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Abstract
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Introduction

Planning processes of wind farms near residential areas are known to often be fairly complicated, as wind farms have a number of direct social impacts on local communities, affecting their daily life. Mitigating these impacts is one of the crucial elements in successfully planning these projects as community resistance can disrupt planning processes with objections and appeals, protests and also court cases, aside from being an undesirable outcome for spatial planners (Devine-Wright, 2005). Assessing these social impacts in a proper manner, mitigating the results and participation in these community processes can help diminishing resistance, providing clarity and reaching a more accepted end result. Social impact assessment (SIA) is  “Designed  as  a  rational  means for improving  the  intelligence  of  decision  making  by  communities  and  government agencies”  (Rickson et al. 1990). 
This article presents a clear overview of recent work in shaping social impact assessment, applied on the case study carried out of a planned wind farm in the Netherlands, ‘Drentse Monden’, located in the municipality of Borger-Odoorn. The planning process itself, and specifically the (lack of) assessment of social impacts by the government in this process, are analyzed and the level, depth and origins of the community resistance are being critically assessed. This is done in order to gain more insight into planning process of large-scale wind farms, specifically into the role SIA in this process, how community resistance arises and how it interacts with government policy. This insight hopefully will contribute to increasing the role of proper SIA in project management, optimizing end results of planning processes for the local community as well as governments and project developers.  
Social impact assessment

Impact assessment is a key method within the planning of larger scale socio-economic projects. These projects are often initiated or otherwise supervised by the government, which has the duty to serve its citizens. Therefore assessing the possible impacts of these projects for the regional and local community is of utmost importance in creating an optimal solution to the issue at hand. Therefore, “the goal of impact assessment is to bring about a more ecologically, socio-culturally and economically sustainable and equitable environment”. It argues that the focus of impact assessment should be to maintain “a proactive stance to development and better development outcomes” and that “assisting communities and other stakeholders to identify development goals and ensuring that positive outcomes are maximised, can be more important than minimising harm from negative impacts” (Vanclay, 2003, p. 6 quoted in Vanclay, 2006). The last citation implies the negativity that surrounds the need for assessment, as João et al.(2011) stated it: “While the mitigation of negative impacts is typically seen as a necessity, enhancement can be seen as an opportunity that can improve project design at all stages and the environment overall”. She describes the enhancement as an opportunity for development in planning processes.  In this sense, development “requires a learning process in which there is a research framework such as SIA for accumulating knowledge about alternatives for development and their potential impact”. Idealistically, the role of impact assessment would be that community rationality is a joint product of integrative political conflict and research such as environmental or social impact assessment (Rickson et al. 1990).
	SIA, focuses itself on the social impacts of projects, and is defined by Vanclay as the following: “Social Impact Assessment includes the processes of analyzing, monitoring and managing the intended and unintended social consequences, both positive and negative, of planned interventions (policies, programs, plans, projects) and any social change processes invoked by those interventions. Its primary purpose is to bring about a more sustainable and equitable biophysical and human environment” (Vanclay, 2003, in Vanclay, 2006). This definition is widely accepted, as it also reflects the change from project-based thinking to including impacts of policies and programs (Vanclay, 2001), and thus is also used in this article. Its goal is to help “individuals and communities, as well as government and private-sector organizations, understand and better anticipate the possible social consequences for human populations and communities of planned and unplanned social change resulting from proposed policies, plans, programs and projects” (Burdge, 2003). Esteves et al.(2012) state that “there is strong consensus on what ‘good’ SIA practice looks like – it is participatory; supports affected peoples, proponents, regulatory and support agencies; increases their understanding of how change comes about and increases their capacities to respond to change; and has a broad understanding of social impacts”. According to Becker (2001, Esteves, 2012, Esteves and Vanclay, 2009) the main outline of this assessment should start with designing a communication strategy and analyzing the social system in which the project will be realized. The problems encountered with this social system will most likely have a history and will need a “base-line analysis”. After concluding this, trends are inventoried, so that developments can be relatively reliably forecast and scenarios can be designed. The exact developments must then be monitored throughout an institutionalized system. Developing strategies that mitigate problems is essential en different strategies for different scenarios must be simulated. Then finally, reports can be made on the process, which must be evaluated and receive proper attention and action. This outline has been framed into four phases by Burdge and Vanclay (1995, in Esteves and Vanclay, 2009):
1) Understanding the issues and opportunities
2) Predicting the likely impacts/contributions
3) Developing mitigation/development strategies
4) Monitoring and adaptive management
Esteves and Vanclay (2009) have put this into a further framework, analyzing the steps to be taken in each phase. 
Aside from identifying, analyzing and mitigating social impacts or developing  alternatives, SIA can furthermore help increase knowledge on projects and communities, and 
raises consciousness and understanding of the community to the planning process (Burdge & Robinson, 1990, Burdge, 2003). Aligning this view, Rickson et alumni (1990) put forward that “a possible consequence of SIA is that it improves the intelligence capacity of government agencies; it influences what kind information they routinely collect and the weight they give it in their decisions.  Impact information can function to fundamentally refashion decision making by public agencies, promoting to include, as part of their routine information-gathering procedures, the concerns, values, and knowledge of those at the local level  who must accept  the  positive  and negative  consequences  of  intervention”.
SIA does however not include public involvement initiatives per se, but certainly can help educate the community about benefits and costs of projects and give the population the chance to have input into the decision making, making public involvement initiatives something that might be supplementary to proving a good SIA. ‘
For private-sector organizations, performing SIA or maintaining social strategies can help obtain a ‘social license’, which is the extent to which corporations are constrained to meet societal expectations and avoid unacceptable activities, even though not embodied in the law, because of not only diminishing profits, but also because of societal benefits when ‘going beyond compliance’ to the law (Gunningham et al., 2004). This ‘social license’ is thus based on the degree to which the company and its activities meet the expectations of communities, institutions, local groups and the wider society, being even more relevant in the ever shrinking space-time continuum of this modern internet age as information is easily transferred between people and places, therefore local mistakes can have global consequences. 

