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Transmission  lines  are  critical  infrastructures,  but frequently  contested  especially  at  the local  level, by
local communities.  The  role  of  public  engagement  in processes  pertaining  to  specific  transmission  line
projects  is  an  under-researched,  yet  important  topic  that this paper  seeks  to  discuss  by  investigating  how
inhabitants  perceive  these  processes  and  to what  extent  they  find  the  processes  just  and  fair.  This  paper
addresses  the  participatory  aspects  of the  planning  process,  as perceived  by the  local  inhabitants  in four
Norway  and  UK  cases,  by  using  a qualitative  comparative  case  study  design.  We  further  analyse  this  issue
through  frameworks  of  public  engagement  and  procedural  justice.  In  both  countries  public  engagement  is
largely  characterized  by  perceptions  of  insufficient  information,  and insufficient  influence  on the  process.
ommunication
onsultation
articipation
rocedural justice

In sum,  the findings  indicate  that  the informants  generally  perceive  the  opportunities  for  involvement
as  insufficient  and  unjust.  The  findings  are  quite  similar  across  all  cases  and  both  countries.  Local  inhab-
itants  represent  diverse  groups  who  often  have  different  levels  of  knowledge,  time  and  engagement  to
bring  to  the planning  process.  Their  requests  for improved  processes  thus  underline  the serious  public
engagement  challenges  that  applicants  and decision-makers  face.

© 2015  Elsevier  Ltd. All  rights  reserved.
. Introduction

A politically induced strategy towards a low-carbon energy sys-
em has gained force during recent years in Europe, in which more
enewable energy production is considered to be a key measure. A
rominent example is the EU Directive on the promotion of renew-
ble energy (European Union, 2009). Studies of public acceptance
uggest that the public in most countries accept and even support
he move towards more renewable energy, such as wind, hydro and
olar energy and associated grid connections (Aas et al. 2014; Bell
t al., 2005, 2013). Simultaneously, concrete projects are often met
ith significant public opposition when proposed (Bell et al., 2013).

his “gap” between the general support of renewables and strong
pposition against specific projects has gained much attention from
esearchers as well as from decision-makers and the energy indus-

ry (ibid.). The gap can be understood as a dilemma. The general
cceptance and support in the public is rooted in perceptions of
enewable energy as a key to mitigate harmful and costly climate

∗ Corresponding author.

ttp://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2015.04.031
264-8377/© 2015 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
change. Local opposition arise when concrete proposals are pre-
sented due to concerns for biodiversity, landscape quality, health
and quality of life, among others, in affected communities (Batel
and Devine-Wright, 2014). For decision-makers the development
of energy infrastructure projects creates rather complex situations
where various, often conflicting interests and actors have legiti-
mate political positions, at the national as well as at the local levels
(Geezelius and Refsgaard, 2007). The weighing of different interests
and values is likely to raise challenges to concrete prioritizations.
The actual participation and involvement of different stakeholders
becomes crucial in this regard.

Social science literature has investigated challenges related to
local opposition to energy projects including the importance of
the planning and siting process (Sovacool and Ratan, 2012; Cain
and Nelson, 2013). Long-lasting local conflicts suggest that the
traditional top-down approach to grid development is becoming
increasingly insufficient, and call for increased and improved pub-
lic involvement. Controversies over the construction of low carbon

technologies such as wind farms – as well as over the construction
of transmission lines (e.g., Cowell, 2010; Pidgeon and Demski, 2012;
Ruud et al., 2011) suggest that better understanding and improve-
ments in these processes are crucial. Unlike energy generating

dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2015.04.031
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/02648377
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/landusepol
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.landusepol.2015.04.031&domain=pdf
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to the need for more research on the design and management
of community benefit arrangements among host communities for
transmission lines.
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acilities, transmission lines can represent a special challenge for
ocal acceptance and support, since they provide modest local ben-
fits such as new jobs, income opportunities and local and regional
ax income.

Some research literature has considered the deployment and
onflicts over energy infrastructure in relation to general values and
ttitudes among the local inhabitants, other have investigated insti-
utional differences, such as national traditions; planning systems;
nancial support mechanisms and ownership structures; and land-
cape protection organizations (Toke et al., 2008). We would argue
hat complimentary research addressing a better understanding of
he local planning processes, and how these are perceived by var-
ous stakeholders, is crucial in order to better understand recent
onflicts over energy infrastructure.

There is, however, a relatively limited body of research on
cceptance and opposition related to grid development (c.f. Devine-

right and Batel, 2013; Aas et al., 2014). Some studies have
ndicated that measures for early involvement and engagement are
ighly appreciated by the public (Cotton and Devine-Wright, 2011;
chweizer-Ries, 2010). Moreover, in a recent comparative survey
rom Norway, Sweden and the UK, a general finding was  that the
ublic perceived grid planning processes to be heavily dominated
y experts and decision-makers at the national level, with only lim-

ted influence from local inhabitants and NGOs (Aas et al., 2014).
n a similar vein, a nationally representative survey of UK adults
emonstrated that local residents were perceived to have little

nfluence on decision-making, in contrast to the influence exerted
y electricity supply companies, the TSO, the national regulator
nd government ministries (Devine-Wright et al., 2010). Further-
ore, case studies of grid development projects have also revealed

ow national authorities can be curtailing inputs from local citi-
ens with regard to the decision-making process (c.f. Cotton and
evine-Wright, 2013).

However, in sum, few studies to date have provided more
etailed analyses of local inhabitants’ perceptions of planning and
onsultation for grid development project. Hence, the aim of the
resent paper is to study how representatives of the local public
xperience and engage in processes pertaining to specific trans-
ission line projects. The paper investigates how local inhabitants

erceive the participatory aspects of the planning process in four
oncrete cases in Norway and the UK.

The following research questions are addressed:

. How do local inhabitants assess the opportunities for engage-
ment in the concrete hV transmission grid development
projects?

. To what extent are the planning processes of grid development
projects considered just and fair?

