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While the U.S. energy portfolio increasingly includes renewables, social acceptance of 

such technologies can pose an important challenge for developers. Using survey data 

from a random sample of nearby households (n=524), content analysis of coverage in 

local newspapers, and interviews with various stakeholders (n=14), I explore local social 

acceptance of wind farms in two California counties that have experienced several large-

scale developments in the last decade (Contra Costa and Solano). There is nation-wide 

controversy surrounding an extension of a Golden Eagle take-permit (kill tag) granted to 

Solano County wind developers. Unlike previous studies that describe tense battles 

between impacted communities and developers, wind farms in these two counties 

engendered minimal local opposition. I show a case where urban growth restrictions 



	  

influenced successful large-scale wind development. These growth restrictions led to 

considerable geographic distance between Solano County cities and the wind 

development. The only local controversy I found came from the Travis Air Force base in 

Solano County, which imposed three separate moratoriums on wind development due to 

incompatibility with their operative mission. I use the concepts of distributional and 

procedural justice to show how the wind developers and landowners worked with the 

community. The interviews and surveys show evidence of local acceptance of wind 

development, and suggest that individuals in the county perceive wind development as a 

positive aspect of their community. This work provides important insights for 

government officials and energy developers in terms of effective strategies for renewable 

energy development.  
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Introduction 

Solano County serves as an example of a wind farm that had minimal local opposition 

concurrently with national opposition. While wind development in Solano County is 

wrapped up in nation-wide controversy over the implementation of a 30-year extension 

to the Golden Eagle take permit (kill tag), I show that there is little evidence of local 

controversy surrounding the wind development. Using interviews in Solano County and 

a survey from Solano County and Contra Costa County, I examine the reasons behind 

the acceptance of wind development in Solano County, CA. over the past 20 years. 

Solano County is not new to wind development, with more than 1000 MW of wind 

energy operational and 1200 MW more proposed.  

Since 1990, renewable energy has increased from less than 1% to 13% of the total US 

energy portfolio (Enerdata 2014). Despite increased levels of development of renewable 

energy and widespread public support for renewable energy and green growth, proposals 

to site wind development still often face local opposition (Baxter, Morzaria, and Hirsch 

2013; Kontogianni et al. 2014; McAdam and Boudet 2012; Thayer and Freeman 1987). 

Many studies of recent attempts to site wind energy focus on the contested nature of the 

planning, permitting, and siting processes. While local opposition is frequently looked at 

with the pejorative of NIMBY (Not In My BackYard), the reasons that a community 

may choose to decline to have energy development are complex. Some of factors that 

lead to opposition or support of a wind development project are well studied in the wind 

siting literature, such as the distribution of costs and benefits of the development and the 

fairness of the siting process.  

The decision of where to place energy infrastructure can unfairly target vulnerable 

populations, and can lead to communities feeling excluded from the major decisions 

(Hall, Ashworth, and Devine-Wright 2013). This elicits questions of equity and justice 

surrounding wind development. The wind siting literature speaks at length about the 

distributional and procedural justice of the wind siting process. Equity, or distributional 

justice, comes up in terms of who is impacted by the development and who profits. Wind 
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turbines are highly visible and are frequently built on private land, where the 

landowners have profitable lease agreements with developers, while their neighbors and 

surrounding communities may not receive tangible benefits (Baxter et al. 2013).  Even if 

the community does receive financial benefits, some consider financial benefits for 

infrastructure to be akin to a bribe (Bell, Gray, and Haggett 2005; Devine-wright 2013; 

Sühlsen and Hisschemöller 2014; Walker 1995). Procedural Justice comes up in terms of 

extent of public participation in the decisions leading up to and surrounding the siting 

and building processes. Communities that feel marginalized or ignored have a wind 

siting process with low levels of procedural justice, and can resent or oppose the 

proposed wind development. The fairness of the siting process is especially noticeable in 

areas where siting decisions have been made by a decision making body outside of the 

community (Ottinger, Hargrave, and Hopson 2014). 

There are considerable gaps in the energy siting literature surrounding wind 

development when looking at successful projects with little to no community opposition, 

and I address that gap by evaluating the wind development in Solano County. I look at 

perceptions of the siting process from a local perspective to assess the inclusiveness and 

fairness of the siting process. I seek to find out what policies have historically affected 

wind development in Solano County, and to discover if community members feel that 

the siting process for the wind development had high levels of procedural and 

distributional justice. 

The first topic that I discuss is the wind siting literature. I will review the concepts of 

distributional justice and procedural justice by providing summaries of published works 

on these topics. Then I provide a thorough background of Solano County including 

factors that influenced wind development in the past. After the background, I detail the 

methods used to answer the above questions, and then I discuss the results of the 

interview and survey data.  
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Literature Review 

Opposition to renewable energy infrastructure is well studied. For wind development, 

there are three primary concepts that concern equity. The first of these concepts is 

distributional justice, which describes the distribution of costs and benefits of the 

development. High levels of distributional justice indicate that the benefits of the energy 

source and the externalities are fairly distributed across individuals and groups. The 

second and the third concepts, procedural justice and democratic deficits, both surround 

the siting process and the ways in which representation of stakeholders affects a project. 

Democratic deficits are a specific occurrence of procedural justice where one high-

powered stakeholder influences a project regardless of the involvement of the 

community. High procedural justice indicates that there are little to no democratic 

deficits, and visa versa. I treat democratic deficits as being a subset of procedural justice. 

The three concepts of distributional justice, procedural justice, and democratic deficits 

are useful in explaining the factors that influence local opinions of wind development. 

Distributional Justice 

Distributional justice focuses on costs and benefits. It is a collection of all of the positive 

and negative aspects of a wind facility. Benefits of wind energy include financial 

benefits for landowners and the community, adherence to policies mandating a diverse 

energy portfolio, and renewable energy. Some of the costs of wind energy include visual 

blight, industrialization of landscapes, decreased comfort for landowners, and bird and 

bat mortality. I am going to address financial benefits for individuals and communities, 

industrialization of landscapes, and bird and bath mortality in the context of 

distributional justice.  

The financial benefits of wind energy to local landowners cannot be understated. One 

common way for wind developers to get land on which to develop is to lease land from 

local landowners (Groth and Vogt 2014). These arrangements benefit two parties: the 

landowner and the developer (Point Impact Analysis 2011). Distributional justice is 

decreased affected when only the landowner receives financial benefits and the 
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community is negatively impacted (Kahn et al. 2000). These impacts include visual 

blight, sound concerns, worry about bird deaths, and love of historic landscapes (Cohen, 

Reichl, and Schmidthaler 2013). Community members who are impacted by the turbines 

but receive no direct benefits often bring up their concerns at public forums and 

community meeting. In some circumstances, wind developers may offer a compensation 

package to the community at large. While this may increase distributional justice by 

giving some recompense for the costs of wind energy, the direct financial benefits from 

developer to those affected can be considered to be a form of bribery (Baxter et al. 2013; 

Bell et al. 2005; Devine-wright 2013; Sühlsen and Hisschemöller 2014; Walker 1995; 

Wilding 2012). This feeling that compensation is bribery is especially pronounced if the 

compensation is offered after the community has expressed opposition (Bell et al. 2005).  

The issue is a lack of fairness regarding the impacts of the project, both positive and 

negative (Cass and Walker 2009; Hall et al. 2013).  

