

the excursions were industry propaganda.

The second excursion on May 30 was preceded bygitaofithe Provincial Executive deputy
Erik van Heijningen to the centre. This event reedi more publicity than the previous
excursion, and the press was also invited. Dedipiise efforts, only 17 people were present
including the first author of this report. Furthenm, only three of the attendees were citizens
who were not officially involved in the process dbgh their job or through political
activities. They asked critical technical questitmrsexample, about the pressure and amount
of energy needed for injection. Both the first awtlof this report and employees of the
information centre questioned general public irgene the project given that only 3 out of 17

visitors involved in the second site visit were diectly connected to the project.

In May 2009, the information centre became parthef communication workgroup and was
informed of ongoing developments. In a meeting ceyM7, 2009, the municipal executive
board took a principal decision to say no to theS@oject given that a number of questions
as written down in their checklist had remained nsweered. Unaware of the national

coordination regulation (RCR) and its consequengisgtprs to the information centre were
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surprised to learn that the future of the projectild be based on a decision from the national
government separate from any municipal decisioresfons at the centre were increasingly
related to developments in real estate value arttie¢cactual financing of the information

centre.

On June 2, 2009, the local green/left party orgsthia debate about alternatives to CCS to
curb climate change although it did not attract ynaisitors. On June 20, 2009, both the
Ministers of Spatial planning and of Economic Affapaid a visit to Barendrecht to talk with
the local authorities and with the residents of #nea. Minister Cramer also visited the
information centre. Speaking to a group of aroufdc#izens for an hour and a half, the
Minister answered questions from both the publicl ahe media. She stated that the
procedure had been started incorrectly and thatllitbe reviewed with promises to inform
citizens about the procedure upon further requBeth the public and the media were

satisfied about the direct and open way in whiehNtnister spoke with them.

On June 8, 2009, the decision of the executivehears discussed in a meeting with the
municipal council. On June 29, the municipal colmeconfirmed its decision to refuse
development of the CCS project. The Ministers ot Planning and Economic Affairs
sent a letter to the municipality of Barendrechdting that they would treat decisions around
the project carefully and after discussion with tiwnicipality, and that they understood that
the municipality must have felt overwhelmed by thpid developments. In the information
centre, the employees noticed that visitors areigdly unfamiliar with the objections of the
municipality to the project. The number of visitdrat expressed their objections declined,

while the number of visitors simply interested btaining information increased.

During the summer and fall, employees of the infation centre noticed a shift in the type of
guestions from the public which started focussirggeron the decision making process than
on risks. They also perceive an increase in derf@amgrinted information. Some people were
under the impression that the project would nottiooe, but did not indicate why they
thought so. Some visitors notice the lack of myatiinformation provided at the centre.

Students have started approaching the centre i@osprojects.

In September 2009, having not yet formed an opiroonCCS, the Provincial Council

discussed the results of the municipal CCS questiecklist. In October 2009, a government
press release revealed that TNO completed additiesaarch on suitable locations for CCS
in the Netherlands. The results were confirmedheyihdependent verifier DNV (Det Norske

Veritas). The municipality responded in turn thrbua press release and a press conference,
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declaring their satisfaction with the existenceotifer injection sites. In the weeks before the
TNO research results were made known, local Baesfdrcitizens publicized the formation
of a local activist group called ‘GQs no’ through the local newspaper De Schakel. The

mascot of the group is a guinea pig hamed ‘Cootje’.

Despite opposition from both provincial and munatigovernments due to safety concerns,
the Ministers officially announced their decisiam dpprove the project on November 18,
2009, stating that the project is safe and thi& itecessary to buy time in order to secure
other sustainable energy solutions. They alsodstat@vever, that the injection of G@ the
larger of the two empty gas fields below Barendregitl only continue if injection in the
smaller gas is demonstrably safe. In a media respdhe municipality stated that ‘Shell has

taken the government hostage.’