A qualitative research approach has been employed, gathering
ata from four transmission line planning processes – two in each
ountry. Norway and the UK have organized the processes of plan-
ing and licensing of electricity grids somewhat differently, yet
here are similarities (Brekke and Sataøen, 2012), which is further
xplained below. This background provides a possibility to inves-
igate the nature and impact of comparable mechanisms for public
ngagement across different cases, as well as across national and
nstitutional contexts (c.f. Toke et al., 2008).

. Theoretical perspectives on public participation and
ustice
For some time there has been a trend of increased pub-
ic involvement in the affairs and decisions of policy-setting
odies across sectors and policy domains (Rowe and Frewer,
licy 48 (2015) 299–308

2005; O’Faircheallaigh, 2010). Increased public engagement is
perceived to correspond with a democratic approach to science
and technology governance that enhance transparency and trust
in policy-making processes (UNECE, 2014). Still, objectives for
involving the public in policy processes may  be several and are
not necessarily rooted in democratic principles. Fiorino (1990)
distinguishes between three rationales for participation or involve-
ment of the local public, namely instrumental, substantive and
normative/democratic rationales. In the instrumental rational, par-
ticipation is a means to reach a specific aim, for instance the most
cost-effective solution. For the two  latter rationales participation
per se is the goal, respectively to gain new knowledge or insights
(substantive) or as a necessity to secure democracy or as being
a political right of the citizens (normative/democratic) (Fiorino,
1990). To recognise and consider these different rationales for pub-
lic participation is important, since participatory measures may
be initiated by organisations holding different rationales. If left
implicit, this can create tensions (Höppner, 2009).

Previous research have found that planning and decision-
making overly focused on formal decisional competencies, and
without opportunities for meaningful deliberation often fuel con-
flicts (Wolsink, 2013). Moreover, participation has often been
limited to the final stages of technical projects, with few oppor-
tunities for early stage dialogue and involvement of stakeholders
(Lengwiler, 2008). Such limitations to traditional expert-driven
planning processes are being recognized among decision makers
and reflected in recent policy documents for transmission grid plan-
ning (e.g., Statnett, 2013).

Wüstenhagen et al. (2007) relate community acceptance of
renewable energy technologies to ‘procedural justice’, ‘distributive
justice’ and ‘trust’. This approach to justice and trust describes well
the identified public participation challenges and local perspectives
on energy development projects (King et al., 1998; Gross, 2007;
Cain and Nelson, 2013). ‘Distributive justice’ concerns fairness in
the outcome, that is the distribution of costs and benefits (for more
details about distributive justice see for instance Skitka et al., 2003;
Gross, 2007), whereas ‘procedural justice’ refers to general princi-
ples of citizen control, democracy and fairness in the process within
which decisions are reached (Smith and McDonough, 2001). In a
just process, participants should be informed while participation
should be broad, and decision-making power shared (Laird, 1993;
Leventhal et al., 1980, cited in Smith and McDonough, 2001). More-
over, Gross (2007) has pointed to the interdependencies between
process and outcome. Her findings suggests that fairness are influ-
enced by both perceptions of process and outcome and that a fair
process can enhance acceptance of the outcome (Gross, 2007).

The perception of fairness will ultimately be a result of the per-
ceived involvement of the public, and hence, the public engagement
mechanisms conducted in the process. Methods of engagement
are multiple and varied.1 These methods will also vary according
to different jurisdictions, and must also balance different princi-
ples like justice and expedience – which can also be the object of
political debates (Diamond, 2011). Hence, complex political and
decision-making structures induce challenges for the actual design
of engagement mechanisms. However, an important aspect to be
more prominently stressed in this regard is the need for better
understanding public beliefs and acceptance, and more actively
use this knowledge to inform policy making and planning (Aas
et al., 2014). More particularly, Keegan and Torres (2014) point
1 Rowe and Frewer (2005) lists more than 100 in their review of public engage-
ment mechanisms, but underlines that there are undoubtedly more.
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In an attempt to systematize and clarify the different charac-
eristics of involving the public, Rowe and Frewer (2005) classify
he various mechanisms according to the flow of information
etween exercise sponsors and public participants. They distin-
uish between ‘communication’, ‘consultation’ and ‘participation’.

Communication’ refers to one-way dissemination of information
rom the developer or decision-maker to the public, where feedback
s neither required, nor sought. Consultation describes a one-way
nformation flow moving the opposite way from the public to the
eveloper/sponsor. The last category, ‘Participation’,  implies infor-
ation being exchanged between the public and the developer and

here is dialogue and negotiations that serves to transform opinions
mong the involved parties.

The ultimate issue, according to Rowe and Frewer (2005), is
hether the local public involved in the engagement processes

erceive the exercise as being conducted with a serious intent
o collect the views of the affected population and to act on
hose views (Rowe and Frewer, 2005: 262). This would also echo
he intentions of the Arhus Convention which commit national
uthorities to ensure public rights regarding access to information,
ublic participation and access to justice, in governmental decision-
aking processes on matters concerning the local, national and

rans-boundary environment (UNECE, 2014). A core focus of the
onvention is measures providing stronger interaction between the
ublic and public authorities in cases affecting the environment
ibid.).

In the following we define “procedural justice” as the local
ommunity’s possibility to participate as “equals” in the decision-
aking process (Schlosberg, 2004). We  employ procedural justice

heory as described by Fiorino (1990), Gross (2007); and Smith and
cDonough (2001) as a fundament to understand more thoroughly
hich mechanisms and procedures contribute or not to percep-

ions of justice. Key aspects such as information (Gross, 2007),
epresentation (Smith and McDonough, 2001) consideration (ibid.),
oice (ibid.; Gross 2007), logic and influence or outcome (Smith and
cDonough, 2001) are frequently mentioned. Information deals
ith what type of information, how, when and to whom this is dis-

ributed by the developer and/or decision-maker. This also includes
udgment of whether the information is timed rightly (for instance
arly enough and at several stages in the process), is sufficient
nd objective/impartial enough. Representation addresses efforts to
nsure broad involvement of relevant actors in local communities,
nd facilitating transparency. Voice concerns to what extent the
ocal public as well as single people are able (for instance at meeting
r in letters) to express their opinions. Consideration deals with how
he developer or decision-maker responds to comments, objections
r suggestions from the public. Do they answer questions or sug-
estions? How, and with what level of detail? Are suggestions from
he public valued or not? Logic concerns how the local stakeholders
eel that the proposed project and/or chosen alternative are ratio-
al and reasonable, independent of agreeing with it or not. Influence

s the ultimate outcome of the process, as seen from the public: Are
heir suggestions and concerns reflected in the final result?