There are other aspects of distributional justice that do not focus on financial costs and 

benefits. “Not in my Back Yard” (NIMBY) arguments focus on the size of the proposed 

facility, negative externalities, and can be exacerbated by lack of communication and 

coordination between the energy developer and the affected community (Cass and 

Walker 2009; Wu, Zhai, and Li 2014). Cass and Walker (2009) focus on the emotional 

connection of a landscape and tie the loss of a special geographic location to be a form 

of distributional justice. They write off NIMBY arguments as being pejorative and 

instead suggest using the term “place attachment” (Cass and Walker 2009).  

Wind energy does not only affect the human inhabitants of a community. Birds and bats 

are especially affected by wind turbines as they flyways are impacts, their breeding 

habits are disrupted, and their habitats are changed (Huso and Dalthorp 2014; Loss, Will, 

and Marra 2013; Miller et al. 2014; Smallwood, Thelander, and Shawn 2014; Sovacool 

2010). Bird and bat deaths from wind turbine impacts are talked about frequently in the 

media, and have been studied at length in scientific literature. Researchers have found 

that the direct impact is very difficult to measure (Huso and Dalthorp 2014), and that 
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upgrades in turbines may not help reduce mortality to the extent maintained by wind 

developers (Loss et al. 2013). However, some research indicates that siting individual 

turbines with bird mortality in mind may decrease fatalities (Miller et al. 2014).  

Maintaining distributional justice is important for developers to be able to build 

renewable energy without community opposition. Bird and bat mortality is addressed in 

a multitude of studies, and techniques for improving modeling techniques seek to 

decrease the negative impacts of wind energy on the affected species. Place attachment 

decreases distributional justice, as do other aesthetic impacts of wind energy. Finally, the 

financial benefits of wind energy both increases distributional justice and can be said to 

decrease procedural justice if it is seen as a bribe to the community.  

Procedural Justice and Democratic Deficits 

Procedural justice refers to the inclusion of all interest groups in the siting and 

construction of a wind development (Agterbosch, Meertens, and Vermeulen 2009; Cass 

and Walker 2009; Hall et al. 2013). Democratic deficits are when a vocal minority 

controls the outcome (Bell et al. 2005; Bell, Gray, and Haggett 2013). Procedural justice 

and democratic deficits have positive and negative relationships with successful projects, 

respectively. Using case studies of energy distributors and private investors in the 

Netherlands, Agterbosch et al. (Agterbosch et al. 2009) illustrate how public opinion can 

affect the trajectory of a wind proposal. Negativity can arise from NIMBY attitudes or 

from policy structures wherein every decision opens the door for protest (Devine-wright 

2013; Ong et al. 2013; Ottinger et al. 2014; Walker 1995). Agterbosch et al. (2009) find 

that policies designed for smooth energy siting can be rendered ineffectual by 

community opposition. They also claimed that the inverse was true. Their result is that a 

siting process is more likely to result in a successful project if it has high procedural 

justice.  

Cass and Walker (2009) conducted interviews about emotions and activism in the siting 

process and alleged that an environment where a community feels included during the 
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siting process decreases local opposition and encourages individuals to engage more 

rationally (Cass and Walker 2009). They focused on land use and landscape concerns, 

including industrialization and visual blight, and studied how open communication and 

fair forums can help reduce “scaremongering” by oppositional groups. Hall et al. (2013) 

used interviews to establish how community engagement and democratic decisions 

increase procedural justice. The study indicated that open communication in a public 

forum increased transparency, honesty, and encouraged the dispersion of unbiased 

information (Hall et al. 2013). They also found evidence suggesting that not only do all 

stakeholders need to be involved in the decision-making processes, but the community 

needs to form long-term relationships with energy developers. Similarly to what 

Agterbosch et al. (2009) found, Hall et al. (2013) found that very small minorities can 

disrupt strong policy. 

Bell et al. considered cases with high democratic deficits, such as when a small 

oppositional group decides the outcome or when a small minority has unfair influence. 

Democratic deficits are present when small minorities, such as landowners, influence 

siting and permitting and overrule the community (Agterbosch et al. 2009; Batel, 

Devine-Wright, and Tangeland 2013; Bell et al. 2005; Mulvaney, Woodson, and 

Prokopy 2013). They explain this process as being the result of a “social gap”. Their 

survey saw high community support for projects that had failed because of small 

oppositional groups. The social gap was explained by the idea of “qualified support” 

where the supporters only accept wind energy if certain conditions have been fulfilled 

(Bell et al. 2005). Lima et al. describe a number of ways that developers can overcome 

the barriers presented by a community by decreasing democratic deficits. These include 

getting the community and local stakeholders involved in the project before any major 

decisions have been made (Lima, Ferreira, and Vieira 2013). In an update to their earlier 

paper, Bell et al. (2013) include the idea that democratic deficits can be aggravated by 

differences in power.  
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Power to disrupt a project can be in the hands of a single person, such as was shown in 

the Netherlands watchdog group now known as the WaddenVereninging (WV) (Bell et 

al. 2013). The WV sprung up after a 16-year old challenged the proposed location for an 

infrastructure project. Not only did the WV oppose the project, but they got valuable 

experience opposing planning committees and they became well-trained in moving 

proposed projects to different communities (Wolsink 2012).  While the WV took the 

official route to opposition, Holtz (2013) reported that farmers in Ontario were being 

threatened that “any farmer’s field with a wind turbine would be subject to having 

foreign materials placed in the crops that would seriously damage harvesting equipment” 

(Holtz 2013). Small groups having a big impact on a wind development can lead to the 

development being postponed or cancelled altogether.  

Another example of a small group seeking to disrupt a project can be seen in the Cape 

Wind project off of Nantucket Sound, Massachusetts (Kempton et al. 2005). Attempts to 

successfully begin construction on the Cape Wind offshore wind project have been 

repeatedly brought into litigation by the Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound, a minority 

opposition group. Kempton et al. (2005) interviewed local respondents and found that 

the community was in favor of the wind development, but the Alliance to Protect 

Nantucket Sound had spend millions of dollars blocking the development (Firestone, 

Kempton, and Krueger 2009; Kempton et al. 2005). This opposition seems to follows a 

trend where people who consider themselves to be environmentalists oppose wind 

development, regardless of the environmental benefits of renewable energy.   

The issues of distributional justice, procedural justice, and democratic deficits describe 

many of the challenges that face developers of wind farms. Developers may wish to 

include all stakeholders at an early point in the planning in order to fairly represent the 

community interest, and must also be aware that vocal minorities may not represent the 

community at large. The next section of this paper explores the study case, and explains 

why this case was chosen as an example of a wind development with high procedural 

and distributional justice, and visible democratic deficits. 
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Background: Case Selection 

Solano County was selected as part of a larger project examining community response to 

wind energy siting in the Western United States. The sampling frame consisted of 

counties with proposed wind developments of 50 MW or more. Solano County is of 

particular interest because of the installed wind capacity (1000 MW already constructed, 

1200 MW proposed) and nationwide interest in the controversy surrounding the 

extension of Eagle take (kill) permits from 5 to 30 years in Solano County’s wind 

resource area. 