Social Impacts of wind farms

SIA can be further specified to the planned interventions of wind farms, which narrows down the specific social impacts and social change processes surrounding the planned intervention. To further conceptualize this, serving also as the conceptual model base for this article, I have adopted the conceptual SIA model of Slootweg et alumni (2012) which includes how an intervention leads to changes and impacts in biophysical and social regions.
[image: ]
Figure 1 – Slootweg et al., 2012. Conceptual model

Notwithstanding the fact that Slootweg et al. have made a great conceptual model where it comes to planned interventions and their changes and impacts, however I have made some alterations making some of the linkages more direct and noticeable while also choosing for some other linkages and processes, and putting the planned intervention of a wind farm central to the model.
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 		Figure 2 – Adoption of Slootweg model with wind farm being central


The adopted model focuses itself mainly on how a wind farm impacts humans. Three kinds of impacts are derived from wind farms; direct and indirect social impacts and direct biophysical impacts. Direct social impacts are presumed to directly impact humans, some of these include turbine noise, land usage, the building procedures and shadow flickering. Direct biophysical impacts, such as biophysical presence, wildlife distortions and landscape alteration, are resulting in biophysical changes. These changes will result in second order changes, resulting in a chain process, while impacting humans as we experience these changes. Indirect social impacts, such as long term impacts on the local economy, tourism, social structure and real estate, lead to a social change process, also prone to an internal dynamic of change as biophysical change processes. This changed social process will have its impact on humans as well as “human impacts can occur as soon as there are changes in social conditions, even from the time when a project is anticipated. People do not simply experience social changes, they react to them and are able to anticipate them” (Slootweg  et al., 2012) and this will result in different behavior, resulting in a different social process, creating a binary process of interaction. 
As Vanclay (2001) has put forward, there is not been a distinction made in SIA literature between social change processes and social impacts that are experienced, with the first taking place independently from the local social context, this conceptual model makes an attempt at further conceptualizing this.
According to Katsaprakakis (2012), the following general impacts (further divided into sub-impacts) should be examined when looking at social impacts of wind farms:

• the impact on the aesthetic of the landscape
• the noise emissions
• the impact on birds and wildlife
• the shadow flicker from wind turbines
• the occupation of land
• the wind turbines electromagnetic interference.

Devine-Wright (2005), having provided a wide analysis of research concerning several major questions surrounding wind farms, coincided with Katsaprakakis, as he states that visual impacts and the level of noise seem to cause the most reported problems, however naming additional factors such as perceived inefficiency and unreliability and high cost. Noticeable however is that empirical research (Devine-Wright, 2005) has concluded that proximity to wind farms does not influence perceptions in a negative manner, some studies have even found a positive relation, which questions the validity of the much mentioned notion of NIMBY (Not In My BackYard). This concept perceives community resistance to a local large-scale project, which usually is widely accepted as a proper planned intervention serving a good cause, to arise because of personal incentives as the local community might be affected by impacts of the planned intervention. Research has overall revealed that data did not support the NIMBY hypothesis, as those who locally oppose wind energy, were not in favour of wind farms anywhere (Wolsink in Devine-Wright, 2005). Devine-Wright (2009) therefore proposes to “rethinking NIMBY responses as place-protective actions, founded upon processes of place attachment and place identity”. Their opposition is triggered by the locality of a project; however their attitude and perception have no specific local limitation. Regarding the size of wind farms, smaller scale wind farms are tended to be perceived more positively than large scale wind farms, noting a negative linear relationship (Devine-Wright, 2005). These perceptions have however been known to change in different stages of the development process. 

[image: ]
Figure 3 – Devine-Wright, 2005. Changing acceptation level 

Figure 3 shows this process, in which acceptation of wind farms is high before and after the project, but low during the project as uncertainty and realization result in fear and negative perceptions. 

