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Background

• Public Consultation

• Public Representative

• Community Impact & Stakeholder Engagement on Infrastructure 
Projects – transport (rail, road, air), energy (wind, HVOTL), urban 
development (NCH, BQ, Charle)

• Environmental Mediation

• Research (T28)
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• Consulting with the public involves 
those people who are directly and 
indirectly affected by a project and 
other interested parties who have the 
ability to influence a project’s outcome, 
positively or negatively. 

• These are known as stakeholders



Why Do People Resist Change?

People resist change because;

• They don't understand or agree with the goals of the proposed 
change.

• They don't accept the methods or technology which the 
co./agency plans to employ.

• They have no confidence in the sponsor of the project, program or 
policy.

• They disagree with the timing of the proposed change - it should 
have been done sooner, or later, but not now.

• They are opposed to the location of the project - the Not In My 
Backyard (NIMBY) syndrome.



Constructive citizen participation is not:

• selling a predetermined solution by public relations techniques;

• planning behind closed doors when, instead, information can 
be shared;

• one-way communication, e.g., planners telling people what is 
best for them;

• public confrontations between “people power” and the 
bureaucracy;

• by-passing elected representatives or impairing their freedom 
to exercise their decision-making responsibilities.



Considerations

Community perspective to wind:

• Community Defined – who do we /you represent?
• (community of place not necessarily a community of interest)

• Immediate and long-term social and economic benefits?

• Part of decision-making process?

• What are the deal breakers?

• Pockets of Resistance (majority in favour (selling out?) to no 
movement group.



How is local community defined?

• Those impacted: visual, noise, traffic;

• Community of interest: sport, cultural, religious; 

• Territory: Historical, Administrative, Geographical;



What are the features of particular models of 
engagement that have worked?

• Models that investigated / mapped local / social profile 
(Assessment)

• Early intervention / consultation

• Appointment of Community Liaison Officer

• Presence of Local Authority Policy that make CBA’s a prerequisite 
to planning application (i.e. institutionalised, LA management, 
ring-fencing policy?)

• Ownership %, lump sums, annual, sustainability projects, amenity, 
sport, (multitude)

• Negotiation style and approach, collaborative / integrative 
approach

• Personnel involved, relationship with community



Differences
Wind Farms

National Grid

• Developer led

• Renewable Energy association

• Positive connotations

• Single-site

• Multi-party, limited community

• One Local Authority

• Proliferation / large scale – getting difficult

• State Agency

• Not associated with Renewable Energy

• Negative Connotations

• Multi-site along linear alignment / corridor

• Multi-party, multiple communities

• Several Local Authorities



Community Perspective contd/..

Distributive Justice:

• Substantive: Did I get enough €? More or less than you? Fair 
Distribution?

• Procedural: Fair and Transparent process, so if different amounts, good 
reason for it e.e. more kids than me, etc.

• Psychological: Was I valued as a person / citizen? Was I taken 
seriously?



• Are people willing to accept payment?

• What form should it take?

• Who should represent community in negotiations?

• Who should administer funds? – trust issues – politicians, local 

authority officials



Enhance co-operation with LA’s; ring-fence contribution for 
localised area, not broader county areas. 

Local projects may include:

•Civic amenity facilities

•Educational bursaries

•Sports grants

•Cultural grants

•Localised sustainable energy projects

•Affordable housing

•First-source hiring

•Community / rural transport schemes



Considerations

Business / TSO perspective to wind & benefits:
• Do CBA’s work?  What do wind projects contribute to 

local business environment?  Other sector (utility) 
projects?  Local Supply Chain € ??

• What are the (cba) indicators / measures / metrics of 
success?:
• Less delay (planning process, construction phase)
• Lower costs
• Improved pr / relationships
• Knock-on (re later projects)



Ring-fencing of funds for corridor



Wustenhagen, Wolsink and Burer (2007)
Social acceptance is an often used term in the practical 
policy literature, but clear definitions are rarely given. They 
distinguish three dimensions of social acceptance, which are 
interdependent?



Social Acceptance continues to be a key constraint on the development of wind 

energy projects.

‘Social Acceptance’ Definition:

‘a favourable or positive response relating to proposed or in situ technology or 

social technical system by members of a given social unit (country or region, 

community or town and household, organisation’ (Upham, 2015, p107)



• Community acceptance refers to the specific acceptance of siting decisions and 
renewable energy projects by local stakeholders, particularly residents and local 
authorities. 