In addition to the discussion of these key aspects, an emerging
oncept has been the broader notion of ‘energy justice’ (Sovacool
nd Dworkin, 2014). ‘Energy justice’ can be understood as equi-
able distribution of benefits and burdens of energy production
nd consumption, as well as fair treatment of and communica-
ion with people in energy decision-making (ibid: 5). Related to
his, the research literature has engaged with broader notions like
equity’ and ‘vulnerability’ (Hall et al., 2013: 415), building fur-
her on the notions of ‘social’ and ‘environmental justice’, with a
ajor anchoring within the environmental justice literature (ibid.).
cCauley et al. (2013): (107) point to the broad scope of energy jus-

ice, given a normative philosophical basis, aiming at providing all
ndividuals, across all areas, with safe, affordable and sustainable
licy 48 (2015) 299–308 301

energy. Heffron and McCauley (2014) emphasize further that there
are three major tenets of ‘energy justice’; distributional, procedural
and recognition justice (ibid.). Although the notion of ‘recognition
justice’ has not been treated in an explicit manner in our data, there
are findings related to perceptions of being treated fairly during the
process that can be associated with this concept.

The above concepts and notions concern various mechanisms
for public engagement and the perception of these by local citizens.
This corresponds with the twofold aim this article is striving to fulfil
with respect to local citizens: That is; (1) providing an assessment
of how the local inhabitants perceive the process and the measures
for public engagement; and (2) how the process is perceived in
terms of procedural justice.

Since construction of hV-transmission electricity networks
often provide fewer local benefits compared to for instance an
energy plant or a new road useful for the community, procedu-
ral justice is crucial to gain acceptance. One can argue that national
grid decisions should entail procedural justice to be legitimate or
effective, and that community opposition also can be an expres-
sion of a demand for procedurally more just processes (c.f. Ottinger
et al., 2014).

Based on the literature discussed above, we  will analyse our data
according to the following analytical categories (see Section 5):
‘Information’, ‘representation’, ‘voice’, ‘consideration’, ‘logic’ and
‘influence’. We  employ these categories in order to analyse the dif-
ferent aspects of procedural justice. We will also, in Section 6, seek
to assess to what extent and how these categories are intercon-
nected.

3. Grid and hV transmission line development in Norway
and UK

Norway and the United Kingdom both have significant plans for
transmission grid development and expansion. In both countries,
these encompass renewal and increased capacity of existing grids
as well as construction of new lines. The need arguments are often
related to connecting low-carbon energy (wind, water, as well as
nuclear in the UK) to the grid, but also to the need for safety of deliv-
ery and for a generally more robust network and energy provision.
New, cross-regional- and national grids also open up for trade and
exchange that both can spark more business as well as create a
more robust system overall at the European level (Ruud, 2014).

There are both similarities and differences between Norway’s
and the UK’s ‘national grid regimes’ (Brekke and Sataøen, 2012).
This pertains to planning as well as licensing, and the execution of
the transmission line projects (ibid.). A difference between the two
systems is the general decision-making processes, and the actors
and levels being central to the process. In the UK, in order to ensure
that the grid development is in line with national and strategic
priorities, the Government formulates National Policy Statements
(NPS) (ibid.). NPS’ are made for all major projects specifying priori-
ties and targets for future development (ibid.). In Norway, however,
one observes a lack of involvement from the political level at
this stage. Grid companies are conducting the needs assessment,
through regional and nationwide power system reports and assess-
ments (ibid.).

When it comes to the formal features of the planning and con-
cession process there are, on the other hand, several similarities
between Norway and the United Kingdom. The division of phases,
including consultations before application, with impact assessment
studies, and application procedures handled by a dedicated licens-

ing authority are quite comparable (ibid.). Moreover, the formal
consultation bodies and stakeholders are partly similarly defined in
the two  countries, although organizational structures differ some-
what. The importance of improved early political involvement has
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een recognized as an important and previously neglected aspect
f the Norwegian grid development regime, and a reform of the
ystem was approved by the Parliament in 2012 (White Paper on
rid development/Ministry of Petroleum and Energy, 2012). Fol-
owing this decision, in large transmission line projects there is
ow a pre-assessment phase where the Ministry of Petroleum and
nergy conducts a concept evaluation (ibid.). Hence, there has been

 recent modification implying an initial, political assessment of
ransmission grid projects in Norway. However, both the Norwe-
ian cases included in our analysis were conducted in advance of
his reform.

Both the Norwegian and UK grid development regimes demon-
trate a similar variation of mechanisms employed in order to offer
ays to consult with or discuss with concerned parties. Based on

he variation observed empirically we identify: (1) formal, law-
nchored procedures that the actors are obliged to follow for the
rocess to be legal, for instance public hearings; (2) institutional-

zed guidelines for measures supposed to enhance participation,
hat are found in protocols, best practice templates, for instance
open office days” arranged by the grid company and; (3) Ad hoc
easures: This can be defined as specific measures implemented in

ach project or locality, for instance extra on-site inspections and
eetings.

In addition to such quite well-established mechanisms, social
cientific literature has also identified and discussed alternative
ays of ensuring public engagement in grid projects. In the case of a

rench–Spanish interconnection project an independent and neu-
ral body (National Public Debate Commission) was  employed for
overning the public engagement exercises (Ciupuliga and Cuppen,
013).