Proposed wind farm: ‘Drentse Monden’

The wind farm ‘Drentse Monden’ is located within the municipality of Borger-Odoorn and part of the greater wind energy plan of the Dutch national government in reaching the European goals set out to be reached in 2020. This 20/20/20 policy entails a decrease of 20% in energy demand, a share of 20% sustainable energy in the European energy consumption and a decrease of 20% in carbon dioxide emissions. The Netherlands, having previously 
committed to raising their share to 14%, have recently decided during the formation of a new coalition government to increase this aim to 16%. In an crucial effort to significantly help reach this target, the government has recently approved the plan ‘Wind on Land’. Wind energy has “been more technically advanced in comparison with many other renewable energy technologies, and therefore most economically profitable” (Devine-Wright, 2005), which explains the current tendency towards development of wind farms in reaching a more sustainable energy supply. The plan provides for the tripling of the current wind installations in the Netherlands, providing 6000 Megawatts of installed windmills (approximately 2000 windmills depending on the chosen variants). The province of Drenthe, which includes the municipality of Borger-Odoorn, has agreed to increase their share to 280 MW. Normally, the province would supervise this major socio-economic project, due to recent decentralization agreements in spatial planning in the Netherlands, giving provinces the authority in regional socio-economic projects following the principle of subsidiarity, entailing that the level of government that is most able and close to a certain project or 
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Figure 4- Storm, 2013. The proposed areas for ‘Drentse Monden’, spaced in between are the villages 


policy should execute this project or policy. However when initiatives of greater than 100 MW are proposed to the Dutch national government, the national government is by law obliged to take over control and coordinate the process in one arrangement, presumably due the great scale and national energy supply relevance. 
This is called the ‘National Coordination Arrangement’ or ‘Rijkscoordinatieregeling’, commonly abbreviated as RCR. Up till now, there have been three initiatives of over 100 MW proposed to the national government, of which two initiatives, the ‘Raedthuys’ initiative, a sustainable energy producer, and the ‘Foundation Sustainable Energy Second Exloërmond’ or SDEE as abbreviated in Dutch, now form the planned wind farm ‘Drentse Monden’ with another initiative, wind farm Oostermoer, from ‘Vereniging windpark Oostermoer’, nearly adjacent to the ‘Drentse Monden’. These three initiatives were put in a combined RCR-procedure and are now currently in a process of environmental impact assessment for the combined total area, making this a possible 300+ MW combined initiative. 
This initiatives are surrounding the unique ‘straw villages’, kilometers stretched straw-like villages  typically consisting out of two lengthy adjacent streets parallel to several other ‘straw villages’ within in an open agrarian landscape, which will make the wind farms highly visible, however not highly disruptive to the landscape. On the map, the highlighted purple strokes are the destinations for the ‘Drentse Monden’.

Methodology

In this case study multiple different methodologies were used. In order to gain insight into the planning process of the wind farm, two in-depth interviews were held with key informants, using a semi-structured approach. These key informants were identified when globally analyzing the planning process and selected as having the most input into the actual realization of the project. In order to get a multi-perspective view on the process, these key informants had different interests and views towards the resulting outcome as they represented the provincial government and one of the initiative takers, which have both developed opposing plans within this planning process. This resulted in more reliable information, as their information was tested and confirmed, and bias or interests were easier to detect. The approach itself consisted out of using mostly topics needed to be covered in order to fully understand the process, leaving room for follow-up questions on interesting leads. These interviews have given me an ‘insiders’ perspective into the process, and helped me, as an ‘outsider, in creating the framework and timeline of the process. 
The conducted surveys were comprised of mixed questions, including scale-, multiple choice- and open questions (attachment 2) intended to gain insight into the level of local resistance, the causes of this resistance and the role of the government in this resistance process. The surveys were held in six areas, each area in one of the villages surrounding the planned wind farm (attachment 2 and 3). Some villages were located further away from the project, leaving the farm largely direct out of sight; other villages were located close by the project as to determine distance related results. This resulted in 31 respondents, of which 20 were female (64,5%), 11 male (35,5%). This imbalance is due in first instance due to the nature of these surveys, door-to-door surveys during work hours, therefore mostly not reaching the working class which is predominantly male, increasing imbalances. In second instance, the small amount of respondents results in greater deviation, which might also explain this imbalance. The mean age of the respondents was 48,06; educational levels show no severe discrepancies (attachment 2 and 3). Results came forward after careful statistical analysis and text analysis on the 124 answers to the open questions, coded according to each relevant mentioned subject in the surveys open questions.
 In order to further gain insight into the above mentioned processes, a thorough document search has been conducted on the planning process, local opinions and key documents/statements that have created this local dynamic surrounding the project. 

Results: the planning process

The planning process of wind farm ‘Drentse Monden’ has been complicated. The RCR, a very new instrument, was formally initiated in spring 2010 by the national government, starting the process. 
The province at that time was not yet ready to accept further placement of turbines in their territory. During national provincial meetings, on reaching the national goal of 6000 MW, however, the province accepted to contributing 280 MW of extra wind installations. Having already started the RCR, the province had still to appoint a search area for wind energy. They appointed that area in the summer of 2010, but the national government commenced to commit itself to ‘power play’.

“Very formally, the national government does not need permission of the municipalities or province to make such a plan. That is something the national government stressed in the beginning. That resulted in much bad blood, because we had just decided with the national government on another platform, that with regard to regional spatial economic development, authority lies with the province…and we think such a wind farm is such a regional socio- economic development, therefore such a power play from the national government with the RCR, implicating that they would not need us, does not align… It contains tension.”
Passage from the provincial representative

These struggles have marked the planning process and have created an impasse in which anno 2013 has not been a breakthrough as the size has been the main issue. In disregarding the province, the province and municipalities 
stepped out of the RCR negotiations and meetings. The province then worked on its own regional vision in which it further visualized their vision for the area, creating two tracks of processes; the RCR and the provincial regional vision.
 “We think we can deliver better and more precise work towards the population than the national government can. The national government operates on more of a distance, we think we have experience with regional processes, to shape that precisely for the area.”
Passage from the provincial representative




Figure 5 – the two tracks of processes in planning ‘Drentse Monden’. 