Table 1. Wind development in Solano County 

Name Turbines Rating MW Acre

s 

Status 
enXco V 314 100 kW 31 2,539 Operating since 1989 
High Winds 90 1.8 MW 162   Operating since 2003 
Solano Wind 5 7 MW 102 2,700 Operating since 2004 
enXco V Repower 6 1.5 MW 9 2,642 Operating since 2006 
Shiloh I 100 1.5 MW 150 6,209 Operating since 2006 
Shiloh II 75 2.0 MW 150 6,100 Operating since 2008 
Montezuma I 16 2.3 MW 37 5,827 Operating since 2010 
Shiloh III 50 2.0 MW 100 4,500 Operating since 2010 
Montezuma II 34 2.3 MW 78.2 1,466 Operating since 2011 
Shiloh IV 50 2.0 MW 100 3,100 Operating since 2012 
Total 787   919.2     
Proposed           
enXco C Decom. 

Phase II 

-234 -0.1 MW -23.4 -

2,160 

Decommissioned 

2012 Total -234   -23.4     
Speculative           
PG&E Colinsville 13   30   Cancelled 
enXco V decom. 

Phase III 

-85 0.1 MW -8.5 -401 Possible 2015 
Montezuma Zephyr 43 2.3 MW 98.9   On hold 
Total -29   120.4     
Projected Total 1001   2055.8     
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Solano County is located in the San Francisco Bay Area, extending almost all the way 

to Sacramento. The county is relatively densely populated with 503 people per square 

mile, which is more than double California’s density, which has 239.1 people per square 

mile (U.S. Census Bureau 2014). The high population density is in pary the result of a 

policy passed in 1984, known colloquially as the Orderly Growth Initiative (Solano 

County 2006). The Orderly Growth Initiative restricted growth in Solano County, 

mandating that future growth occur inside one of the 7 already established 

municipalities, leaving 73 percent of the county to agriculture (Greenbelt Alliance 2014). 

The Orderly Growth Initiative protected agricultural land by restricting growth, setting a 

minimum parcel size of 160 acres for land purchase outside of a municipality (Solano 

County 2006). The Orderly Growth Initiative was renewed again in 2008 with about 70 

percent of the vote.  

Solano County also has a long history of energy development. Oil was first discovered in 

Solano County in 1909, and natural gas development began in 1911 (California 

Department of Conservation 2008). Table 2 shows the timelines of energy relevant 

county developments in the county.  

 

Table 2. Timeline of events in Solano County 

Year Event 
1936 Natural Gas discovered in Solano County 
1980 Solano County general plan update keeps urban growth in municipalities 
1984 Orderly Growth Initiative enacted: limits growth in agricultural areas in Solano 

County 1989 Wind Development begins in Solano with enXco V 
1992 Production Tax Credit enacted (federal incentive to encourage wind energy) 
1994 Orderly Growth Initiative passed in Solano County 
2002 California adopts Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS), SB 1078, 20% by 2017 
2006 California accelerates RPS requirements SB 107, 20% by 2010 
2006 Turbines identified as cause of radar issue 
2007 Moratorium on Wind in Solano County 
2008 Orderly Growth Initiative extended 
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Year Event 
2011 California expands RPS, SB, 33% by 2020 
2013 Production Tax Credit Expires 
2013 Moratorium on Wind and Solar in Solano County for 1 year 
2014 Moratorium on Wind in Solano County extended for 1 year 
2014 Programmatic Eagle take-permit issued to EDF Renewable Energy 

 

While agriculture is a large player in Solano county, the biggest economic player is 

Travis Air Force Base, with $1.6 billion dollars added to the county annually (United 

States Government 2013). The wind development is built on agricultural land, and the 

air force base is nearby.  The gross value of agricultural production in Solano is about 

$300 million annually (County Administrators Office 2011), and the entire economic 

contribution including related businesses amounts to $1.3 billion annually (Solano 

County Agricultural Department 2014).  

Solano County’s wind development is in the Montezuma Hills region of Solano County, 

south of Fairfield and close to the city of Rio Vista, and most of the construction 

happened between 2008 and 2014. Figure 1 shows the 10 Solano County wind 

developments, their boundaries, and their sizes. Highway 12 is the northern border, and 

while it is not labeled, the Air Force Base controls the land directly north of the 

Highway. The wind development companies have leases extending north of Highway 

12, but do not have air force permission to construction turbines on that land.  
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Figure 1. Map of wind development in Solano County by developer 

 

While the nearby Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area suffers from constant local and 

national opposition on issues of avian mortality (Cruz et al. 1995; Smallwood et al. 

2007, 2014); and aesthetics (Thayer and Freeman 1987), Solano County has not been 

studied to the same extend. The next section shows the methodology used to evaluate 

opposition in Solano County.  

Methods 

For the mixed-methods analysis, the interview data is treated as the full study, and the 

survey is used as a supplement that is intended to support the themes that emerged 

during the analysis of the interview data. This methodology is recommended in the 

SAGE Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social & Behavioral Research (Tashakkori and 

Teddlie 2010).  The interview respondents were selected after a search using a 
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newspaper pulled using America’s Newsbank with search terms including “wind 

farm,” “wind energy,” “wind power,” “wind turbine,” “wind park,” and “windmill.” The 

newspaper provided a timeline and narrative to events surrounding wind development in 

the county. The process then involved coding approximately 149 newspaper articles with 

the purpose of identifying potential interview candidates (Boyatzis 1998).  The Solano 

County newspaper used was the Vacaville Reporter, and the articles ranged from 2005 to 

2013. Projects, people, and agencies were coded, along with frequency of mention in the 

article and opinion of the wind project (for, neutral, against, don’t know). The interview 

respondents included environmental advocacy groups, policy-makers such as county 

commissioners, consultants, landowners with wind turbines on their property, 

representatives from other local infrastructure, and wind energy developers. The 

individuals were chosen in an attempt to capture the “complex, multidimensional nature 

of forces shaping public perception” (Devine-wright 2013).   

 Thirty-one individuals were contacted for interviews and 22 responded to the initial 

contact (71% response rate). Interviews occurred with 14 respondents for a final 

interview rate of 45%, six of the seven that were not interviewed referred others for 

interviewing (n=6) and one was a last-minute cancellation on the day of the interview. 

The interview respondents represented local landowners, policy makers, experts, and the 

military. The full list of interview respondents is located in Appendix A. There were 11 

individuals that reported being in support of the wind development from day one, and 

three that were opposed during the siting process. Two were from the energy industry, 5 

from government, and 4 were landowners with turbines on or in close proximity to their 

land. A local environmental advocate, a military representative, and an avian mortality 

researcher were interviewed as well. All interviews used an identical interview protocol 

(Appendix A). The semi-structured interviews focused on supporting the narrative 

created from the newspaper. The interview respondents were asked to provide a history 

of wind energy in the area, their role in it, and were asked questions that relate to 
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distributional and procedural justice. The interviews ranged from 30 minutes to 4 

hours long, and the average interview time was one hour.  

The interview analysis consisted of a round of open coding followed by a round of 

closed coding. The open coding consisted of listening to the interviews and making time 

stamps by the concepts of policies, organizations, avian mortality, etc. and flagging them 

if the respondent was positive or negative about the concept. The closed coding 

consisted of placing the coded time stamps into their theoretical frames of procedural 

justice, democratic deficits, and distributional justice, and aggregating (Boyatzis 1998). 

The full list of thematic codes is available in Table 6.  

The interview data is supported by a 2013 survey of Solano County residents regarding 

their opinions of and knowledge about wind energy. The combination of interviews and 

surveys led to an understanding of the reasons behind the success of wind development 

in Solano County and in Contra Costa County, which is impacted by the turbines as well. 