In December 2009, both Ministers visited Barendréohexplain their decision in a public
meeting at the local theatre in the presence of @fiple. Another group of citizens of an
unknown size watched the meeting at the town hdlkre it was broadcasted live. According
to the second author who attended the meetingeatawn hall, the entire audience was
strongly opposed and had come to voice their opitdothe Ministers. The discussion leader
attempted to make the public take turns in askimgstions to the Ministers, but to no avail.
The Ministers were continuously interrupted by hogkistles, and cries of disapproval. The
Public response consisted mostly of speeches fralieace members stating that the process
of decision making had been undemocratic and they tvould never allow the project to

continue. These speeches were continuously fotldwyerounds of applause.

This meeting made clear that the final stage ofdénelopment in stakeholder relations had
been achieved. The relations between the most tanporstakeholders — the national
government, local authorities, the project ownerd amow also the general public — had
become completely polarized, lacking any mutual enshnding, trust, or respect, thus
disabling any type of effective dialogue. At thméi of finishing this report it was unclear
which steps would be taken next, and by whom. Thmicmpality has however, already
announced its continued opposition to the projeugh all possible legal means which will

probably result in the stakeholders going to caud eventually the Council of State.

182



iv. Municipal and Public Concerns

With regard to the decision making process, the ionpality thinks that first a SEA
(‘planmer’) should have been performed in the @histages of project planning in order to
study a number of different locations. To the mipatty, it is not evident why the first
onshore CCS demonstration project has to take pfa@edensely populated area such as
Barendrecht. The municipality has pointed out tH2érendrecht has faced many
infrastructural projects in recent years, causingonvenience to the local community.
Furthermore, the municipality points out that Bahexcht is in some respects not a suitable
location according to the AMESCO study.

With regard to the legal requirements for the pjéhe main concern is the monitoring of
the stored C@ Although the CCS EU directive states that thggmtodeveloper has to look

after it for the first 30 years and that after thésiod responsibilities will be taken over by the
national government, a number of questions wesedaabout how this would be organized in
practice. It was unclear whether Shell would devet®ugh resources for monitoring
throughout the 30-year period, and who would cla@sponsibility after the 30 year period

ended.

Concerns directly related to the project were nyaatdout safety. The municipality disagreed
with the conclusion in the EIA that ‘existing tedhogy’ was being used, referring to
guestions raised in the AMESCO study which areatioaddressed in the EIA report. As a
result, Shell’'s statement that population densitgn irrelevant parameter is disagreed with as
well. The issues discussed were: the risk of leekad the injection well; the high pressure
needed to inject the GQunderground; the permanence of C&orage and the increased
likelihood of long term risk. Safety calculationgre criticized for being based on models and
not on real-life experience. One of the independeqgerts that were hired to advise the
municipality pointed out in the media that there actually many uncertainties concerning
the geological consequences of CCS. Little is kndanexample, about seismic activity and
its consequences. The municipality considers tHetysdo be insufficiently guaranteed.
Furthermore, the municipality states that the asklysis made in the EIA is incomplete as it
does not consider morbidity issues such as illaesispsychosomatic effects of the project on

public health.

The local politicians we interviewed questioned thiee the scientific research concerning

CO, storage in Barendrecht was objective and unbiadeel,to the lack of research carried
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out by independent institutes (that is, institusdsch are not somehow related to Shell, or
have been related to Shell in the past). One opénty leaders said that this was not a matter
of distrust in the parties who had carried outrésearch, but rather a fear of the emergence
of ‘groupthink’ among the parties currently invotivén the research. She pointed out that
since TNO employees are in some cases ex-emplafeBkell, and the EIA commission
contains ex-employees of both Shell and TNO, aéaechers involved work from the same
frame of reference, which may blind them to certaisults and influence their interpretation
of model outcomes. She therefore insisted thatpeddent research be carried out by third
parties. The other party leader was against thgegirin spite of any additional research,
stating that CCS is not a real solution to the atenproblem. With regard to the
independency of research, she suspects that pogeetopers will overcome any unwelcome

results given the perceived importance of CCS.