Committing to their promise of 280MW, the province aims at realizing clusters of 40 MW in three separate areas (initiatives, totaling 120MW), which is reluctantly backed by the municipalities. The rationale behind this plan has been the following.

“We have always stated: you can live near a wind farm, as in seeing wind turbines in only one direction, but you can never live in a wind farm, as in seeing wind turbines in multiple directions.”
Passage from the provincial representative

The province choose to cut the initiatives and opt for a cluster formation, concentrating the wind turbines on separate locations, in order to retain much of the openness. The visual impact was much considered in their plans, which were visualized in a model in order to fully assess the visual impact. Their goal is to achieve a minimal approach, in which there is more than legal mitigation of social impacts, especially considering noise emissions and visual impacts.

“The legal limit is always the hard limit; we do act in such a manner, however where possible… we try to establish a further distance. Whether that will be 400 meters or 600 or 700, or perhaps 1 kilometer, that remains to be seen. It is a new phase, to precisely fill that in and we would like the population to discuss that with us.”
Passage from the provincial representative

The RCR comprehends a combined regional initiative of over 300 MW, which is currently researched in an obligated environmental impact assessment (EIA) study, including many variants.

“We will enter a process the coming months, in which we will use the knowledge gathered in the planning part of the EIA, to make some intelligent choices about a number of executable variants to test in the project part of the EIA”.
Passage from an initiative-taker involved in RCR

“For several reasons, wind farm developers tend to try to maximize the land area and turbine-siting opportunities during their consent applications. These reasons include a desire to maximize the use of a favourable wind resource; the upfront development costs of wind farms, including planning and consent application costs; a desire by landowners to maximize their revenues with as many turbines as possible on their particular property; a desire to maintain flexibility for turbine purchase decisions and specific turbine siting decisions (flexibility over the number and size of turbines so as to avoid being subject to undue influence from a particular turbine manufacturer); as well as the possible facilitation of subsequent applications for wind farm capacity expansion through in-filling with additional turbine sites, if the overall area is not going to expand” (Baines et al., 2012).
These motivations are clearly shown by the initiative-takers, as also the national government, which in their search for the realization of 6000 MW welcome bigger projects. This has led to the bigger initiative that is now under research within the RCR procedure, as both Raedthuys and the national government strive to realize a substantial utilization of the available space, in order to maximize revenues and implementation of sustainable energy in the Netherlands. Farmers in the area are eager to cooperate in order to boost their fragile revenues, as agricultural subsidies have been falling substantially over the years.  However initiative-takers have shown to also assess the social impacts, although their perceived project still has a greater visual impact:

“The 600 MW, which has been mentioned in the beginning, is certainly not going to happen. That is essentially the technical limit in the area, filling everything to the legal limit using large installations…that is something of which we as initiative-takers have said is not going to happen. We do not want that, such an intensive variant…We have started regional-funds in the past, which we intend to do here too. Through this fund, a piece of the income is used to do something local, to enhance the social structure.”
Passage from an initiative-taker involved in RCR

A solution is likely to lie in the middle, and heavily awaited by both parties as community resistance groups have readily accepted the chaotic divide to generate support. As both sides host separate information meetings, separate media communications and deliver contrasting plans and documents, the local population is unclear about the prospects, which fuels feelings of anxiety and negativity.

“There is fear in the area for such a wind farm, which relates to stories that you might get ill from the turbines and that house prices will drop. If you do not know it all so well, which is the case for most people… you could think it is possibly true. Therefore we find it difficult to properly communicate; we had other expectations when we started. We did say; we have to have a proper communication process, we made an entire plan, how to do it, when and how linked to the process.”
Passage from an initiative-taker involved in RCR

Figure 6 shows an actor analysis of the main actors at play in the planning process. The province has confirmed to mitigate visual impacts, as well as other distance related social impacts, to its maximal extent. The province has attempted to get resistance groups on board, which did not succeed due to a lack of room for discussion, and now assists them with information. They intend to let the community participate in choosing the turbine locations and favor farmer initiatives for corporate initiatives, demanding a substantial regional funds to somewhat compensate the social impacts.

Figure 6 – Main actors and their motivations in the planning process


Results: community resistance

The results from the survey on the workings, process and level of community resistance are globally divided in four perspectives. The first perspective takes a global, descriptive view to the data, merely analyzing frequencies. The second perspective is that of villagers living close- and further from the planned wind farm, followed by a perspective of negative- and positives views on the planned wind farm. Both analyze relations between their overall standpoint or situated village and their survey answers. The last perspective analyses the second and third perspective against each other.  
	Following the coding of the open questions, the main codes in figure 7(a+b) were analyzed for each of the 124 excerpts (not all however containing any useful information). The main codes most mentioned were:
· Changing landscape caused by the project (23 times)
· Personal complaints caused by the project (22)
· Distance to the project (21)
· Global importance of sustainable energy (17)
· Alternatives to the project (13)
· Regional development caused by the project (11)
These main notions comprise the most influential categories shaping the community resistance (or support, in some cases), however the notion of distance is moreover a ‘container’ notion for locational effects such as noise, shadow flickering, health and visual impacts, which are incorporated mostly in the two most mentioned codes (landscape and personal 
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Figure 7b- Textanalysis - Coded results