• Wustenhagen et al endeavour to shed some light on factors influencing community 
acceptance, for example by highlighting the relative importance of distributional justice
(How are costs and benefits shared?), procedural justice (is there a fair decision-making 
process giving all relevant stakeholders an opportunity to participate?) and does the 
local community trust the information and the intentions of the investors and actors 
from outside the community.

• As for socio-political acceptance, one of the key challenges is to bridge the national-
local divide i.e. how to translate national policy objectives in to locally accepted policies 
(and finally siting decisions)



Good Practice Wind (website, EU project, Scottish Government led)

‘Community buy-in is influenced by the destination of financial revenues from wind farms: 
community funds providing indirect community benefits, equitable benefit schemes, and 
electricity price reductions can help create a basis for community acceptance’

•Community concerns and acceptance – how to achieve buy-in: the main barrier:
‘Although most of the potential issues resulting from wind-energy projects are subject to rigorous 
studies and strict regulations, the consent, support, buy-in and involvement of citizens and local 
authorities will be needed if the deployment of wind farms across Europe is to take place in a 
harmonious way. This is also one of the main factors in speeding the planning process: without 
community acceptance an adversarial, and therefore slow and expensive, process is very likely and 
refusal of consent by regulators a significant possibility’.



Aitken (2011) argues institutional guidance would serve a number of 
worthwhile purposes. 

• Firstly, they would give greater clarity. 

• Secondly, they would give developers greater confidence to discuss the community 
benefits package in the early planning stages, and 

• Thirdly, they would reduce the likelihood of community benefits being perceived as bribes.  

• Aitken places emphasis on the importance of ‘”trust” and “fairness” in debates around 
proposed renewable energy developments.



RGI European Grid Report, Lessons Learned, December 2012 (7 countries)
Benefit sharing and compensation:

Compensation can have a positive impact on public acceptance. 
However, the risk is high that people may feel there is an intention 
to “bribe” them if money or compensation measures are offered 
in the wrong way. A set of clearly communicated and pre-
determined rules can serve as the basis for acceptable 
compensation.  Experiences drawn from other major 
infrastructure projects, however, suggest that tangible benefits 
from the project have greater value than compensation designed 
to mitigate losses suffered.









Local Policy
• No joined-up or coordinated approach among Irish 

Local Authorities, although Depts. of Envnt. and 
Energy conscious of this.



HCBS’s

• What will be the reaction of local communities?

• How will communities be approached?

• How will communities be defined?

• Who in the community will be involved in negotiation, mediation, decision-

making?

• How will procedural justice be determined?

• How will trust be established?



HCBA’s

Mors et al. (2012) re CCS

Monetary incentives – e.g. provision of tax rebates to local residents
v

Public goods – e.g. construction of a park, a cultural centre, educational bursaries, 
playgrounds, youth centres, rural transport, sustainable energy programmes, sports 
grants, services for elderly, refurbishments.

Mors et al. (2012) conclude that while HCBA are no panacea, it can help to prevent or 
solve facility siting controversies.



Engagement Strategy Considerations

• Stakeholder Identification 

• Project & Consultation Timeframe

• Consultation Options

• Importance of Local Knowledge

• Media

• Messaging

• Elements of Engagement Strategy



Why consult with stakeholders?

• Help reduce objections & associated costs

• Increase likelihood of success

• Fulfill legal requirements

• Benefit from local input, create and maintain relationships 

therefore strengthening project

• Corporate reputation



Consultation

• Communication techniques (liaison structure, 

(public meetings??) website, newsletters, office, 

Q&A, media protocol, messaging accuracy, 

clarity, understandable, consistent, non-technical, 

constructive)

• Start early & often, must be meaningful

• Anticipate problems

• Community liaison / representative



Timeframes

• Must be realistic, cognisant of planning process 

& possible opposition

• Landowner engagement, access issues



Local Knowledge

• Assessment: get to know and feel area, local 

employers, opinion leaders, previous project 

experience, stakeholders (residents 

(concentric hierarchy), businesses, special 

interest groups, sports clubs, media, local 

administration officials). (Social Profile)

• Listen!



Summary points 

• Consult early, often and clearly (more rather than less)

• Timeframes

• Stakeholder identification & engagement

• Local presence, involvement & knowledge



Implementing Agreement for Co-operation in the 
Research and Development of Wind Turbine Systems (IEA Wind)

Task 28 – Social Acceptance of Wind Energy Projects
Phase III: January 2nd, 2017 – December 31st, 2019.