Generally, for both Norway and the UK, however, inputs from
takeholders and local communities can be communicated dur-
ng the process according to the above-mentioned main categories
f public engagement procedures, albeit with no guarantee of
ubstantially conditioning the final decision and outcome of the
rocess. Hence, although the need for the concrete projects have
een considered in advance – frequently by national experts, the
urther specification and detailing of projects in both countries will
ake place in some kind of exchange of views or dialogue with
takeholders during the process.

Previous nation-wide surveys conducted in both countries
emonstrate a general acceptance of need for hV transmission lines,
lbeit data from both countries indicate that the general public have
imited knowledge about electricity supply and grids (Aas et al.,
014). The UK public holds significantly less positive beliefs about
V grids than the Norwegian public. Independent of this, both coun-
ries have experienced recent conflicts over new hV transmission
ines such as in Hardanger in West Norway and the Beauly–Denny
n Scotland (Ruud et al., 2011; Richie et al., 2013).

. Methodology, study areas and analysis

.1. Selected cases and study areas

A qualitative, comparative case study design was used. We
elected four transmission line projects as cases, two from Norway
nd two from the UK. The four cases were selected to ensure a high
egree of variation across national contexts and the following cri-
eria were important in order to be able to compare the findings
cross the cases and secure a diversity of responses:
At the time of interviews the transmission lines were at different
temporal stages in the planning process.
The cases were different in terms of major “need-arguments”
used to legitimize them.
licy 48 (2015) 299–308

• They included cases with border crossing issues (between coun-
tries and/or regions).

• They were located in different geographic regions in the two
countries with different interests and stakeholders.

Having selected the main cases, we identified local communi-
ties for in-depth qualitative studies Fig. 1. Here, we aimed to select
locations where the project could or should spark engagement, for
instance due to significant conflicting interests, with different rout-
ing alternatives and/or potential for specific mitigating actions. Key
characteristics of the four cases as well as the selected communi-
ties for in-depth qualitative focus groups interviews is presented
in Table 1.

4.2. Focus group interviews and analyses

We  conducted fifteen focus group interviews with represen-
tatives for local residents of the selected communities near the
proposed transmission lines, seven in Norway and eight in the UK.
Focus group interviews are especially useful to gain insight into
the way particular issues are discussed in relatively homogenous
groups, by being of a social nature (Krueger, 1994). Focus groups are
useful for investigating group feelings, perceptions and opinions,
as well as comparing and contrasting perceptions across groups
(Conradson, 2005). All interviews were conducted during the spring
of 2013. Potential participants from the local communities selected
for the focus groups were recruited through discussions with repre-
sentatives from the municipalities, the power line project and key
stakeholder representatives. They were all representatives from
the community where the focus groups were held, not necessarily
representing typical interest- or activist groups. Both landown-
ers and non-landowners were included. The interviews followed
a semi-structured interview guide which worked as a check list
that was similar across all groups and both countries. The Norwe-
gian interviews were conducted in Norwegian and later translated
into English, while UK interviews were conducted in English.

All interviews were audiotaped and transcribed in full. A com-
prehensive coding system was  developed jointly for Norway and
the UK, based on the themes from the interview guide and informed
by existing research on local conflicts on energy infrastructure
development Finally, based on the qualitative data analysis pro-
gram ATLAS.ti (ATLAS/ti, 1999) we  assigned codes and identified
citations to all of the focus group interviews for Norway and the
UK, preparing them for content analysis. The coded transcripts then
formed the basis for organizing, selecting and comparing the data
across the two countries and four cases. The analytical framework
employed in this study informed the selection of perception data
that were to be compared across cases and the national contexts.
Quotations have been selected in order to highlight significant per-
ceptions, and eventual differences between the cases.

5. Results and analysis

In order to further look into how the different mechanisms are
perceived, this section presents findings from the focus groups and
the issues emerging in the material – according to the six analytical
categories of ‘information’, ‘representation’, ‘voice’, ‘consideration’,
‘logic’ and ‘influence’ – as presented in Section 2. The categorized
findings will be related to our overall research questions on the
local inhabitants’ perception of the public engagement measures
in the processes, and the perceived degree of justice and fairness.
5.1. Information

Participants perceived that providing sufficient information is
a basic fundament for engagement, and consequently the least
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Fig. 1. A map  showing the four cases;Sogndal-Ørskog and Sydv

he TSO should do. Such one-way flow of information is seen as
emocratically important in order to provide an opportunity of
eing correctly informed and updated. Inadequate or poorly timed

nformation provision was mentioned as something that deprived
eople of the possibility to get involved by being kept in the dark:

“it’s like we said earlier that we feel that the information, for
he most part, has been non-existent (. . .)  and it’s like XX says: you
an go on the internet and find it, but what the heck. . .if  you don’t
now what you are looking. . .am I supposed to search in the evening,
nding out if something is happening around me? It can’t be like
hat. . .”(Sydvestlinken 3, 6:92).

There are also indications of respondents considering positively
he TSO’s information efforts, regardless of whether their inputs
ave been taken into account. This can be illustrated by some UK

nformants;
Informant 1: Well on the surface I don’t see how they could have

one much more. . .we’ve had lots of stuff through the post haven’t we?

Informant 2: Yeah loads.
Informant 1: We’ve had the shop in the thing.
Informant 3: The shopping precinct.
ken in Norway; and Mid  Wales and Hinkley Point C in the UK.

Informant 1: Had meetings. They couldn’t have done much more I
don’t think. Whether you agree with the result is another thing but I
think they’ve made every effort. (Nailsea/Hinkley Point C 2a, 6:111)

Nevertheless, dissatisfaction with information is dominating in
all four cases. Three main ‘problems’ were underlined in the way
that provision of information was  performed by the TSOs or regu-
latory authorities: the quantity/amount, the quality and the type of
communication channels used.

Dissatisfaction with quantity/amount of information is uttered
in different manners spanning from the information being totally
absent to being too heavy and complicated. The following extract
is an example of the first:

Moderator: If you were not a landowner, what kind of information
did you receive?