complaints, figure 7a+7b). Taking a closer look to the subcodes, these are the most influential social impacts/notions concerning the community, of which close proximity is linked to the other noted influential social impacts because of their locational nature:
· The negative impact on the visual landscape (19 times)
· Close proximity (14)
· Disruptive shadow flickering (10)
· High level of noise emissions (9)
· Lack of eye for, more suitable, alternative locations (9)
· Decreasing real estate values (9)
This seems to align with the earlier mentioned social impacts in the research of Katsaprakakis (2012), as most of his noted social impacts also come forward in this research. Likewise, the lack for alternative locations can be associated with Kasprakakis notion of the occupation of local land. Noticeable however, is the rather absence of the impact on wildlife and magnetic interference in the regional dialog concerning the project. Even more noticeable is the great role of fear for decreasing real estate values (9) and health problems (6), which has been attributed little significance in academic literature and in this paper’s theoretical framework. It can largely be attributed to the strong position of the community resistance groups and the high level of unclarity in the region regarding the project.
Further complementing to this level of community resistance in the local area is the low mean level of the maximum amount of wind farms respondents allowed in the area, accompanied by the low mean level of 0,13 of willingness to invest (0 being the mean level of no willingness, 1 being the mean level of some willingness, 2 being the mean level of great willingness) in the planned wind farm, indicating low interests in realizing the project in its current forms (attachment 3).
Regarding the process of community resistance, knowledge of the planned wind farm seems to be at a above average level (a mean level of under 2), which is just partly been derived from government initiatives as participation in the process is regarded insufficient (a mean level of over 2) and government influences are rated as average (a mean level of 3). This negative attitude towards the role of the government is further deepened by scoring more than insufficient (a mean level of over 2) on how it is mitigating the social impacts of the planned wind farm (attachment3). 

Differentiating the perspective 

The second perspective consists of villagers further away, 12 respondents, versus the villagers close by, 19 respondents. The average survey level of support for sustainable energy overall, was close to moderate support with a mean of 1.10. The support for wind energy specifically was ranked between second and last place, a mean of 2.57, when compared to preferences regarding the use of wind energy, solar energy or energy from biomass. When using the abovementioned division between villagers, these results do not significantly differ (figure 8).
	The third perspective differentiates overall negative or positive stances towards the planned wind farm, as derived from text analysis of the open questions.  When using this division, results for support for sustainable energy overall as well as support for wind energy differ significantly between positive attitudes and negative attitudes, the latter showing significantly lower support overall for sustainable energy and wind energy specifically (figure 9).
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Figure 8, 9 and 10 – Respectively Perspectives two (Villages), three (Stances) and four (Villages vs Stances)



	When using the last perspective, that of holding the location of the villagers, close by or further away, against overall negative and positive attitudes towards the planned wind farm, results significantly differ between these locations. Respondents living further away from the planned wind farm, have significantly less overall negative attitudes towards the planned intervention, than respondents living close by the planned farm (figure 10). 
This relation is grounded deeper when further analyzing the text of the answers on the open questions as villagers living further away perceive wind energy and sustainable energy as more important or ‘good’, while villagers living close by address more social impacts they are worried about, increasing negative attitudes to the planned farm (figure 11). 


	Location (text) analysis results
	Percentages of codes from respondents further or closer (normal relation is resp. 38,7% - 61,3 %)

	Villagers living further away view sustainable energy more as important	
	76,5% - 23,5% (13 out of 17)

	Villagers living further away view wind energy moreover as ‘good’	
	81,8% - 18,2% (9 out of 11)

	Villagers living close by view the changing landscape more negatively
	21,1% - 78,9% (15 out of 19)

	Villagers living close by address alternative locations more often
Villagers living close by view the changing landscape more negatively	
	11,1% - 88,9% (8 out of 9)

	Villagers living close by have greater fear for decreasing real estate values
	0% - 100% (9 out of 9)

	Villagers living close by have more complaints about health
	0% - 100% (6 out of 6)

	Villagers living close by have more complaints about noise emissions
	11,1% - 88,9% (8 out of 9)

	Villagers living close by have more complaints about shadow flickering
	10% - 90% (9 out of 10)