Operating Agent
Garry Keegan, Ireland



Scope

• “IEA Wind Task 28” on Social Acceptance of Wind Energy Projects is a 

working group involving several countries, some of which included the 

USA, Germany, Denmark, Switzerland, Japan, Ireland, Portugal and 

Finland (U.K., Netherlands, Canada, Norway).  

• T28 works as an interdisciplinary and international exchange platform 

with the objective of supporting efforts to achieve social acceptance of 

wind energy in the participating countries. 

• A survey* of Exco members, T28 participants and other relevant third 

parties between June and August 2016.

*Assisted by Irish national expert to Task 28, Prof Geraint Ellis and John McCann of Sustainable Energy 
Authority Ireland



Survey results indicated that some of the priorities should be to: 

 Transform research into practice; 

 Enhance participation of practitioners from the wind energy industry; 

 Develop a common approach (framework) to training industry community 

engagement practitioners; 

 Improve the quality of communication between developers and host communities; 

 Increase Task 28 participation by national planning authorities and regulators;

 Explore new mechanisms for knowledge exchange between researchers, practitioners 

and policy makers;

 Share good practice. 

Innovative approaches should be shared through international networks so that research 

is disseminated, communicated, influences and is applied among industry. 

The survey results displayed a clear appetite for continued international collaboration





WP1: Knowledge exchange and co-production of innovation

Incorporating:

i. Understanding Community Impacts;

ii.Evaluating Community Benefit & Ownership Models;

iii.Community Participation Best Practice;

iv.Training Framework for Industry Practitioners;

v.State of the Art Reports.



i. Understanding Community Impacts 

 Review and exchange experiences in understanding health impacts. 

 The ongoing significance of landscape impacts of wind energy and the 

consequences of landscape saturation, critical thresholds of landscape impacts 

and the link to associated infrastructure such as grid extension;

 An exploration of what is a reasonable level of annoyance near turbines. This 

might include just annoyance from sound, but could also extend to landscape 

and shadow.  

 Landscape amenity

 Tourism

 Property values

• Positive impact on local economy



The deliverable will include fact sheets on:

Community Impacts Overview:

 Social

 Recreation

 Visual 

 Tourism 

 Economic

 Health

Stakeholder Engagement Overview:

 Stakeholder Mapping (Fishing, Shipping, Aviation, Military, Marine, Birdlife)

 Political and Community Assessments

 Stakeholder Strategies

 Public Perceptions and Attitudes

 Best Practice Case Studies



Research will explore community acceptance and stakeholder engagement issues such 
as:

1. Offshore v On-shore community acceptance and stakeholder engagement differences?  

2. Floating v Fixed offshore community acceptance differences?

3. Near-shore v Far-shore community acceptance differences?

4. What stakeholders are involved in offshore zoning and what are the site selection considerations?

5. Innovation in stakeholder engagement (e.g. offshore visualisation project, Germany)

6. Legal and tax framework differences between floating and fixed? (Explore, not in-depth)

7. In some jurisdictions, local and national government tax treatments are applicable; if not fixed to seabed, local 
and/or national taxes may not apply. (Explore, not in-depth)

8. How do local governments influence this local debate among communities?

9. What are the local social and economic benefits to off-shore wind farms?

10. Offshore Community Benefit Schemes

11. Considerations re: 

i. Political (local, regional, municipal, national)

ii. Ports Infrastructure, Harbour Regeneration

iii. Socio-economic constraints

iv. Regulatory Challenges (Explore, not in-depth)



Socio-economic constraints:

•Potential impacts need to be assessed and where required 
mitigated to an acceptable level.
Potential impacts on:
•Birds
•Marine mammals
•Fishing communities
•Shipping
•Seaside / coastal communities
•Those who live close to onshore grid connection



Political: As offshore are long-term capital intensive 

investments, a key challenge facing investors is gaining 

government strategic confidence in the sector.

Ports Infrastructure: Ports play a crucial role in the construction 

and operation of offshore wind farms, with different types of ports 

acting as the construction port, manufacturing port and O&M 

port. 

Requirements for constn & manuf for offshore wind are generally 
different to that of other sectors due to the need for: 
•long quaysides, 
•high loading limits, 
•large laydown areas 
•and 24 hour unrestricted access.



Offshore-Vizualisation

Participants
• Tourists
• Residents
• Experts












