Data were collected using a mailed survey sent to random samples of 1,200 households 

in Solano County, California and Solano County, California during the winter of 2013. 

A commercial research company that uses the U.S. Postal Service’s Computerized 

Delivery Sequence File (CDS) with access to over 125 million residential addresses 

supplied the sample. A modified version of Dillman’s Tailored Design Method 

(Dillman, Smyth, and Christian 2014) was used in questionnaire format and multi-wave 

survey implementation.   

Three waves of mail surveys were distributed, followed by a final telephone reminder if 

necessary.  A total of 547 surveys were returned from Solano County for a response rate 

of 45.6 percent. The survey was a reimagining of The New Environmental Paradigm 

(NEP) Scale, published in The Journal of Environmental Education by R. E. Dunlap and 

K. D. Van Liere (1978). The instrument was reworded to reflect an adherence to what 

we are here calling a New Energy Paradigm. The new ecological paradigm section of the 

table 4 below is taken from a categorization from Lundmark’s 2007 interpretation of the 
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values embodied by Dunlap’s NEP (Lundmark 2007). We also wanted to gauge 

general attitudes toward wind energy, and asked a series of value-identification 

questions to categorize respondents by value systems. The questions were presented in 

the a-m order; labeled below; with a likert scale from 1-5 from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree.  

Table 3. Attitudes about wind energy 

Value Exact Question Wording Pro Wind Anti Wind 
Environmental  b. Is a danger to wildlife   X 
Economic a. Decreases property values   X 

e. Harms the local tourist industry   X 
g. Creates jobs X   
l. Provides financial benefits to the city  X   
m. Decreases my electric bill X   

Health c. Is a health hazard   X 
k. Helps reduce harmful gas emissions  X   

Aesthetics f. Is an attractive feature of the landscape  X   
i. Turbine blades create shadow flicker    X 
j. Turbines create a disturbing noise   X 

Security d. Helps reduce our dependence on oil X   
The a., b., c., etc. show the order in which the survey respondents saw the questions. 

The combination of the content analysis from Newsbank, the in-person interviews, and 

the survey data provided a rich look into the public perception of wind development in 

Solano County. The following section will detail the common themes identified during 

the interviews and support those themes with summaries of the relevant survey data.  

Table 5 compares the data from survey respondents to Solano County residents to 2013 

American Community Survey (ACS) data about Solano County residents. Survey 

respondents were older, more educated, had higher incomes, and were less liberal than 

Solano County as depicted from the American Community Survey.  
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Table 4. Survey Responses and ACS 2013 

Demographics Survey Respondents 
2013 American 
Community 
Survey 

Median Age (>25) 60 Years 45-54 Years 
Median Household Income $75,000 - $99,000 $62,066 
Female 53% 50% 
Some College or Higher 87% 65% 
Politically liberal 31% - 
Percent Voted for President Obama, 2012* - 63% 
 

Social Explorer Tables: ACS 2013 (1-Year Estimates) (SE), ACS 2013 (1-Year Estimates), 

Social Explorer; U.S. Census Bureau; *U.S. Census Bureau 2014 

 

Results and Discussion 

 

The interviews and the surveys suggest that Solano County residents are generally 

supportive of local wind development. Originally, three of the interview respondents 

were thought to be in opposition, but upon reaching the interview, it was revealed that 

two of their opinions had changed since the newspaper articles were published, and they 

became supportive of wind energy on their property (interviews 1, 2). The landowners 

enjoyed the financial benefits and the community improvements and the county officials 

frequently mentioned their pleasure with the easy siting process. The military 

representative interviewed summarized the opinions of the interview respondents: “We 

all benefit from green energy in general… The benefit is to the receivers on the energy 

grid” (interview 3). Those involved in the wind development discussions all agreed on 

economic benefits of both wind energy development and of the Travis Air Force Base 

Table 6 and Table 7 show the coded results of the interviews with respect to 

distributional justice (Table 6) and procedural justice (Table 7).  The codes are listed, as 

well as the total number of times the concept was mentioned across all interview 
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respondents, and the percent is the percent of interview respondents that mentioned 

the topic. The most common concept that emerged was that of distributional justice.  

 

Table 5. Distributional Justice themes 

Distributional Justice     

Theme Number of times 
mentioned 

Percent of Interview 
Respondents that 

mentioned the topic 

Bird Aircraft Strike Hazard 2 14% 
County Improvements 5 21% 
Fair Distribution of Costs and Benefits 6 29% 
Landowner Finances 7 29% 
Take-permits 6 36% 
Bird Death 9 64% 
Aesthetics 10 43% 
Property Taxes 14 36% 
	  

	  

Table 6. Distributional Justice themes 

Procedural Justice     

Theme Number of times 
mentioned 

Percent of Interview 
Respondents that 

mentioned the topic 

Officials Responsive 4 29%	  
Cooperative Research and 
Development Agreement 4 29%	  
Orderly Growth Initiative 5 29%	  
Technical Advisory Committee 7 36%	  
Developer Responsive 8 29%	  
Travis Air Force Base 32 71% 
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Each of the concepts had some negative and positive aspects mentioned by the 

interview respondents. As a result of having a majority of wind energy supporters, the 

factors that influence the concepts negatively were mentioned as being an unavoidable 

aspect of wind energy, but not as a reason for protest or opposition. Each of the factors 

will be addressed in the relevant conceptual section below.  

 

Distributional Justice 
	  

The interview respondents talked about the factors that influence distributional justice in 

Solano County in a positive light, and the survey indicated that the feeling was not 

limited only to the interview respondents. Figure 2 shows the interview codes as was 

depicted in Table 6. The red indicates a negative effect on distributional justice, and blue 

indicates a posite effect.  

	  

Figure 2. Interview Responses Regarding Distributional Justice 
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The financial benefits of local wind development were mentioned twenty-one times 

during the interviews. The most mentioned type of financial benefit was property taxes, 

followed by landowner finances and county improvements. There were six explicit 

mentions of a fair distribution of costs and benefits. The only other positive mention for 

distributional justice was the bird aircraft strike hazard program led by the military in 

order to decrease bird deaths near the base.  In terms of factors that negatively affect 

distributional justice, three concepts had multiple mentions: wind farm aesthetics was 

mentioned 10 times, bird deaths were mentioned 9 times, and the Golden Eagle take 

permit (kill tag) was mentioned 6 times.   

Bird death along with the programmatic Golden Eagle take-permit issued to the Shiloh 

IV wind farm in Solano County came up a total of 15 times. One landowner who was 

opposed to the development was visibly upset by the bird mortality caused by wind 

turbines:  

We have a conservation easement, and it [the land] has to be maintained as 

agriculture in perpetuity… We're right on the edge of the delta and we 

have really great birds… we've gone through considerable effort to create 

habitat on our ranch... (interview 4) 

Even the supporters of the wind development mentioned the fact that they are known to 

kill birds: “Turbines might be killing the raptors in particular... Certainly that is 

happening” (interview 3).  However, most of the respondents seemed to have the same 

response toward it as the military respondent. The Golden Eagle take-permit came up in 

almost every interview, and the company that is receiving the permit had a few words 

about it: “I think that the new Golden Eagle Take-permit program is something that all 

people want to see successful because prior…there was no way to do compesatory 

mitigation…” (interview 5, 6). Local government agreed with the idea that the take-

permit would increase fairness in the area by allowing for mitigation (interview 7). 