 Figure 11 – Location Text analysis results

Conclusions 


The perceived social impacts from the survey results align very well with current literature on social impacts of wind farms, especially with the categorization of Katsaprakakis,  a major theoretical base, for also formulating interview and survey questions, in this research (2012),  . Community resistance, largely focused on these impacts, seems, taking findings ‘on beyond NIMBY’ of Devine-Wright (2005) further, to exert a ‘trigger-effect’. Existing negative notions about the use of wind energy and/or sustainable energy are put in a local context, triggering place protective attitudes due to existing place identity and place attachment (Devine-Wright, 2009). 	In other words, locality triggers existing global negative opinions and therefore provides a local framework to trigger resistance. Strengthening this trigger-effect, is the social change process outlined in the conceptual model (figure 2), as perceived human impacts increase with locality which will lead to different social behavior and social change processes, which will increase processes of change. An example of this is seen in the ‘Monden’, as the proposed increased revenues of farmers and the perceived negative social impacts for the local population, has led to a social change process in which the local culture has changed, tensions have risen, attitudes are hardened. Decreasing locality has a decreasing effect and leads to decreasing levels of resistance. This contests old NIMBY notions of locality being the sole determinant in triggering resistance, as it is due to pre existing negative stances toward the global planning of these forms of planned interventions, that community resistance is triggered through local interventions. This effect should undergo further research in which it should have a more central position, to see the limitations and full potential.
	In order to mitigate social impacts where possible and viable, as SIA researchers have certainly given enough guidelines to, communication and clarity is essential, which is clearly attested by the planning process analysis. A proper communication process is vital to provide clarity, which diminishes fear and levels of community, as community resistance groups have counterweights to counter irrational or biased information (Becker, 2001, Esteves, 2012, Esteves and Vanclay, 2009). In the case of ‘Drentse Monden’, the current plans for the area are largely not right or not at all perceived by the local people, even those active in community resistance groups, which makes mitigation of social impacts by the government very difficult. 		The government received quite negative reviews throughout the surveys, which attest to the perceived insufficient level of attention the government has given to mitigating social impacts, which are strengthened by the aforementioned lack of a proper communication process. There has not been an official SIA by any government, which they do not need to bind their selves to, as SIA is not a legal instrument in the Netherlands. However, regarding the planning of wind farms, the main actors have shown the intention for a social impact policy, as it were, as the province adjusts its policy in order to mitigate social impacts, initiative takers seek to gain ‘social licenses’ and are going beyond legal limits. It would be good for better future developments that the task division and authority between different government layers is clear and that guidelines for social impact assessment are created for policy use, to guide layers of government through a controlled process, the four phase framework of Burdge and Vanclay (1995, in Esteves and Vanclay, 2009) is exemplary in this regard, rather than more arbitrary, sole policy decisions, in order to raise consciousness and understanding in the community of the planned intervention (Burdge & Robinson, 1990; Burdge, 2003) and improve the quality of the decision making process  by governments and communities (Rickson et al., 1990).
On an ending note, it is clear that there is a will to commit to the installment of wind turbines, however due the stand-off between the province and the national government, agreement has yet to come. This agreement is of utmost importance in regaining clarity and uniform information towards the local population in order to regain support and to develop a successful manner in which to mitigate and crucially; communicate social impacts.
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Attachments

Attachment 1			Interview lijst 

· Fysieke aspecten van het park in gebiedsvisie
· Hoogte
· Grootte 
· Kleur
· Gebieden
· Geluid
· Vorm








· Planningsproces
· De hoofdlijnen van het planningsproces van het windpark
· Rechtszaken/beroepen/bezwaren of verwachting rechtszaken/beroepen/bezwaren
· De hoofdzakelijke spelers in dit proces
· De houding van de spelers








· Drijfveren
· Overheid (2020, Duurzamheid)






· Contextuele aspecten
· Afstand
· Landschap



· Politieke aspecten
· Interactie met initiatieven
· Overheidsondersteuning aan initiatieven
· Subsidies




· Investeringsmogelijkheden gemeenschap



· Sociale/locale aspecten
· Publieke betrekking van Overheid
· Sociale effecten rapportage?
· Wat is de publieke houding
· Publieke houding beïnvloeding
· Mogelijke culturele implicaties windmolens (plaatsidentiteit)
· Andere positieve effecten voor de gemeenschap
· Mitigeren van sociale effecten












· Voorgaande ervaringen en kennis




· Financien
·  Financieel rendabel? 
· Uitbreiding van het netwerk
· Getallen

Toestemmingsformulier voor Interviews

Onderzoeksvraag: Wat zijn de sociale effecten van het geplande wind park de ‘Drentse Monden’ en hoe heeft de (gebrek aan) sociale effecten rapportage door de overheid de publieke houding tegenover het geplande project beinvloedt?

Contactgegevens: Bas de Ruigh
Email: s.g.de.ruigh@student.rug.nl 
Telefoon: 06 36180498
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Beschrijving: Het doel van dit onderzoek is om de sociale effecten van windparken beter in kaart te brengen, specifiek in Nederlandse context. Er wordt gekeken naar hoe deze effecten beleefd worden en worden meegenomen in de planning van windparken. Gedurende dit onderzoek word u enkele vragen gesteld over dit onderwerp. Dit interview is bedoeld om ongeveer 1 uur in beslag te nemen. U bent natuurlijk vrij om dieper op het onderwerp in te gaan of gerelateerde onderwerpen aan te snijden. Als u vragen niet kan of wil beantwoorden, kan u dat altijd aangeven en zullen wij verder gaan naar een andere vraag.

Alle informatie zal worden bewaard op een manier waarop u niet geïdentificeerd zal worden. De data zullen veilig bewaard worden en enkel ikzelf en mijn begeleider zullen hiertoe toegang hebben. Na het onderzoek wordt de data vernietigt. 

________________________________________________________________
Toestemming van de deelnemer:

Ik ben er van op de hoogte dat mijn deelname in dit onderzoek vrijwillig is. Als ik het interview, voor welke reden dan ook, wil stopzetten, dan mag dit zonder uitleg te hoeven geven. Ik begrijp de intentie en het doel van dit onderzoek, en de risico’s rond mijn deelname.