R1: Nothing.
R2: Zero. Zero information. (Ørskog-Sogndal, 1:69).
As evident in the above citation this seems to be the case mostly
for non-landowners. This was  an issue emerging in Norwegian
focus groups, but not present in the UK. On the contrary; one infor-
mant expressed frustration over receiving too much information:
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Table 1
Key characteristics of the four cases and the focus groups interviews conducted for each case hV transmission line project in Norway and UK.

Norway United Kingdom

Case Ørskog-Sogndal (ØF) Sydvestlinken (SVL) Hinckley Point C Mid-Wales

Project owner Statnett SF Statnett SF National Grid Plc. National Grid Plc.
Location West Norway South–East Norway South–West of England Mid  Wales
Total  length and type 300 km,  OH cables on

regular metal pylons
60–110 km (depending on
alternatives), OH cables on
land, sub-sea cable for
fjord crossing

46.6 km overhead line,
using the new T pylon
design, plus 8 km of
underground line through
and either side of the
Mendip Hills ’Area of
Outstanding Natural
Beauty’

Approx. 39–51 km,
including 13 km of line
underground and use of
new T pylon design.

Voltage level 420 kV 420 kV 400 kV 400 and 132 kV
Landscape type Large-scale, elevated

fjord-mountain
landscape 0–1500 m
a.s.l. Roads, farms and
small settlements
along the fjords mostly

Lowland landscapes with
mix  of farmland, boreal
forests and villages/towns
0–100 m a.s.l.

Limestone hills, heatland,
levels and moors. Sparsely
populated to the south of
the line, that depends
mainly on tourism and
agriculture, more highly
populated to the north of
the line, closer to Bristol

Mountain area with valleys
and rounded green hills.
Sparsely populated,
economy dependent
mainly on farming, tourism
and small businesses

Start  date 2005/2006 2010 2007 2007
Project status as of end of
year 2014

Approved final
concession 31.12.2011.
Constructions
postponed because of
lawsuits

Project abandoned June
2013 because of “lack of
socioeconomic
profitability”

Application submitted to
planning inspectorate

Stage of consultation and
assessments to develop
final draft design for the
connection and substation
before submitting
application to Planning
Inspectorate

Key  need arguments Improve security of
supply to Mid-Norway.

Improve power flows
between Norway and
Sweden

Connect to new nuclear
power station; improve
security of supply

Connect to new wind
farms; improve security of
supply

Connection for new
small-scale HP plants.

Communities and for focus
group interviews

Sykkylven (x2) Tønsberg Nailsea (x2) Welshpool

Ålfoten (x2) Råde Yatton Llanymynech (x2)
Moss Portbury Shrewsbury

Number of inhabitants in
the municipalities of the
studied locations

Sykkylven = approx.7,500 Tønsberg = approx. 42,000 Nailsea = approx. 15,630 Welshpool = approx. 6700

Bremanger = approx.4,000
(Ålfoten approx. 200)

Råde = approx.7,000 Yatton = 7,550 Llanymynech = approx. 890

Moss  approx. = 31,000 Portbury = 827 Shrewsbury = approx.
102,330

Number of focus groups 4 3 4 4
Number of participants in 03-Aug 03-Jul 04-Aug 04-Aug
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focus groups

“I think that’s partly my  apathy at the moment because I’m so full
f information that I don’t believe and trust, what was the latest bit of
nformation and has it changed again?” (Nailsea2/Hinkley Point C 2b,
:118)

An issue associated with a (too) heavy information load was
xpressed in the UK, namely the fact that information seems to be
nconsistent and changing across time, and therefore is perceived
s active misinformation:

“it’s just changed, every couple of months you just hear something
ifferent (Nailsea2/Hinkley Point C 2b, 7:100);

“I am definitely against being pushed to make a decision on mis-
nformation or wrong information, I want the right information that’s

y only fear” (Yatton/ Hinkley Point C 1, 5:170)
The citations indicate dissatisfaction with the quality of infor-

ation in terms of being inconsistent, biased and/or favouring of
hat informants felt to be the TSO’s preferred outcome:

“They have fixed their minds on [what they think are] the best

olutions before anyone else has a saying. And then they find documen-
ation and argumentations that fits them the best.” (Ørskog-Sogndal,
:216).
Perceptions of the quality differ somewhat. Some felt the infor-
mation given was  sufficient and good:

“So, I felt, during these years the process went on, that we
received. . .we received very good information”(Ørskog-Sogndal 3,
3:243)

Maps presented on the internet and received by mail were
particularly highlighted as highly useful by some of the Norwe-
gian informants. However, by others criticized the level of detail
provided. Some thought that the information was too general or
vague or failing in answering to specific questions. One landowner
thought that the maps in the initial landowner notification lacked
clear routing and was  too coarse and unspecific. As a consequence
this landowner did not realize that he would in fact be highly
affected and understood this accidentally when reading the local
newspaper.

Topics perceived not being presented thoroughly were project
impacts such as noise (N) and health risk related to electromag-

netic fields (N), the need for the grid (N), subsea cable/underground
routing alternatives – cost and technical constraints (N, UK). It was
often highlighted that it would have been important to have more
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nformation about how much it would cost people namely to under-
round the HVPL’s so that they could better position themselves
egarding its very construction. Given these data, information about
he project and its technicalities are important, as well as receiving
dequate contextual information about why the grid is being built
nd whether there exist other alternatives and options.

A final quality issue addressed was that the presentation of
nformation, and language used in the documents was too techni-
al and difficult to comprehend. It was claimed that it was hard or
ven impossible to grasp what the project would mean for affected
ndividuals.

There were also negative perceptions about the communication
hannels employed. In the Sydvestlinken case in Norway, meet-
ngs only being announced through the printed press were by some
een as insufficient, when people rarely have the local newspaper
nd are predominately internet-users. Some claimed that informa-
ion should be provided through personal letters to all in order to
nsure that the information actually are received and read by all
itizen member groups. However, both Norwegian and UK experi-
nces indicate that information sent by ordinary mail was  not read
y some of the addressees.