With regard to the distribution of costs and bemsefihe municipality pointed out that the
region has already faced many infrastructural ptejand that people are tired of them. They
think that Barendrecht has done enough for the tepafready. Furthermore, the public fears
a decrease in real estate value. Finally, the npality thinks that not enough attention had
been paid to the research related to the possibbeirience of diseases and possible
psychosomatic effects on the citizens resultingnftbie project. At the same time, project
developers will hugely benefit from the projectrinultiple ways by obtaining government
funding to pollute. This is perceived as unfair,itageviates from the ‘the polluter pays’

principle.

Relating to CCS in general, some protesters queshe effectiveness of this technology
altogether and mention that there may be betterrgitives available particularly renewables.
Greenpeace, for example, states that CCS develdpsjrst an excuse for continued use of
coal and the building of new coal plants. Accordiogsreenpeace, CCS is unnecessary if we
put the money that is now allocated to CCS devetoygrnto renewables. Another argument
is related to so-called climate scepticism: Sonmgsters question the anthropogenic nature
of climate change and hence, see no need for C@8. &lthough proponents of CCS are
quick to label these protesters as climate sceghieseby implying that these people must not
be taken too seriously, we have noticed that inpilessent discussion, arguments related to
climate scepticism were among the last argumentetiomed. To the researchers, this
indicates that displays of doubt in the anthropagemture of climate change are a ‘last
resort’ in the discussion with proponents rathemtla reliable representation of someone’s

opinion.
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After reviewing the process, however, our conclassothat the municipal opposition was not
based primarily on fears related to technology wskdoubts about the objectivity of the
research performed. Although questions about safefye among the first to emerge, the
municipality stated that its decision was not dnivey fear of the risks. Rather the issue
seemed to be about the procedure followed and hewrtunicipality perceives its position
versus the other stakeholders. With regard to theggure, the municipality questioned what
it perceived to be a ‘false start’ in the infornoatiprovision process. Clearly, the municipality
felt overwhelmed by the speed with which CCS wasoputhe national policy agenda and the
prominence of Shell's proposed CCS demonstratiajept in Barendrecht as part of this
discourse. With regard to the independence of ¢ésearch, independent research has been
performed in order to seek a second opinion, bditndit end up influencing the municipal
decision. Therefore, the reason behind the demandhflependent research may be more
interesting than the research itself. The munidip#éces strong and powerful stakeholders
who are in favour of the project, most notably tfa¢ional government and Shell. Compared
to the government the municipality has little demismaking power, especially after the
installation of the national coordination regulati®RCR). In all likelihood, this regulation has
strengthened local politicians’ perception of nolydbeing overwhelmed, but also overruled.
Discussing safety issues and the independenceeofetbearch may have seemed the best

options for having a say in the project.

5. Communication and Participation

i. Main Topics in Media

The Barendrecht project has received internatiorelia attention, including an article in the
Washington Post, and a story for the British Bra@atiog Corporation. In the Netherlands,

the following topics received regular media attemti

v References to previous accidents involving;déke Nyos in Cameroon in 1986 (1.700
people and thousands of animals died); lake Momo@ameroon in 1984 (300 deaths); a
leak in a CQtank of a fire extinguishing installation in Méreasigladbach in Germany in
2008 (100 people treated for respiratory problems), CQ leakage from the Sleipner-
field in Norway (no casualties reported — opponeetsilarly referred to this story
although there is no evidence that there has agtueén a leak in Sleipner); incident
involving dead ducks due to a leakage in,@{®e under a bridge in the Netherlands.

v Reference to experts who doubt the safety of C&&eBsor van den Akker, a Dutch
Hydrologist hired by independent research orgaioisddet Norske Veritas (DNV) to
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advise the municipality of Barendrecht; Peter Haddorwegian geologist who was at
first a proponent of CCS but recently changed higdm

v' References to features of €@bove a certain concentration, €@ the air is lethal. This
is illustrated by stories about GBeing used in the meat industry to kill pigs ahitks.
Also historical reference to canaries being usgtiémmining industry as warning signals.

v References to the consequences of undergroundystaitho knows how the
underground will behave and how can we be sur€@eremains underground forever?
References to decrease in underground produciivitye north of the Netherlands
(Slochteren, the Netherlands) as a result of gas/egy; reference to waste that was
supposed to stay underground permanently but canagain and/or caused underground

pollution (Lekkerkerk, the Netherlands).