Ik ben ervan bewust dat de data wordt gebruikt voor een scriptie op dit onderwerp. Ik begrijp dat mijn persoonlijke identiteit niet onthuld word, tenzij ik dit zelf toe sta. Ik geef toestemming voor het gebruik van mijn informatie voor het onderzoeksdoel. 


___________________________	_______________________
Naam van de deelnemer	Handtekening deelnemer


___________________________                             _______________________
Handtekening interviewer	 Datum	


























Attachment 2

Enquête: Windpark de ‘Drentse Monden’
Bachelorscriptie naar de (sociale) gevolgen van het geplande windpark

Deze enquête heeft als doel om gegevens te verzamelen over de houding, meningen en gevoelens van de lokale gemeenschap tegenover het geplande windpark de ‘Drentse Monden’. Onder deze gemeenschap wordt hier verstaan de inwoners van de dorpen; Valthe, Exloo, Buinen, Nieuw-Buinen, Tweede Exloërmond en Valthermond. Deze gegevens zullen worden gebruikt in een scriptie aan de Faculteit Ruimtelijke Wetenschappen (FRW) van de Rijksuniversiteit Groningen (RUG), dat probeert te verklaren wat (a) de sociale effecten zijn van het geplande wind park de ‘Drentse Monden’ en (b) hoe het (gebrek aan) sociale effecten rapportage door de overheid de publieke houding tegenover het project heeft beïnvloedt. Alvast van harte bedankt voor uw deelname in dit onderzoek. 

Deze enquete heeft een duur van circa 10 minuten

Bas de Ruigh		s2021617	
Assignment 3 : Data gathering			18-03-2013


Leeftijd	 |

Geslacht |

Woonplaats |	


		
Vraag 1 | In welke mate bent u op de hoogte van de plannen betreffende het wind park de ‘Drentse Monden’ ?

A) Ik ben volledig op de hoogte
B) Ik ben goed op de hoogte
C) Ik ben redelijk op de hoogte
D) Ik ben niet of nauwelijks op de hoogte

Vraag 2 | Wat is uw ervaring met windparken ? Gelieve in 5 – 10 zinnen te antwoorden.

















Vraag 3 | Bent u een voorstander van het investeren in duurzame energie?

A) Ik ben een sterk voorstander
B) Ik ben een zwak voorstander
C) Ik ben een zwak tegenstander
D) Ik ben een sterk tegenstander

Vraag 4 | Zo ja, in welke volgorde bent u voorstander van de onderstaande vormen van duurzame energie? Indien u geen voorstander bent kunt u een 4 invullen.

1	 Biomassa energie
2	 Zonne-energie
3 	Wind energie
4	Ik ben geen voorstander van het investeren in duurzame energie



Vraag 5 | U krijgt nu een kaart van het geplande wind park te zien. Wat zou u het maximale aantal windmolens in uw leefomgeving vinden?




Vraag 6 | Wat zou u de maximale grootte vinden van de geplande windmolens?

A) Maximaal 50 meter
B) Maximaal 100 meter
C) Maximaal 150 meter
D) Maximaal 200 meter

Vraag 7 | Wat vindt u van de afstand van het park t.a.v. van uw woonomgeving? Gelieve te antwoorden in minder dan 5 zinnen.














Vraag 8 | Welke van de onderstaande sociale effecten van het wind park vindt u aanstootgevend?
U kunt meerdere antwoorden aanwijzen.

A) Het effect op het landschap
B) Het effect op uw cultureel erfgoed
C) Het slagschaduweffect (De roterende schaduwen van de wieken) op de bewoning in de omgeving
D) Het effect op uw dorpscultuur
E) Het effect op het toerisme en gerelateerde economische aspecten in de omgeving
F) De komst van tijdelijke bouwwerkers


Vraag 9 | Wat is uw mening over de sociale effecten die u boven heeft aangewezen? Gelieve in 10 zinnen te antwoorden.












Vraag 10 | In hoeverre ziet u het geplande wind park als landschapsverlies? Gelieve te antwoorden op een schaal van 1 tot 5.

1		2		3		4		5
Zeer weinig							Zeer sterk

Vraag 11 | In hoeverre denkt u dat uw dorpscultuur aangetast wordt door het geplande wind park?


A) Ik denk dat de dorpscultuur zeer sterk wordt aangetast
B) Ik denk dat de dorpscultuur sterk wordt aangetast
C) Ik denk dat de dorpscultuur enigszins wordt aangetast
D) Ik denk dat de dorpscultuur niet of nauwelijks wordt aangetast





Vraag 12 | Heeft de overheid de inwoners in de omgeving van het park betrokken in het planningsproces? Gelieve te antwoorden op een schaal van 1 tot 5.

1		2		3		4		5
Zeer weinig							Zeer sterk

Vraag 13 | Heeft de overheid de mening van de inwoners over het wind park geprobeerd te beïnvloeden?  Gelieve te antwoorden op een schaal van 1 tot 5.

1		2		3		4		5
Zeer weinig							Zeer sterk

Vraag 14 | Heeft de overheid de sociale effecten van het wind park voldoende meegewogen in uw opinie?