Distributional justice is increased in this case by supplying mitigation and tracking. 
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Property taxes for the community were a common were mentioned by 5 interviewees 

a total of 14 times. In Solano County, property tax is levied on individual wind turbines, 

leading to community benefits in addition to the leasing fees paid to the landowners. The 

interview and survey respondents indicated that the wind development brought 

economic growth to the county (interview 8). Figure 3 shows the survey responses on 

topics that fall under the umbrella of distributional justice.  

 

Figure 3. Survey responses about distributional justice 

 

Most (52%) of the survey respondents disagreed with the statement that wind energy is a 

danger to wildlife, but out of the 14 interview respondents, 9 mentioned that avian 

mortality is associated with wind turbines, but that they didn’t think that was a sufficient 

reason to discourage development. Only one of the respondents that talked about avian 

mortality felt that it was considerable and a huge problem with wind development. There 

was no consensus among survey respondents that wind development decreases property 

values. The majority (66%) of respondents disagreed with the statement that wind 

energy harms the local tourist industry. Fifty percent of respondents think that wind 
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energy creates jobs, and seventy-three percent think that wind energy provides 

financial benefits to the city. More respondents agreed with the idea that wind energy 

decreases their electric bill than disagreed. 

While initially skeptical about the benefits that local wind development would bring, 

landowners mentioned the surprising economic benefits (interview 1, 2): “There were 

years of construction that probably added a couple hundred people to the community and 

spent a lot of money…” (interview 1). The same landowner talked not only about their 

own financial benefits and the organic financial benefits to their community, but also to 

explicit gifts given by the wind developers to the community: “(The developers) donated 

$70,000 to help us build a fire department in Bird’s Landing” (interview 1). 

An aspect of distributional justice that was not a theme in the interviews but did come up 

in the survey was that of climate change. While renewable energy is frequently cited as 

being a tool for climate change mitigation, Table 8 shows that while seventy-three 

percent of those close to the wind developments in Solano County think that global 

warming is affecting the planet, sixty-four percent do not think that wind will be effective 

as a climate change mitigation tool.  
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Figure 4. Survey responses  "There is no such thing as global warming" and 
“Renewable energy will not prevent global warming” 

	  

No interview respondents mentioned feeling as though the developers had bribed them 

by giving money for their land or as a gift to their community. The survey and 

interviews suggested that the respondents thought that wind energy was good for the 

local economy. Both the interviews and the survey acknowledged that wind energy was 

associated with avian mortality. While the evidence seems to suggest that there are high 

levels of distributional justice in Solano County, more themes emerged during the 

discussion of procedural justice. Procedural justice is addressed in the next section, and 

the presence of significant democratic deficits in the area. 

 

 

10%	  
16%	  

74%	  

There	  is	  such	  a	  thing	  as	  global	  warming	  
(N=540)	  

There	  is	  such	  a	  thing	  
as	  global	  warming	  	  

Disagree	   Neutral	   Agree	  

18%	  
17%	  

64%	  

Renewable	  energy	  will	  not	  help	  prevent	  
global	  warming	  (N=537)	  

Renewable	  energy	  
will	  not	  help	  
prevent	  global	  
warming	  

Disagree	   Neutral	   Agree	  



	   22	  

Procedural Justice 
	  

In the interviews, six primary factors emerged as influencing procedural justice, and the 

survey asked four explicit questions about procedural justice. Figure 5 shows the number 

of mentions that came out during the interviews on each of the six topics. The color red 

indicates that the topic negatively affects procedural justice, and blue indicates a factor 

that increases procedural justice.  

 

	  

Figure 5. Interview Responses Regarding Procedural Justice 

 

The factor that appeared to decrease procedural justice most was the Travis Air Force 

Base, mentioned a total of 32 times throughout the 14 interviews. The remaining five 

factors increased procedural justice. The most common of the positive factors was that 
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of the responsiveness of the wind developers to requests by the community. The 

second most mentioned factor was that of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) that 

gives advice to the county and represents various stakeholders. The third most common 

factor was the 1984 Orderly Growth Initiative. While the Orderly Growth Initiative only 

came up in five conversations, interview respondents cited it as having a big impact on 

the community. 

The Orderly Growth Initiative primarily exists to protect agricultural land. Solano 

County values agriculture very highly, as is evidenced by the county planning that took 

place in the 1970s and 1980s that ended up forcing a large physical separation between 

Solano County cities and agricultural land (interview 9). This separation of agriculture 

from the community seems to have had a big influence on the apparent community 

acceptance of large-scale renewable energy. One policy maker in the area summarized 

the county priorities and how they relate to the Orderly Growth Initiative: “The 

agricultural integrity of the county was paramount and initiated the Orderly Growth 

Initiative” (interview 8).  Another policy maker said that if someone wanted to change 

the agricultural lands to residential that it would require a vote of the entire county 

(interview 10).  

The Orderly Growth Initiative increased procedural justice in the counties in two ways. 

The first is that it requires a majority vote in order to change zoning, which led to 

protecting a normally sensitive population of farmers from encroachment by suburbs. 

Secondly, it created a physical separation between residential sectors of the county and 

the wind development. This physical separation also increases distributional justice by 

decreasing the aesthetic effect of wind development on the community. The survey 

supports this, with a question asking about the wind development that asked how 

familiar residents were with the wind farm as of 2014. More than half of the survey 

respondents (58%) indicated that there were only somewhat familiar with the project, or 

not familiar. Forty-one percent of respondents said that they were either familiar or very 

familiar with the wind developments.  One landowner had a contradictory experience, 
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and recalled finding out about the project for the first time when the equipment 

showed up to begin installing the first turbine: "No one has told us about it" the 

landowner told the wind developers, and in return heard: "We're not obligated to" 

(Interview 2). 

 

Table 7. Familiarity with project now  

Familiarity with the project now  
 N Percent 

Somewhat Familiar 239 44% 
Familiar 147 27% 
Not Familiar 78 14% 
Very Familiar 77 14% 
Missing Value 6 1% 
Total 547 100% 

 

Other interview respondents learned about the construction plans for their land when the 

developers were measuring the setback distance from their fences to place turbines on 

their neighbor’s land.  The survey asked residents about their knowledge with the wind 

development through all stages of the siting process. When those who live near to the 

wind development were surveyed, one of the questions asked was to determine at what 

stage in the siting process the community was made aware of the developer intent. 

Eighty percent of individuals found out about the project either during planning (55%) or 

construction (25%).  

 

Table 8. Stage of project when informed 

First found out about local project 
 N Percent 
During Planning 301 55% 
During Construction 137 25% 
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During Operation 85 16% 
Missing Value 24 4% 
Total 547 100% 
 

How individuals find out about wind development in their area is also important. For the 

wind developments in the Montezuma hills, only two percent of respondents said that 

they found out about the wind development from the developers themselves. From the 

interviews, this seemed to be the preferred method of wind developers contacting 

potential landowners about the development to inquire about leasing. The most common 

way of finding out about the wind development was through the media, with a forty-four 

percent representation. The second most common way of finding out about the project 

was through a town hall meeting or notice. 