Regarding media impact on the project developme&atconclude that the media in general
mirror and reinforce developments in public conseand stakeholder relations rather than
shape them. This is also the view of most stakedisldve interviewed, although to a lesser

extent for local media which at times have shoviaiea towards the project opponents.

iii. Summary of Stakeholder Views and Relations

Throughout the project, all stakeholders have comoated extensively with each other.
From 2007 onwards, the municipality of Barendredat regular visits from various

stakeholders from governments and industry in faxa@duCCS. For example, in September
2008, shortly after the municipal motion was acedptRuud Lubbers, chair of the RCI,

visited the municipality of Barendrecht to disctiss CCS project. In October 2008, Minister
Cramer of Spatial Planning visited the municipalBhe paid a second visit in June 2009,
shortly after the municipality made its final dearsagainst the project. Each of the Ministers
has visited Barendrecht regularly throughout thggat planning procedure to listen to the
public concerns, and also entered the dialogue mé&mbers of the general public by paying
visits to the information centre and to people’snes. The municipality also received regular
visits from the Provincial Executive deputy EriknvBleijningen and several other local and

national politicians.

A structure for regular meetings was in place all iwethe aforementioned BCOmeeting

and two workgroups: a procedural workgroup for désing the EIA procedure and a
communication workgroup. To answer all questiorisech by the municipality about the
project, four roundtable sessions were held wittependent experts. The EIA committee

also answered a part of the questions. Furthernamgitional research was carried out by
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independent parties on alternative project locatimsychosomatic consequences of the CCS
project in Barendrecht, real estate value, andl lisgaes. Clearly, all stakeholders have put
serious effort into solving the issues raised kg unicipality. To stakeholders in favour of
CCS, it is therefore unclear why despite all thefferts, the view of the municipality has not

changed.

As we suggested before, the persistence of theaipatity in voting against the project even
after every request for additional research had fhaélled, indicates that the availability and
validity of research about project safety and otsggects may not be the key issue. Rather,
the problem seems to be how stakeholders percaste @her and how they view their own
role in the process. The municipality, having toefastrong proponents such as the national
government and Shell, may have felt isolated avdepless. Indeed, the new regulation RCR
caused the municipality to loose an important médrits formal influence on the project
outcome. Thus, the municipality was forced to takéefensive stand and remained against

the project, amongst others referring to a lackamfeptance among the general public.

As a result, representatives from Shell and thelbgbvernment perceive the municipality to
have pushed the entire community into a ‘no’ positby preventing the public from forming
an opinion based on balanced information. They gttt the municipality is to blame for the
current public opposition to the project, and wagative about Shell and the project from the
very beginning on irrational and opportunistic grda. With the 2010 municipal elections in
sight, project opponents are suspected of havied tise project as political leverage. Those
in favour of the project point out that, in fachet alderman of the executive board in
Barendrecht was initially in favour of the projetiter he changed his view, presumably
under pressure of the municipal council. Similatlye Provincial Executive deputy was in
favour of the project at first. However being aresentative for the Provincial Council as
well, his support for the project gradually becdess outspoken as well. Both Shell and the
taskforce CCS question the notion that opponentisetgroject have used facts and figures in

stating their position.