A) Ik vindt dat de sociale effecten goed zijn meegewogen door de overheid
B) Ik vindt dat de sociale effecten voldoende zijn meegewogen door de overheid
C) Ik vindt dat de sociale effecten onvoldoende zijn meegewogen door de overheid
D) Ik vindt dat de sociale effecten niet zijn meegewogen door de overheid
E) Ik heb geen idee of en hoe de sociale effecten zijn meegewogen door de overheid

Vraag 15 | Zou u bereidt zijn om te investeren in het wind park door middel van obligaties of mede-eigenaarschap?

A) Ik zou bereidt zijn een groot bedrag te investeren
B) Ik zou bereidt zijn een klein bedrag te investeren
C) Ik zou niet bereidt zijn te investeren

Vraag 16 | Stel dat u zou kunnen betalen om uw landschap te behouden zo als het nu is. Wat zou u maximaal willen betalen voor dit behoud?















Vraag 17 | Wat is uw mening over het geplande wind park de ‘Drentse Monden’ en waardoor heeft u deze mening verkregen? Gelieve deze vraag in 10 – 15 zinnen te beantwoorden.
















 























Attachment 3			Statistics
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	Statistics

	
	Knowledge of the wind farm
	Participation of population in planning process
	Population influenced by government
	Consideration of social impacts by government

	N
	Valid
	31
	30
	30
	30

	
	Missing
	0
	1
	1
	1

	Mean
	1,81
	2,10
	3,13
	2,23

	Statistics

	
	voorstander duurzame energie
	volgorde voorkeur (enkel naar wind gekeken) duurzame energie

	N
	Valid
	31
	21

	
	Missing
	0
	10

	Mean
	1,10
	1,57



	Statistics

	
	maximaal aantal windmolens in park
	bereidt tot investeren in wind park

	N
	Valid
	26
	30

	
	Missing
	5
	1

	Mean
	14,73
	,13
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Frequency Table

geslacht
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | _Percent
Valid Man T 35 35 35
Viouw 2 645 645 1000
Total 31 | 1000 1000
opleiding
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | _Percent
Valld  Geenvenoigopleiding 5 161 167 6.7
MBO of vergelijkbare 14 452 467 633
opleiding
HBO of vergelijkbare 8 258 267 900
opleiding
WO of vergelikbars 3 a7 100 1000
opleiding
Total 0 968 1000
Missing  System 1 2
Total 31 | 1000
woonplaats
Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | _Percent
Valid Exoo 5 6.1 6.1 6.1
Valthe 2 65 65 22
Valthermond 5 161 161 387
Tweede exioermond 6 194 194 58,1
Buineneen 2 65 65 645
Nieww-Buinen 1" 385 385 1000
Total 31 | 1000 1000
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Name | Type | Widh | Decimals | Values | Missing | Aign | Measwe | Role

1 m Numeic 8 0 eeftjd Nnﬂe None Right & Scale  Input
2 gesl Numeric 8 0 geslacht {0, Man}. None Right & Nominal . Input
3 opl Numeric 8 0 opleiding {0, Geen ver... None. Right & Nominal . Input
4 wopl Numeric 8 0 woonplaats {0, Exio}..  None. Right & Nominal . Input
5 ken Numeric 8 0 Kennis van het windpark {0, Volledig. None Right ol Ordinal . Input
6 | duzen Numeric 8 0 voorstander duurzame energie {0, Sterkvo_.. None Right ol Ordinal . Input
volduzen Numeric 8 0 volgorde voorkeur duurzame energie {1, Bio-Zon-_.. None Right & Nominal  Input
8 | maxwin Numeric 8 0 maximaal aantal windmolens in park None None Right & Scale . Input
9 | maxgo Numeric 8 0 maximale grootte windmolens {0, 50 meter... None. Right ol Ordinal . Input
soceff Numeric 8 0 welke sociale effecten vindt u aanstootgevend {0, geen}. None Right & Nominal . Input
1 lanver Numeric 8 0 wind park als landschapsverlies {1, zeer wei_. None Right ol Ordinal . Input
12| dorcul Numeric 8 0 ‘aantasting van dorpscultuur {1, zeer ster._. None Right ol Ordinal . Input
13| inwbet Numeric 8 0 betrokkenheid van inwoners in planningsproces {1, zeer wei_. None Right ol Ordinal . Input
14| inwbd Numeric 8 0 inwoners beinvioedt door overheid {1, zeer wei_. None Right ol Ordinal . Input
15| ovsoceff Numeric 8 0 meeweging sociale effecten door overheid {0, geeniide_. None Right ol Ordinal . Input
invwin Numeric 8 0 bereidt tot investeren in wind park {0, niet bere___ None. Right ol Ordinal . Input
maxbhd Numeric 8 0 maximale betaling voor behoud van landschap None None Right & Scale  Input
algmen Numeric 8 0 ‘algemene mening over windpark {1, Positief) . None Right ol Ordinal . Input
algmen_pos_. Numeric 8 0 ‘algemene mening, enkel positief en negatief, over windpark {1, Positiefy_ None Right ol Ordinal . Input
20 | duzen_posn... Numeric 8 0 voorstander duurzame energie, enkel positief en negatief {0, Negatief)... None. Right & Nominal . Input
21| volduzen_wind Numeric 8 0 ‘volgorde voorkeur (enkel naar wind gekeken) duurzame energie {1, Wind op ... None Right & Nominal . Input
fur_clo Numeric 8 0 further away or close by {0, Close by... None Right & Nominal  Input
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