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 Understanding social [community] 
acceptance; 

 Task 28 and the social acceptance of wind 
energy projects

 Key issues; 

 Project context

 Scale and ownership

 Role of different actors



 Operates under 
IEA wind 
Implementing 
agreements in 
two phases since 
2007. 

 Membership of group includes: Ireland, 
Switzerland, Germany, USA, Japan, Netherlands, 
Italy, Denmark.

 http://www.socialacceptance.ch/

http://www.socialacceptance.ch/


 Annual expert meetings and local networks;
 Exchange of best practice guidance on social 

acceptance, learning from others, dissemination 
of lessons;

 Compilation of data sources, model policies etc;
 Joint projects; international, inter-disciplinary
 Briefing reports and advice: 

 State of the Art reports
 Good practice recommendations

 Current work focusses on: 
 Measurement and monitoring of social acceptance
 The role of “neutral intermediaries”



 Cuttings etc. 



Socio-political acceptance
Related to acceptance of wind technology as a 
viable energy source and supported in 
government policy and by the general public

Community acceptance
Related to the acceptance of specific 
wind energy developments by host 

communities.

Market acceptance
Related to the acceptance of wind 
technology by investors, financial 
institutions and consumers of 
electricity 

Social 
Acceptance 

of Wind 
Energy

The Concept of 
Social Acceptance

(after Wustenhagen et al 2007) 



Fairness of consenting process 
Lack of trust in developers, regulators and the 
transparency of the consenting regime

Health and environmental impacts
Concerns over visual, bio-diversity, well-being impacts on 

local area etc.

Perceived distribution of costs 
& benefits
Fear that external companies accrue key 
benefits, while communities bear costs

Community 
Acceptance 

of Wind 
Energy

Key drivers of 
community concern





 Impacts on implementation: costs, delay legal 
challenge

 Broader erosion of national support and failure on 
renewables targets;

 Increased emphasis on offshore development;
 More demanding regulations
 Innovation in developer strategies, ownership 

models etc





 (Generally) key actors project the cause of 
public opposition on to someone else: 

 Government may think it is a problem of delivery;

 Planners may think it is a spatial problem;

 Developers may think it is a ‘NIMBY’ problem;

 Local a communities may think it is a technology, 
procedural, justice or design problem ... or all of 
these.



 Health and environmental impacts;

 Concerns over visual, bio-diversity, well-being impacts 
on local area etc;

 Fairness of decision-making process;
 Lack of trust in developers, regulators and the 

transparency of the consenting regime;

 Perceived distribution of costs & benefits;
 Fear that external companies accrue key benefits, while 

local communities bear main costs;



‘Universal’ factors:
Technological performance (noise, efficiency, cost); 
alternative technologies; references to wider narratives 
(climate change, energy security etc).

‘Political/Regulatory’ factors:
Trust; appropriateness of policy; compensation/subsidies; 
identification of ‘acceptable’ locations; defining expectations 
of stakeholders.

‘Project specific’ factors:
Project size; physical location; cumulative impacts; 
community make-up and attitudes; developer behaviour.



Multi-national 
power 
company. Part-local 

ownership in 
externally  driven 
project

Locally owned 
project  in  restricted 
private ownership

National Co-
operative, with no 
geographic focus of 
shareholders

Local Co-operative 
drawn entirely from 
host communities 



•Open/closed attitudes to change
•Consideration of alternatives 

•Trust/ suspicion of develop and 
regulators

•Cooperatives and positive initiatives 

• Impact Assessment
•Distribution of costs and benefits
•Transparency
•Deliberation/Authoritarian stances
•Community-Central focus
•Energy-spatial policy relationships

• Good practice and industry wide 
expectations

• Self-regulation

• Intra-sector completion

• Short termism

• Integrity and deliberation

• Community Strategies

• The role of visions and strategies
• Renewable targets
• Sharing of the climate imperative
• Energy security

International/

National

Strategies

Developers 
&

Wind 
Sector

Host 
Commnities

Regulators



Long term 

Acceptance  
Strategy

Corporate 
Responses

Community 
initiatives

Regulator 
Driven

Strategies

National Energy 
Vision and Policy 

context



 Government  Actions:

 A 30 year national transition plan- structures, cultures, 
practices

 Local energy  transition plans (LARES?)

 Community energy strategies

 A focus on trust building in policy and decision making
 Regulator Actions:

 Transparent decision-making with adequate opportunities 
for voice, in which all are respected; 

 Linking planning policy with energy policy;

 Compulsory local share offers;

 Community benefit register;

 Rethinking ownership of wind as an asset?



 Developer actions:

 Recognising, mitigating and avoiding local impacts;

 Promoting innovation through competition for sites: Community 
wind auctions;

 Greater self regulation or accreditation?

 Community actions:

 Local advocacy and links to sustainability  strategies (e.g. 
Transition Towns, LA21);

 Promotion of Co-operatives and community asset transfers;

 Increased use of intermediary bodies;

 Deliberative processes for local energy strategies.



 Social acceptances continues to be a (the?) 
key constraint on the development of wind 
energy projects;

 Complexities of issues, with no quick fix: 
requires initiatives by governments, 
regulators and communities.

 A need for  more radical experiments in:  
 Ownership? 
 Regulation?
 Developer practice? 
 Problem framing/communication? 
 Participation



Thank you:
Any Questions?

E-mail: g.ellis@qub.ac.uk
Twitter: @gellis23 
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