Following from our conclusion that the present aion is more likely to result from
dissatisfaction with the procedure than with progafety, we think the procedure should be
reviewed if one desires to draw conclusions abcuatvinappened. For example, the role of
DCMR as mediator in BCOmay have better be played by an independent noediatho is
carefully selected and agreed upon by all invohMeztording to DCMR, who acknowledges
that its position is difficult, they suggested twe tmunicipality that an external mediator

should have guided the process. For unknown reasthres municipality found this
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unnecessary. However, it is also clear that the idMpality views DCMR more as a
governmental organization than as an objective atediln hindsight, having an independent
mediator would have had advantages. Amongst oteacd) a person or organization would
have been able to distinguish between stakeholymdas and any perceptions stakeholders
may have of each other, and having stakeholdeotveethese matters before they would get

in the way of effective communication.

Another factor that would have facilitated the mdere is if the Dutch government would
have communicated its vision on CCS in general thedBarendrecht project in particular
more explicitly and proactively from the start béttender procedure, or even before. Indeed,
government representatives acknowledge that insight] they could have better discussed
the necessity and the benefits of CCS. It shoule: Heeen more clearly explained to people
why CCS was necessary as part of a suite of optiblwsvever, according to several
employees who were involved with CCS in generaspecifically in Barendrecht, nobody
had foreseen that this would become such a bi@ issterms of public perception. Another
reason may be that the government has been urmakéep up herself with the rapid growth
of interest in CCS. Amidst all regulatory, legatdafinancial issues that have to be arranged,
timely allocation of sufficient resources (budgtte, expertise) to public communication

activities may have been problematic.

Summary of Public Communication and Patrticipation ativities

As mentioned in the previous section, a leading wfl the national government in public
communication on CCS from the very start might hdaeilitated more constructive
interaction between stakeholders about the prdfeathermore, it would have facilitated the
creation of a unified local communication strategylorsed by all stakeholders, instead of the

separate communication channels that were in plaae

The information centre could have played a ceniod in objective communication, but

failed amongst others because the municipalityM&®s refused to participate. As a result,
citizens have doubted the objectivity of the infatimn centre. This could have been solved
in part by stronger references to other unbiasell malanced sources of information. For
example, the information centre’s website refers the objective website

www.co2afvangenopslag.nl, but no reference toittitemation source is given in the centre
itself. Furthermore, the objective and balancedeeximformation on CCS options that has
been created for research purposes in the natiesearch program CATO could have been

of use to the information centre as well.
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The current approach used in the context of putdimmunication is strongly focused on
telling people facts, figures, and socially dedialeasons for carrying out this project (we do
this to prevent climate change). This approach dased on the belief among project
proponents that if convincing scientific evidendehe project’s safety can be demonstrated
to the public, and if the public understands thisiimation, the technology will be accepted.
In Barendrecht, Shell made a serious effort to a&rpall project details in an understandable
way in order to assure the public that the proijgcafe. Shell has also visibly worked on
improving its communication strategy throughout toeirse of the project. For example, in
its project diagrams Shell has started using praoeting of objects that are familiar to

people, such as trees and buildings.

When public protest persisted, Shell attributed ghiedominantly to people’s inability to
understand the technical project details. Accordm&hell, every rationally thinking person
should be able to conclude from the factual infdiomathat the demonstration project is safe,
and also sensible given climate change. Howevss, &tention was paid to other questions,
such as why Shell and the government want to ds, thhy it has to take place in
Barendrecht, to what extent this really contributesthe climate effort, and which other
reasons may exist to do it. Proponents of CCS shbw limited awareness of the extent to
which issues of stakeholder trust and credibilityedmate information processing.
Communication about project costs and benefitsniy successful if the public trusts the

communicator to give objective and balanced infdioma

As a result, several claims in Shell's communicattrategy seem to have backfired. First,
the strong safety claim. Shell has stated sevamastthat the label ‘demonstration project’
refers to lessons to be learned in areas suclgakgeocedures, regulations, and monitoring,
but not to technological lessons because the téogmbas been proven. However, their EIA
report does state that the project will providehtecal lessons since there are still
uncertainties, be it predominantly with regard meegration. Although the technology has
been tested, for example as part of gas storagmimanced oil recovery, the Barendrecht
project will be different: this will be the firsthshore integration of the entire CCS chain with
the aim of injecting C@into an empty gas field. Therefore, admitting thegearch on CCS
chain integration is still in progress may have rbee more effective strategy in public
communication. Another claim that may have bacHfire that Shell will not make money
from this demonstration project. Even though ittige that in years to come Shell's