 

Table 9. Mode of initial information about the project 

How did you find out about the project?  
 N Percent 
From The Media 243 44% 
From A Town Hall Meeting/Notice 103 19% 
Other 90 16% 
From A Friend/Neighbor/Relative 73 13% 
From The Town's Energy Committee 15 3% 
Missing Value 13 2% 
From The Developer 10 2% 
Total 547 100% 
 

Whether the residents felt like they were kept informed contrasts with the responses 

about familiarity with the project currently. While 58 percent of survey respondents said 

that they were either not familiar or somewhat familiar with the project now, only 

twenty-two percent of respondents felt that there were no efforts to keep them informed. 
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Thirty-two percent felt that the efforts to keep them informed were below their 

expectations.  

 

Table 10. Efforts to keep respondents informed 

How were the efforts to keep you informed?  
 N Percent 
Adequate 200 37% 
Below My Expectations 175 32% 
No Efforts Were Made To Keep Us Informed 118 22% 
Superb 32 6% 
Missing Value 22 4% 
Total 547 100% 
 

The other factor that increased procedural justice in this case was the presence of a 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) from the beginning of the development. Their 

primary purpose is to collect data on wind developments and make the county aware of 

any issues (interview 10). According to one interview respondent, the TAC served an 

advisory role to the county (interview 11). The TAC contains biologists from the 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the United States Fish and Wildlife 

Services, Solano County, Wind developers, landowners, conservation organization or 

bird experts, and others. On the other hand, a member of a local environmental advocacy 

group that sits on the TAC mentioned that it might be more of a symbolic policy than a 

substantive one (interview 12). Solano County exhibited high procedural justice in the 

wind energy developments due to the presence of the TAC and the Orderly Growth 

Initiative. However, while the Orderly Growth Initiative and the Technical Advisory 

Committee increased the procedural justice in Solano County, the Travis Air Force Base 

shut down further wind development a number of times.  

Democratic deficits are when a small minority is able to have a large impact on a 

development. Democratic deficits in this community are shown through the Base 
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Relagnment and Closure Commission (BRAC), and the two moratoriums on wind 

development instated by Travis Air Force Base. The primary blocker for original turbine 

construction and future construction is the community need to protect the Travis Air 

Force Base (AFB), especially in light of the federal policy that moves to shut down 

military instillations that are no longer useful, the Base Realignment and Closure 

Commission, or BRAC (interview 3, 8). While the community in general thinks that the 

wind is good for economic development of the area, the interviewees indicated that the 

financial benefits from wind are less important than those from Travis Air Force Base 

(interview 8, 10).  

Even though the democratic deficits caused a stop in wind development, the wind 

development was sited and constructed with no democratic deficits, and the entire U.S. 

Air Force, while being a minority, is much larger than most other groups that oppose or 

support local infrastructure. The wind development progressed with the Travis Air Force 

Base, and the disagreements between the base and the developers turned into 

collaboration and increased procedural justice. Policy makers and the military interview 

respondent talked at length about a Cooperative Research and Development Agreement 

(CRADA) between developers and the air force and about the reported moratorium on 

wind development due to a radar spotting issue: “We do not want developers to expend 

resources and capital and manpower on developments that become a friction point and 

create a big fight. We'd rather engage early…”(interview 3). Travis has restricted the 

building of any new turbines twice.  

The first time, in 2008, Travis was having issues with the radar system, mistaking 

turbines for airplanes, and having blank spots where turbines were located. In the 

interests of national security, the first moratorium was enacted and all wind development 

in the area ceased until a solution could be found. Multiple interview respondents 

indicated that the Cooperative Research and Development Agreement (CRADA) 

between the developers and Travis was a reason behind the generally positive social 

conditions surrounding wind development. News reports and interviews indicated that 
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the wind turbines disrupted the accuracy of the radar, indicating that there were planes 

where there were not, and that the planes that were in the air were no longer flying.  

Interview respondents in Solano county were asked about the responsiveness of the wind 

developers to the needs of the community, and about the elected officials. The 

respondents indicated that they felt that in general, one of the reasons why Solano 

County has had such success with wind siting is the responsiveness:  “So far, the 

developers we've worked with have been very collaborative. It takes a lot of man-hours 

to do this... but it's very important...” (interview 3). Before the CRADA, Travis issued a 

moratorium against further construction of wind turbines as a result of the radar 

disruption, leading to an unacceptable situation for developers, who were leasing the 

land, and Travis, who needed a permanent solution to the radar interference.   

A policy maker talked at length about how Solano County was a leader in trying to 

collaborate with developers when there are issues and conflict: “This CRADA… It was a 

powerful first and was a leader for a lot of other places like Texas where there was wind 

development sprouting and military instillations this became a tool” (interview 8). The 

CRADA led to the moratorium being lifted, and wind development progression south of 

Highway 12. In 2013, Travis voiced more concerns about the wind development, and a 

second moratorium was issued. The second moratorium was extended again in 

September of 2014 for a second year, and was still in effect as of the time of this writing. 

The survey and the interviews revealed that the community feels that the wind 

development has high distributional justice for the community. The ideas that were 

looked at include bird deaths, economic benefits, and health hazards. The Orderly 

Growth Initiative positively affected procedural justice in the community, but the wind 

development suffered from no observed opposition to stop it except for the Travis Air 

Force base. That democratic deficit was sufficient to stop the wind development, but was 

overcome by an increase in procedural justice shown by the CRADA. 
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Conclusion 
	  

Wind development in Solano County has existed since the late 1980s, and I found 

evidence of local community opposition to the wind development. The only local 

opposition that emerged was that of the Travis Air Force Base and the moratoriums 

against the wind development. The major groups were the landowners, the elected and 

un-elected county officials, the wind developers, Travis AFB, and Friends of Swainson’s 

Hawk. The Orderly Growth Initiative was very influential in developing wind in Solano 

County. Issues of distributional justice were avoided due to the large geographic 

separation between the closest municipality and the wind development, so the usual 

NIMBY or aesthetic complaints were not seen. In addition to increasing distributional 

justice, the Orderly Growth Initiative increased procedural justice by mandating that a 

full county vote take place if the land on which the turbines are sited was to be changed 

to residential. The community was not told particularly early about the wind 

development and only about half found out about the project before construction had 

begun. The county had democratic deficits as shown by Travis Air Force base and the 

recurrent moratoriums on wind development. However, while the moratorium showed 

democratic deficits, it led to instances of very high procedural justice through the 

CRADA.  

The success of Solano County in implementing large scale wind without much 

opposition provides valuable lessons for other county authorities attempting to attract 

more wind to their area. The siting decision to keep the wind development out of sight of 

the major municipalities decreased the potential for community mobilization against the 

development, and other counties should seek to develop wind resources that are located 

away from cities. This was accomplished in Solano County through the Orderly Growth 

Initiative. Other counties have urban growth boundaries in place, and this policy sets a 

strict boundary between residential and agricultural and industrial land uses. In addition, 

a best practice utilized by Solano County was to inform the community about the 
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development early in the process. The developers also offered financial support not 

only to the landowners that leased space for the individual turbines, but also to the 

surrounding cities, funding college programs, fire stations, roads, and other 

infrastructure.  

This study is limited in a number of ways. First, the subjects were asked to speak about a 

siting and planning process that occurred starting in the 1980s. The respondents were 

asked to remember the siting experience and their responses to it after having seen the 

ultimate impact of the wind development on their community. Future research should 

look at a county that is currently in the planning, siting, or construction stage of what 

looks to be a peaceful siting process and evaluate the factors behind the community 

opinions while the issues are still fresh in the minds of the community members.   