In the UK, one informant claimed that most people thought the
nformation package that was delivered to all affected community

embers was ‘junk mail’, since it was perceived to be just a piece
f folded paper. Moreover, this informant claimed that some of the
ost adversely affected people did not get the information package.

his was seen as unfortunate in itself but also due to what was per-
eived as a very short period of time to provide input and objections
Portbury/Hinkley Point C 3). Other UK informants underline the
xtensive efforts made by the TSO to provide information through
arious channels – such as local shops – where the possibility
o request and attain more information was viewed positively.
orwegian informants, particularly non-landowners, claimed that
nnouncement of public meetings through the newspaper were too
nonymous (in the form of a small notification) and too close upon
he public meeting (Sydvestlinken).

.2. Representation

In the Norwegian focus groups concerns about whom were
nformed, and thus had the chance to participate were expressed
uite strongly.

«Moderator: Does that mean that the residents in this area. . .except
rom you – they weren’t really participating at the initial public meet-
ng, because they weren’t.  . .?

R1: No, we hadn’t been notified at that time.
R2: No, well it could possibly be some that saw the newspaper

otification the same day. And had the possibility. (Sydvestlinken 1,
:46)

Also in Norway, an opinion that emerged quite often was that
andowners got “special treatment”, suggesting that if you were not

 landowner you did not have a possibility (or at least not as good
ossibility as a landowner) to participate, as shown in this example:

«For the.  . .most part we are not landowners. But we have. . .we
aven’t got the chance to say anything at all almost, or

ike. . .influenced the process at all.” (Ørskog-Sogndal, 1:234)
Views specifically concerned about the importance of carefully

rying to avoid to leaving people (unintentionally) out and give all
 chance to have a say was most explicitly expressed in one group
n Ørskog-Sogndal:

“It’s a small community. And we are. . .I’d nearly say we’re all
amily. And we should have all received the same information and

ttended the whole process and attended meetings and everything,
nd received. . .I  think it is important.” (Ørskog-Sogndal, 1:176)

Members of this focus group contended that all local inhabi-
ants should have an equal right to be informed and have a say in
licy 48 (2015) 299–308 305

the matter – as shown in the citation above – but some utterances
show concerns for specific groups as well. One  specific example
was in relation to the HVPL routing being put up close to the local
school/kindergarten, one informant then felt at least that all parents
should have a right to get information/be properly involved.

5.3. Voice

Some informants had voiced their concerns through hearing
appeals, either as landowners or through community groups/NGOs.
Other pointed to informal meetings in early phases and formal
appeals at later stages being the opportunity they had to voice their
concern. Attendance in public meetings varied strongly among the
Norwegian informants. For the most part landowners attended
(this again likely relates to information provision), and even fewer
have attended on-site inspections (which in most cases are open
only for invited).

For both mechanisms, some informants didn’t know there had
been such arrangements, and had not received information about
it. As such they did not have a chance to express their views. One
landowner expressed contention and good dialogue on the on-
site inspection he attended. Some informants admitted that few
questions were raised at public meetings. One Norwegian infor-
mant expressed difficulties with absorbing information and raising
questions. UK informants also expressed a nuance to this:

P3: You got the impression that you could say what you wanted to,
but whether they were answered. . .I  mean the one I went to they were
– people had a huge store and there were plenty of opportunities to
say, but I can’t remember.  . .(laughs) getting them out.

P2: Your words were being carried away by the wind.
P1: Exactly, exactly.
P2: Because it sounded so ineffectual standing there.

(Llanymynech2/Mid Wales 5b, 4:127)

5.4. Consideration

Consideration means whether ones inputs are being noticed
and seriously considered. There are particularly two factors
relating to how inputs are being processed that are evaluated
by the local inhabitants; namely whether issues/questions are
answered/processed properly and whether inputs are acknowl-
edged in one way  or another. Some said they experienced that
questions asked in meetings were not thoroughly answered (Syd-
vestlinken). Another informant said that they were told that what
they wanted assessed would be assessed, only to experience that
this was not done – at least not thoroughly enough according to the
informant.

As for the acknowledgement of inputs, perceptions of this is
somewhat divided. Some felt they had a good dialogue with the pro-
ponent, and that their inputs had been taken seriously, even to the
extent that routings had been adjusted. In contrast, several exam-
ples are brought forward – especially from the UK – of informants
not finding their inputs/views present in the subsequent authori-
ties’ official project documents. Moreover, the reasons for rejecting
inputs are by some perceived to be unsatisfactory. One Norwegian
informant perceived his input to be overlooked as the rejection did
not target the actual issue at stake:

“The working group [a teamwork probably set up at a meeting]
had much common sense, and actually some competence. And we used
some hours to get familiar with it. So I believe it was  a certain quality on
what we  delivered [the inputs given]. And when you see that they don’t

care about arguments or even reason with something else. . .or just
ignore, then I think it’s pretty arrogant. Because they could have spent
some time to explain how we  have counted wrong or what we had
considered wrongly, or that it was  amateurish or whatever... But I don’t
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hink simply neglecting it was an especially ok signal. (Sydvestlinken
, 5:126)

To receive an adequate, polite response, irrespective of whether
he input has a genuine influence on the project decision, is there-
ore seen as important and a value in itself, also because it is an
ndication whether local inhabitants and stakeholders are treated
s ‘equals’. Moreover, some UK informants expressed dissatisfac-
ion with only receiving a confirmation that the letter was received,
lthough no answers to the input were given. Hence, the inputs
ere seen as not being taken notice of and something done merely

o comply with concessionary legislation, as illustrated by this
nformant;

“I don’t think anybody’s had a reply and I don’t think they’re taking
ny notice they were just going through the motions just to be seen to be

 . ..  Doing what they’re supposed- and they can say “We’ve consulted
ith the people of Portbury [name of place – Hinkley Point C 3]” I’m

orry but in your book what does consultation mean? Isn’t it a two-way
hing?” (Portbury/ Hinkley Point C 3, 8:102).