investments will largely outweigh expected benetitss is of course a strategic investment.
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This is nothing a commercial project developer ttabe ashamed of. But instead Shell has

promoted its contribution to the climate effort,ialhthe public finds hard to believe.

Arguments used by opponents, whether about riskpessonal disadvantages such as
decreased property value, are often perceived lojeqir developers and other project
proponents as unfounded or invalid. However, ineagrent with previous research, the
primary explanation for public opposition to CCS Barendrecht seems to be the way in
which decisions about the project were taken rathan particular characteristics of the
project itself. That is not to say that these argots played no role at all. CCS is a new,
unknown technology. Unknown generally means unlovedaignificant number of people
may really fear leakage or be worried about thenpeence of storage and the accuracy of
monitoring. However, the way in which project deymrs answer to such concerns largely
determines the development of public protest. Theseeffective communication requires all
stakeholders involved to make an effort to undedst@and acknowledge the reasons for each
other’'s actions. Amongst others, this means thatdkeholders consider particular public
concerns nonsensical they must still pay seriotentbn to them and ask themselves why
these concerns would be raised. Only if this iswkmocan an adequate response to the

concern can be given.

0. Conclusions

The general dynamics of the CCS project in Bararidrean be summarized as follows. As is
common in similar industrial projects, the projatvelopers have started to inform the
people in Barendrecht about their plans. Howevesjept developers have a stake in the
project by definition and are therefore not higtriysted sources when it comes to issues of
safety or costs and benefits. Because the plambaget received funding, it was not yet
publicly endorsed by the Dutch government. As allteshe project rationale and benefits
remained implicit and the public perceived Shellb® the only beneficiary. The public,
mostly members of the Council, raised concerns tath@uproject which Shell was unable to
answer by itself. Shell’s expectation that the Saantd figures would convince the public led
them to label the persisting questions and conceidnsut safety as ‘emotional’ and
‘irrational’. As a result, opponents felt that theyere not taken seriously. Next, several
members of local political parties took the leadoirganizing both formal and informal
(public) protest activities, while the media stdrteporting on the project as well. Mainly
following developments, the media reinforced stakedrs in their perceptions of each other
— the view proponents have of opponents as emdji@mal the view of opponents of

proponents as dishonest. A process of arguing aumter-arguing followed, leading to
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further polarization between proponents and oppisnést the current time, stakeholders are
deeply entrenched and effective dialogue has becwady impossible due to the way they

perceive each other.

With regard to communication and participation utufe CCS projects, the following
recommendations can be given. The first recommeordé that people should be informed
about and involved in the project as early as [essipreferably by a consortium of
stakeholders including the project developer, maii@nd local authorities, and local interest
groups. This requires that these parties firstrmfeach other and reach agreement about the
project requirements and the communication strateggfore any of them starts

communicating.

The second recommendation is that a dialogue wighpublic should be based in mutual
understanding of each other’s knowledge and viemtpoMediation may be needed to help
avoid common pitfalls between project proponentsl apponents in discussions. For
example, those in favour of a project deem the sitipo ‘emotional’, ‘irrational’, or being
rooted in NIMBYism or climate scepticism. Severahkeholders have stated that non-
technical people are more often opposed to theegrrdan those with a technical education,
thereby suggesting that lack of understanding msaén cause of protest. However, people
should not be downplayed because their argumemstgarceived to stem from a lack of
technical knowledge, thereby implying that theincerns are invalid. Even if their concerns
are indeed invalid, they will affect their view ¢ime project. As the Thomas Theorem goes:
‘If men define situations as real, they are realtinir consequences.” But perhaps more
importantly, the way in which project developersaldaith questions and concerns will
largely determine their image. Shell's perceivadgance may stem at least partly from their
struggle to understand why people are still wormdegpite all scientific evidence that the

project is safe.