Second, the study was undertaken as two separate studies, one qualitative and one 

quantitative. The studies were combined to address the issues of democratic deficits, 

procedural justice, and distributional justice, but the survey and interview were not 

designed specifically to measure those concepts. More research should be done to 

evaluate the factors behind the relatively peaceful wind development in Solano County. 

Third, the national news media on this county indicated that the issue of the Eagle Take 

permits would have a larger impact on the community’s opinion of wind development, 

but that was not found to be the case at the county level. Future research should look at 

the passage of the Eagle Take permit in Solano County from a state and national level, 

and measure the impact of that policy on state and national public opinion of wind 

development. Research on the Eagle Take Permit could also shed light on opposition, 

which was not covered in this essay.  

This research was funded by the grant “Climate Change Adaptation, Sustainable Energy 

and Comparative Agricultural and Rural Policy,” U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2013-

2016.  
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Appendix A. Interviews 

Table 11. Interview respondents 

Number Name Description Date Location 

1 J. Rogala Landowner 8-Jul-14 Birds Landing 

2 N/A N/A 10-Jul-14 N/A 

3 G. Gotchall Travis Air Force Base 6-Sep-14 Fairfield 

4 J. McCormack Landowner 10-Jul-14 Birds Landing 

5 R. Miller Wind Developer 9-Jul-14 San Ramon 

6 B. Sarantos Wind Developer 9-Jul-14 San Ramon 

7 J. Dunbar District Manager  9-Jul-14 Fairfield 

8 S. Person Economic Development 
Corporation 

8-Jul-14 Fairfield 

9 I. Anderson Landowner 7-Jul-14 Birds Landing 

10 S. Smallwood Biologist 10-Jul-14 Fairfield 

11 M. Reagan County Supervisor (past) 8-Jul-14 Fairfield 

12 M. Yankovich Planning Manager 8-Jul-14 Fairfield 

13 M. Bradbury Friends of Swainson's Hawk 
and TAC 

2-Sep-14 Fairfield 

14 B. Kondylis County Supervisor at Solano 
County 

2-Sep-14 Vallejo 

Interviews are numbered in the order referenced within the text. Names and affiliations 
are withheld for those participants who requested anonymity.  

	  

Questions for agency staff / city planners / county officials 

1. Please tell me about the issues that have historically driven politics in your community, 

prior to the announcement of any particular renewable energy (“wind”) projects 

(education, land use, employment, etc.). 
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a. Please list the community groups that were most active prior to the announcement of 

any particular renewable energy (“wind”) projects. 

b. What were the specific interests and concerns of each of these groups? 

c. How responsive have elected representatives / decision makers been to community 

groups in the past? Can you provide specific examples? 

2. What can you tell me about the individuals and groups that have been active during the 

siting of the recent renewable energy (“wind”) projects (environmental groups, 

businesses, neighborhood associations, unions, etc.)?  [Provide list of proposed projects 

and dates if needed.] 

a. What were the specific interests and concerns of each of these groups? 

b. How did these groups come together / form in response to the proposal (s)? 

c. How would you characterize the response of elected representatives / decision makers to 

each group’s interests? Can you provide specific examples? 

d. How would you characterize the response of the proponent (s) of the project (s) to each 

group’s interests to particular groups’ interests? Can you provide specific examples?  

e. How would you characterize the resources available to opponents of the project (s)? 

supporters of the project (s)? 

f. Have community groups been receiving support, monetary or otherwise, from outside 

the community? 

g. What were the stances of political and business leaders in the community about the 

project? Did they changed over time? Why? 

3. What forms of public participation did elected officials, proponents, and decision makers 

use during the process of siting the project (s)? 

a. What was the nature of public involvement in the planning process? 

b. What role did you play in this process? 

c. What forms of public participation were used by the elected representatives / decision 

makers during the process? By the proponent (s)? 

d. When were these participation processes implemented? 

e. Did you attend or facilitate any of these processes? 
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f. Were all interested parties fully able to express their concerns? 

g. In your opinion, were there any groups that were left out of or marginalized from these 

processes? Why or why not? 

h. What role did experts or expert knowledge play in providing comments on the project 

(s)? Can you provide specific examples?  

i. Were you or others concerned about possible conflicts between the expansion of 

renewable energy and existing state and federal environmental regulations (e.g. 

Endangered Species Act)? Can you provide specific examples?  

j. What role did the comments play in the decision making process? Can you provide 

specific examples of changes made to the plan as a result of comments received? 

4. How have community members and groups made their voices heard outside of these 

processes for participation in decision-making (ballot initiatives, letter-writing 

campaigns, protests, social media, etc.)? 

a. Have you been surprised by the community’s reaction to these proposal (s)? Why or why 

not? 

b. Did you anticipate lawsuits as a result of the siting process (es)? If so, around which 

issues? 

c. Have particular events are actions galvanized community involvement or action 

regarding the siting proposal (s)? Probe here. 

d. [If multiple projects were proposed in the county] Were any projects more controversial 

than others? If so, why? 

5. Are there any important issues related to the project (s) that we haven’t covered yet? 

Questions for Active Community Members 

1. I would first like to ask you some questions about your political involvement prior to the 

announcement of the proposed facility. 
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a. Did you attend city/county/agency meetings prior to the announcement of renewable 

energy (“wind”) projects? If so, which ones/dates? If so, please tell me about the types of 

political issues that you were most interested in.  

b. Prior to the announcement, were you involved in any community groups?  

c. Did you participate in any other political activities, outside of official meetings/hearings, 

prior to the the announcement of renewable energy (“wind”) projects? 

d. Have you run for political office? 

e. How responsive have elected representatives and business leaders been to community 

groups in the past? Can you provide specific examples? 

f. What issues have historically driven politics in the community (education, land use, 

employment, etc.)? 

2. Did you attend city/county/agency meetings about the renewable energy (“wind”) 

projects? 

a. If so, what was it about the (“wind”) issue that got you interested in attending? If not, 

why not? 

b. Did you get involved as part of a community group? Which one and why that group? 

c. What are your specific interests and concerns about the (“wind”) proposal (s)? 

d. Do you feel your voice has been heard during the process? 

e. How would you characterize the resources available to supporters and opponents the 

renewable energy (“wind”) projects? 

f. Have you (or your community group) been receiving support, monetary or otherwise, 

from outside the community? 

g. What role did experts or expert knowledge play in providing comments on the project 

(s)? Can you provide specific examples?  

h. Were you or others concerned about possible conflicts between the expansion of 

renewable energy and existing state and federal environmental regulations (e.g. 

Endangered Species Act)? Can you provide specific examples?  
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i. What are the stances of political and business leaders in the community about the 

project? Have they changed over time? Why? 

3. Have you participated in any other political activities, outside of official 

meetings/hearings organized by the city, in response to the siting proposal, including 

ballot initiatives, letter-writing campaigns, protests, etc? 

a. Have you been surprised by the community’s reaction to the siting proposal? Why or 

why not? 

b. Have particular events are actions galvanized your involvement regarding the siting 

proposal? Probe here. 

c. [If multiple projects were proposed in the county] Were any projects more controversial 

than others? If so, why? 