.5. Logic

The importance of logical and justifiable reasons for what is pro-
osed (for instance that there is actually a “need”) is also evident in
ur material. Even though many accept and understand the need for
he respective projects, some respondents said that it would have
een easier to accept outcomes if they had known more about why
pecific decisions for instance on routing were taken or why the
roject is important. This obviously relates to information. When

t comes to logic it is also questioned whether there actually is a
eed for the line. Some thought the need is more rooted in the grid
ompany’s and the electricity producers’ need for profit rather than

 need for the electricity itself. For instance, in the Sydvestlinken
ase it was uttered that the export of electricity to Sweden would
esult in a “double whammy” – higher electricity prices in Norway
s well as visual damages stemming from the construction of the
rid.

Another issue brought forward in various ways relates to
SO/authorities’ arguments for specific decisions. Argument alter-
ation is one aspect pointed out. Informants experienced that when
hey had confronted a perceived weakness in an argumentation,
his criticism was not accounted for, but to the contrary, replaced
y another statement. One example is informants – after inquiring
he contractor – refuting a TSO argument about subsea cable delay-
ng the process only to find the TSO changing their argumentation
o the political process being slow.

Another example is when an argument is used to legitimate a
pecific part of the route, while the same argument is ignored or
nvalid for other parts of the route. This was perceived to be the
ase when concern for an old coniferous forest was said to be the
eason for avoiding the line going through an area (desired and
uggested by the informants). Informants questioned this logic as

 transformer station would be placed in the same area:
“When they are giving a statement, and they then say it can’t go

hrough the combination route [local name of one of the suggested
outing alternatives] because it runs through old coniferous forest. And
e then point out that they have placed a transformer station in the

ame area. Right? You start to wonder. . .”  (Ørskog-Sogndal, 2:268)
Additionally it is also perceived unfair in the case were the HVPL

ill go through a nature reserve, which is the strictest area protec-
ion category in Norway. Respondents found little logic in this, and
lso points to examples were landowners have restrictions on their

and use (e.g., prohibited to cut trees), while such restrictions obvi-
usly not apply to the TSO/government as they can go about and
ecided that the HVPL should go through the same area. In this case

t was also questioned what kind of signal placing the line in a pro-
licy 48 (2015) 299–308

tected area actually gives to the public – namely that environmental
issues are not that important.

5.6. Influence

An overarching concern among the informants was the aspect of
influence. This was a recurring subject expressed in different ways
throughout all focus groups, with clear linkages to other themes
presented and discussed. A key finding from both countries is a
significant perception of the outcome already being decided prior
to the public being engaged. The public engagement exercises are
often perceived as public relations exercises to comply with conces-
sionary legislation. Several expressions and metaphors are used to
describe this, such as a ‘play’, a ‘theatre’, a ‘public relations exercise’,
a ‘fait accompli’, ‘lip service’, or a ‘paper exercise’. One Norwegian
informant describes his experiences as a ‘train ride’ to a predestined
destination:

“And you. . .you’re invited to meetings, and they tell you that noth-
ing is decided, it’s only at the planning stage. It’s a machine! The
locomotive has started, and it follows the tracks. Woof! And then there’s
a few stations along the road, and you. . .they run past, but. . .they are
obliged to do things along the route. So I. . .yes, you could say I felt very
helpless.” (Sydvestlinken 2, 5:90)

A common perception in both the Norwegian and UK cases is
that the inputs are being registered and processed by the spon-
sors, and thus just following procedural rules. However, the inputs
are seen to have very limited effect. One Norwegian informant
explained this feeling of powerlessness in this way;

«We  receive some information, we get the chance to give an input,
and then it’ll be treated in the Ministry and Agency and all this that
has address Oslo. And when it is treated there, then it has left us, then
it is over. And the next thing to do is to put chains on [civil obedience] if
you’re especially interested. I don’t trust Statnett or others that have an
outcome responsibility thinking about what’s important for me. You
get much too distanced. (Sydvestlinken 3, 6:86)

A third aspect is what some informants in both countries see as
a ‘divide and conquer’ strategy employed by the TSO, for instance
when proposing different route alternatives. The TSO is perceived
as having decided beforehand what route to favour, but present
other alternatives so that the affected communities – instead of
fighting overall against the proposed project – divide themselves
and fight against the route that is affecting them the most;

“. . .it’s the old tactic of divide and conquer, as you say, if you say
there’s route A or there’s route B, people on route A are saying well
go for route B and people on route B are saying go for route A and
developer will say well there’s no overall objection, nobodies objecting
to the actual project so we’ll carry on” (Nailsea2/ Hinkley Point C 2b,
7:108)

This practice is seen as dividing local communities and at the
same time making sure that the TSOs preferred solution is imple-
mented.

Seen in the light of these experiences, some stakeholders felt
other ways of influencing the project outcome, such as working
towards journalists and the media, as well as lobbying against
politicians, could be more effective way of achieving their objec-
tives. This was a viewpoint found in both the UK case studies, and
expressed by landowners and other participants alike. This is a
strategy that also was used by several key stakeholders in Norway
in the Hardanger powerline conflict (see Ruud et al., 2011).

6. Discussion
Seen from the view of the local inhabitants, the data analysed
in this article reveal a number of challenges and shortcomings in
terms of achieving a just and fair planning process for hV trans-
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ission power-lines in Norway and the UK. Interestingly, there
s much coherence in opinions across both countries and among
he four cases. It is also worth noting that the one Norwegian grid
roject that was dropped (after notification), received responses
imilar to the other cases, whereas one could expect this process to
e somewhat more positively assessed (c.f. Gross 2007). Moreover,
he present findings are in accordance with the perceptions of the
eneral publics in the two countries: Grid planning processes are
onsidered to be expert-, top-down driven processes with limited
pportunities for local inhabitants to influence the outcome (Aas
t al., 2014; Devine-Wright et al., 2010).