The third lesson relates to the key issues neamteeffective dialogue with the public. Based
on the present case, we identified four issuessiatn generally relevant to CCS projects and

also to energy and climate in general.

First, in public communication it should be expknwhy the project is necessary. This
requires stakeholders, led by the national govenmirie explain which solutions to climate
change are available and why the present solutimh@sen here and now. This can only be

done, however, in the presence of a general visimhstrategy at both national and regional
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level with regard to energy solutions in generalvali as the specific type of solution at hand
(in this case, CCS).

From this follows the second recommendation: th@nal government should take the lead
in developing a clear and strong view on energytgmis in general and CCS in particular.
Subsequently, in communication about the Barendr€S project, the project can and
should be placed in a broader discussion contexitainergy solutions. At the regional level,
clarity should be given about the place of the gubjn the general strategy to reduce,CO

emissions in the Rijnmond area.

Third, clear national and local regulation needs$é¢oin place for CCS. Shell faced many
difficulties in project development as a resulirgfonsistencies and delays in national goals,
rules, and funding. Not only did this delay thejpob, but lack of clarity from the national

government about what the project is meant to aptiem also negatively affected the

process of local political decision making and plblic participation process. The discussion
that followed apparently revolved around safety hadilth issues, but actually resulted from
dissatisfaction with the decision making processthie end, the discussion did not resolve

anything and became a tiresome process for afiasfet involved.

Fourth, attention should be paid to equity in c@std benefits. Existing perceptions about
stakeholder motives, whether true or false, wilfeeff perceptions of credibility and
trustworthiness. Stakeholders should thereforerdmsparent about costs and benefits from
the very beginning, as this question is strongiy tio perceived stakeholder motives. Shell
may not benefit from the particular demonstratioojgxt in Barendrecht, but hopes that her
know-how of CCS will pay off in the long run. Thei® nothing wrong with a commercial
entity in admitting to a profit-making motive, aritlat climate change is not the only

motivating factor behind project implementation.

That said, a general recommendation with regaedfextive communication strategies is that
as part of public communication, one may consiterrteed to motivate the development of
CCS projects by not exclusively referring to climahange. To a large part of the general
public, the story of climate change is either taifiadilt to understand, or just not seen as
relevant to them personally. Up to now, projectgmments have unsuccessfully attempted to
marginalize the so-called climate sceptics in tiseuksion. Therefore we recommend that
stakeholders explore other arguments for CCS tlegt Inave a more direct relevance to the
public, such as economic gain for their region aodntry (long-term economic prospects of

the Rotterdam harbour) or technological achieveméRitterdam harbour being a clean
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technology leader, combining CCS with biomass m Rotterdam area in the longer term)

which may result in international influence andspigge.

Questions remain to be answered about the sizéoaation of public opposition. A recurring
statement in communication from the municipalitylan media coverage of the Ministerial
decision is that ‘all residents in Barendrecht’ afeaid or worried. However, after studying
the case materials, our conclusion is that nonthefstakeholders involved actually knows
how many residents, in terms of numbers or pergestaare either in favour, against, or
indifferent to the project. All we know is that @@ now, the protest against the project has
been led by local politicians. Only recently, a lulction group has been formed. Although
one may conclude from the relatively large and gtbwing numbers of people who sign up
to the action group, attend public meetings, sightipns, and participate in other actions,
that the project is apparently a concern to a langenber of people than previous projects in
the region, it is also known that people who atieegiin favour of or indifferent to the project
largely remain invisible. We therefore recommendt tuture CCS project communication
plans are preceded by research which both aimdetatify key groups and individuals to
involve them in the decision making process, ad aglidentifying the main concerns these

stakeholders may have.
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