4. Are there any important issues related to the project (s) that we haven’t covered yet? 

Questions for Project Representatives  

1. What are the main criteria your company uses for selecting the site of a renewable 

energy (“wind”) project? 

a. How did this site (s) match up with those criteria? 

b. What sort of background information did you collect on the community prior to the 

announcement of the siting proposal? 

c. What was the initial response of influential individuals in the community to your 

proposal? Has this changed over time? 

d. What was the initial response of local citizens or groups to your proposal? Has this 

changed over time? 

2. What forms of public participation did your company use during the siting process? 

a. When were these participation processes implemented? 

b. Did you attend or facilitate any of these processes? 
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c. Were all interested parties fully able to express their concerns? 

d. Would you characterize the public input process associated with the project as fair? Why 

or why not? 

e. What role did experts or expert knowledge play in providing comments on the project 

(s)? Can you provide specific examples?  

f. Were you or others concerned about possible conflicts between the expansion of 

renewable energy and existing state and federal environmental regulations (e.g. 

Endangered Species Act)? Can you provide specific examples?  

g. What role did the comments play in the decision making process? Can you provide 

specific examples of changes made to your plans as a result of comments received? 

3. How have community members and groups made their voices heard outside of these 

processes for participation in decision making, including ballot initiatives, letter-writing 

campaigns, protests, etc? 

a. Have you been surprised by the community’s reaction to your siting proposal (s)? Why 

or why not? 

b. Do you anticipate lawsuits as a result of this siting process (es)? If so, around which 

issues? 

c. Have particular events are actions galvanized community involvement or action 

regarding your siting proposal (s)? 

d. [If multiple projects were proposed in the county] Were any projects more controversial 

than others? If so, why? 

 

4. Are there any important issues related to the project (s) that we haven’t covered yet? 
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Appendix B. California Wind Energy Survey 
SECTION 1 

In this first section of the survey we would like to ask you some general questions about 
your interest, activities, and knowledge about wind energy policy issues. Please circle the 
number that most closely represents your view. 

Q-1 In general, how well informed would you consider yourself to be concerning wind 
energy policy issues in California? 

1.  Not informed  

2. Somewhat informed 

3. Informed 

4. Very well informed 

 

Q-2 What is your general attitude toward wind energy? 

1.  Very Negative 

2. Negative 

3. Neutral 

4. Positive 

5. Very Positive 

 

 

Q-3 How would you rate your support for building wind energy turbines..(Strongly 
Oppose to Strongly Support) 

a. On your property  

b. Within sight of your property  

c. Within your county 
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d. Within California  

e. Offshore 

f. Within the United States  

 

Q-4 How much do you agree that wind energy  (from Strongly Disagree to Strongly 
Agree) 

a. Decreases property values  

b. Is a danger to wildlife  

c. Is a health hazard  

d. Helps reduce our dependence on oil 

e. Harms the local tourist industry 

f. Is an attractive feature of the landscape   

g. Creates jobs 

h. Is an intermittent source of energy (wind doesn’t blow all the time)  

i. Turbine blades create shadow flicker  

j. Turbines create a disturbing noise  

k. Helps reduce harmful gas emissions   

l. Provides financial benefits to the city  

m. Decreases my electric bill  

n. Is an intruder in my community   

o. List other: 

  

Q-5 We understand there is a wind farm in your county of Solano, CA. When did you 
first find out about it? 
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1. During planning 

2. During construction 

3. During operation 

 

Q-6  How did you find out about the project 

1. From the developer 

2. From a town hall meeting/notice 

3. From the town’s energy committee 

4.  From a friend/neighbor/relative 

5. From local media 

6. Other  

 

Q-7 How would you rate the efforts of the company in charge of the project to keep 
you informed of  developments and operations of the project? 

1. Superb 

2. Adequate 

3. Below my expectations 

4.  No efforts were made to keep us informed 

 

Q-8 How familiar do you consider yourself to be about the project? 

1. Not Familiar 

2. Somewhat Familiar 

3. Familiar 

4.  Very Familiar 
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Q-9 Did you support the project pre-construction? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. I didn’t know about it 

 

Q-10 If your support of the project has changed since operation, how has it changed? 

1. I have become more supportive 

2. I have become less supportive 

3. There is no change 

 

Q-11 Can you see the turbines you’re your home? 

1. Yes 

2.  No 

 

Q-12 If you answered yes to Q-11, do you find looking at the turbines displeasing?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

 

Q-13 Can you hear the turbines from your home? 

1. Yes 

2. No 
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Q-14 If you answered yes to Q-13, do you find the sound of the turbines annoying?  

1. Yes 

2. No 

 

SECTION 2    

This section of the survey concerns your attitudes toward energy technology, the 
environment and politics. Please circle the number that most closely represents your 
view. 

 

Q-15 Listed below are statements about the relationship between humans, energy, and 
the environment. For each, please indicate your level of agreement. (from Strongly 
Disagree to Strongly Agree) 

The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset by human activities.  

b. Renewable energies are a natural technological creation.  

c. Renewable energies will not help prevent global warming.  

d. Renewable energy development should be supported.   

e. Local community inconveniences caused by renewable energy projects are a necessary 
sacrifice for future generations.  

f. The so-called “energy crisis” has been greatly exaggerated.  

g. There is no such thing as global warming.  

h. A little harm to the natural environment now is better than an ecological catastrophe 
later.  

  

Q-16 From what you’ve read and heard, is there solid evidence that the average 
temperature on earth has been getting warmer over the past few decades, or not? 

1. Yes (go to Q-17) 
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2. No (go to Q-18) 

3. Don’t know (go to Q-18) 

   

Q-17 Do you believe that the earth is getting warmer…? 

1. Mostly because of human activity such as burning fossil fuels. 

2. Mostly because of natural patterns in the earth’s environment. 

3. Don’t know 

   

Q-18 On domestic policy issues, would you consider yourself to be? 

1. Very Liberal  

2. Liberal  

3. Moderate  

4. Conservative  

5. Very Conservative 

 

SECTION 3 

We now have a few concluding questions to check if our survey is representative of all 
types of people. Please remember that all answers are completely confidential to the 
extent permitted by law. 

 

Q-19 What is your current age in years  ____________ ? 

 

Q-20 Please indicate your gender?     

1.   Female      
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2.    Male 

 

Q-21 What level of education have you completed? 

1. Less Than High School  

2. High School Graduate  

3. Some College  

4. College Graduate  

5. Graduate School 

6. Other ___________________________? 

 

Q-22 How long have you lived in your community? ____________(in years) 

 

Q-23 How far is your residence from the nearest wind energy farm? 

1. Less than ¼ mile    4. Between ¾ and 1 mile 

2. Between ¼ and ½ mile   5. More than 1 mile 

3. Between ½ and ¾ mile   6. Don’t know 

 

Q-24 Which of the following best describes your current work situation? 

1. Employed full time 4. Unemployed  

2. Employed part time 5. Retired  

3. Not employed outside the home 6. Other ___________________________ ? 

 

Q-25 Which category best describes your household income (before taxes) in 2011? 
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1.  Less than $10,000    

2.  $10,000 - $ 14,999  

3.  $15,000 - $24,999    

4.  $25,000 - $34,999    

5.  $35,000 - $49,999  

6.  $50,000 - $74,999 

7.  $75,000 – $99,999 

8.  $100,000 – $149,999 

9.  $150,000 – $199,999  

10. $200,000 or more 

 

 

 

 

 