Former research has suggested that people’s willingness to
ccept outcomes increases as long as they perceive the decision-
aking process as fair (Tyler, 2000; Gross, 2007; Lind and Tyler,

988). Given this major finding across different cases, there is a
lear risk that unfair processes can lead to damaged relationships
nd divided communities (Gross 2007). The rather unison call for
mproved and more just processes are also in line with previous
ndings in procedural justice research on other hV transmission
etworks (Ciupuliga and Cuppen, 2013); other types of energy

nfrastructure. i.e., wind farms, see Gross (2007), as well as on
ther planning processes regarding land use policies (Smith and
cDonough, 2001). All studies report insufficiencies in terms of

roviding information and good representation from all affected
takeholders and inhabitant in local communities.

Employing different analytical categories related to procedu-
al justice stand out as a fruitful way of analysing the data from
he Norwegian and UK cases. In addition to capture different
spects or dimensions of procedural justice, important inter-
ependencies between these dimensions can also be observed.
rominent connections can be found between ‘information’ and

representativeness’, ‘voice’ and ‘influence’. One could claim that
nformation forms the basis on which local inhabitants act in
elation to the process, and that the lack of differentiated infor-

ation clearly affects the ways different inhabitants can perceive
hat they are fairly represented, have a fair chance of being heard
‘voice’), and – thereby – actually influence on the process and its
utcome.

Given the essential role of information, it is important to
cknowledge that the views and perceptions of the informants
ight also be based on misconceptions, or lack of knowledge of

egal demands and formal procedures. Some think information
s too short and simple, while others find it too complex and
ominated by technical ‘jargon’. Such communicative challenges

mply the importance of aiming at adapted information, tailored to
he presumptions of the local inhabitants and stakeholders, when
esigning public engagement efforts. Local inhabitants often have
ifferent qualifications to interpret or understand the information
rovided, and thereby also different prerequisites for demand-

ng more information in order to participate more actively in the
rocess. The way the inhabitants’ opinions are being heard and
rocessed can also be seen as closely connected to the notion of

recognition justice’ (c.f. Heffron and McCauley, 2014).
In sum, the data from the case studies also bring forward a range

f suggestions which can serve as inputs for improved involve-
ent of local inhabitants in grid development projects, and thereby

mproved processes. Proper information is the fundament on which
uch of the process is based. Although much of the positive eval-

ations observed in the material was related to information, one
an discern suggestions for improvements from these case studies.
ne is the need to make more efforts in order to actually ensure that
ppropriate information is received and understood at key stages

n the process. Second, it is important to provide information with
ifferent levels of complexity tailored to different needs of different
roups and individuals, with different qualifications and premises
o engage.
licy 48 (2015) 299–308 307

In terms of ‘representation’, it is pertinent that the developer
and/or the decision-maker facilitate processes where all interests
are ‘seen’ and treated as equally as possible. In cases where some
stakeholders are receiving more information and given more (‘bet-
ter’) opportunities to consult or discuss with the developer due
to legal demands (for instance landowners of areas where grids
and pylons might be placed), this could be better explained, since
‘unequal’ treatment might trigger divisions in local communities
(Gross, 2007). Use of modern digital media could also ease reach-
ing out to as many as possible, as well as provision of information
of different character and targeting specific groups. How the devel-
oper or the decision-maker consider inputs and suggestions from
the public – including how such considerations are made visible
– is another critical area. There are many examples across the
cases where informants report of standardized mass-responses or
negligence, often leaving local publics with a feeling of inferior-
ity. Critical comments regarding lack of logic in terms of how the
developer reason and legitimate its proposals underlines the need
for planning processes that are coherent, especially in terms of
needs, and technical and economic premises (for instance national
and regional grid system plans, different development projects and
sections of a specific process).

Overall, the ultimate issue is whether the local public involved
in the engagement processes perceive the exercise as being con-
ducted with a serious intent to collect the views of the affected
population and to act on those views (Rowe and Frewer, 2005; 262).
Our findings here can be read as quite harsh for the grid develop-
ers and decision-making authorities: The major feature of the local
inhabitants’ perceptions in the present data, is the understanding
of the processes as compulsory exercises, undertaken more of duty
and less with a goal to involve and listen to local publics. Therefore,
the present data reveal a gap between official goals of transmission
line planning processes that takes the aim of local engagement seri-
ously (c.f. e.g. Statnett, 2013), and what is actually experienced and
perceived in concrete cases.

Clearly, being a fair project leader (developer) is a huge chal-
lenge (Smith and McDonough, 2001). A more differentiated and
thorough public engagement exercised with more adapted infor-
mation might demand larger budgets and more personnel, at least
in the early stages. On the other hand, allocation of more personnel
in the planning process might result in a less conflicting process
which takes less time, leading to no net increase in the costs. The
critique emerging from the local inhabitants through the data in
this study might also be met  with a careful consideration of what
attitudes and expectations the developer (from leaders to employ-
ees) are bringing forward to a planning process. This can also be
seen as a question of trust from the local inhabitants’ perspective
towards the developer, and thereby a way of approaching a local
perception of more just processes.

An interesting example from the research literature, briefly
mentioned above, is the case of a French–Spanish interconnec-
tion transmission line. Here an independent and neutral body
(National Public Debate Commission) was employed as a facilita-
tor (Ciupuliga and Cuppen, 2013). Such an alternative approach to
public engagement processes is highly relevant in the present per-
spective. A similar approach has been employed in the UK, where
local community representatives have participated in a deliberative
workshop lead by an academic institution, as a way  of facilitat-
ing the process (Cotton and Devine-Wright 2013). In addition, the
structure of these workshops – with a focus on deliberation and dia-
logue, can be conducive to fairer processes, seen in the light of the
findings in this study. More knowledge and practical experiences

from alternative processes, is therefore also needed – in addition
to more research on what mechanisms and efforts contribute to
better participatory process, where and when. This knowledge will
contribute to a broader understanding of procedural justice as an
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mportant dimension of the wider energy justice research field,
hich is of crucial importance for the further de-carbonization of

he European energy system.
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