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and public mobilization in regard to wind energy facility siting at a community level is not
always favorable. So, understanding the site-specific factors that motivate people to mobilize
against wind energy facility siting is crucial for future planning and decision making of a
successful wind energy scheme. In particular, the state of Oregon is aggressively expanding the
RPS to increase the share of renewables in their energy mix. That makes it even more important
to understand the factors and processes of mobilization against wind facility siting because such
mobilization and controversy might act as a barrier to reach the target set by State of Oregon. In
this regard, I conducted a qualitative study on wind energy facility siting issues in two central
Oregon counties: Harney and Crook, using framework on place attachment. The findings of this
study suggests that high level of threat to place, fueled by loss of trust in developers motivated
active opposition in Harney County while early engagement and tactics designed to involve
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West Butte project in Crook County.

Keywords: Wind facilities siting, Place attachment, Threats, Trust, Harney County, Crook
County

	
  
	
  

Table of Contents
	
  
1.	
  

Introduction	
  .......................................................................................................................................	
  1	
  

2.	
  

Literature review	
  ...............................................................................................................................	
  4	
  
Procedural justice	
  ....................................................................................................................................	
  6	
  
Distributional justice	
  ................................................................................................................................	
  7	
  
Trust	
  .........................................................................................................................................................	
  8	
  
Resource mobilization	
  .............................................................................................................................	
  9	
  

3.	
  

Methods	
  ............................................................................................................................................	
  10	
  

4.	
  

Case Summaries: Background and Wind Development	
  ..............................................................	
  12	
  

5.	
  

Analysis	
  .............................................................................................................................................	
  17	
  
5.1 Becoming Aware	
  ............................................................................................................................	
  18	
  
5.2 Interpretation and evaluation	
  .......................................................................................................	
  21	
  
5.2.1 Contextual factors	
  .....................................................................................................................	
  22	
  
5.2.2 Procedural Justice	
  .....................................................................................................................	
  24	
  
5.2.3 Trust	
  ..........................................................................................................................................	
  26	
  
5.2.4 Threats	
  ......................................................................................................................................	
  29	
  
5.3 Coping and Acting	
  .........................................................................................................................	
  32	
  

6.	
  

Discussion	
  .........................................................................................................................................	
  35	
  

7.	
  

Conclusion	
  ........................................................................................................................................	
  38	
  

Reference	
  ..................................................................................................................................................	
  40	
  
Appendix A: Maps of Harney and Crook Counties projects	
  ...............................................................	
  45	
  
Appendix B: Interviewee List	
  .................................................................................................................	
  47	
  
Appendix C: Interview questions	
  ..............................................................................................................	
  48	
  

	
  
	
  

1. Introduction
Concerns over climate change and energy security have spurred governments worldwide to
encourage the development of renewable energy (IPCC, 2011). The Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change (IPCC, 2011) has estimated that wind power’s contribution to global electricity
supply could exceed 20% by 2050. Similar upward trends are also taking place throughout the
U.S. where overall wind energy generation rose by 13% in 2015 (U.S. Energy Information
Administration, 2016). To promote and encourage renewable energy production, 35 states and
the District of Columbia in the U.S. have adopted various forms of Renewable Portfolio
Standards (RPS) (Chen and Onal, 2016). RPS is one of the policies crafted to increase the share
of renewables in the energy-mix.
The state of Oregon has aggressively expanded the RPS requirement since its adoption in 2007.
When RPS was adopted in 2007, the RPS of Oregon required large utilities to provide 25% of
their electricity through renewables by 2025; however, in 2016, the standard was expanded and
new goal was set whereby the largest of utilities must provide 50% of their electricity through
renewable resources by 2040 (http://www.oregon.gov/energy/P-I/Pages/RPS_home.aspx). The
passage of RPS in 2007 has raised the renewables share in the energy-mix from 2% to 15%. The
biggest jump among renewable sources was made by wind power, which increased from 1.38%
in 2007 to 5.92% in 2015 (http://www.oregon.gov/energy/P-I/Pages/RPS_home.aspx).
Public attitudes and macro-politics, in general, show moderate to strong support for renewablesin particular, wind power- largely because of the economic and environmental benefits
associated with it. However, local politics and public mobilization in regard to wind energy
facility siting at a community level is not always favorable. For example, Greenberg (2009) and
Wüstenhagen et al. (2007) note that opinion polls show that broad majorities of people support
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wind and solar energy in principle. Despite this public support, many case studies have
documented strong opposition to a locally proposed renewable project from local residents and
organizations (Devine-Wright and Howes, 2010; Baxter et al. 2013). Mobilization against
renewable energy facilities has previously been described as an example of “not in my backyard
(NIMBY) phenomenon/syndrome” (Devine-Wright, 2014). Van der Horst (2007, p. 2705)
describes the NIMBY phenomenon as a phenomenon in which “certain services that are in
principle considered as beneficial by the majority of the population, but that proposed facilities
to provide these services are in practice often strongly opposed by local residents.” However,
more recently, scholars have criticized NIMBY as a too simplistic to understand people’s
motives (Bell et al. 2005; Van der Horst, 2007), or a misleading way to understand people’s
objection (Wolsink, 2006; Bell et al. 2005; Devine-Wright, 2009). These scholars tend to
emphasize fairness in siting processes and place attachment as the prime factors driving local
opposition to projects that could directly impact their communities.
Understanding the site-specific factors that motivate people to mobilize against wind energy
facility siting is crucial for future planning and decision making of a successful wind energy
scheme. In particular, the state of Oregon is aggressively expanding the RPS to increase the
share of renewables in their energy mix. That makes it even more important to understand the
factors and processes of mobilization against wind facility siting because such mobilization and
controversy might act as a barrier to reach the target set by State of Oregon.
In this regard, I conducted a case study on wind energy facility siting in two central Oregon
counties: Harney and Crook. Both counties have high potential for wind energy development.
Since 2007, four utility-scale wind projects -Echanis, East Ridge, West Ridge and Riddle
Mountain- have been proposed in Harney County. Similarly, one project -West Butte- has been
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proposed in Crook County. Not one of the projects has proceeded to construction despite years of
discussion because of various reasons, including fierce opposition and controversy. In this
context, I conducted two case studies to understand the factors and processes that propel
opposition to and/or support for wind facility siting in these counties. This research utilizes the
Devine-Wright (2009) framework on place attachment, drawing insights from social movement
and social justice literature such as procedural justice, threats, trust and resource mobilization to
answer the following research question:
i) What factors and processes drives people/organizations to mobilize in support of or
opposition to wind energy siting?
The next section reviews the literature related to wind energy facility siting. It focuses on
Devine-Wright’s framework on place attachment and application of procedural justice, threats,
trust, and resource mobilization as conceptual themes to describe the social acceptability of wind
energy facility in these two counties. Next, I outline the methods that I followed to conduct the
case studies. I then present a brief background of Harney and Crook County and I provide an
account of wind development in these counties along with the summary of events that occurred
in regard to wind development. Finally, this research report provides analysis of interview
transcripts, and concludes with some practical implications.
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2. Literature review
Research attempting to understand social acceptance and/or controversy surrounding wind
energy facility siting is well developed. Past studies have identified visual impacts (Walker,
1995; Wolsink, 2007; Jobert et al., 2007), noise (Walker, 1995), the number of wind turbines
(Walker, 1995), proximity to wind farms (Walker, 1995), decline in property value, and impacts
on birds and wildlife (Walker, 1995; Saidur et al., 2011 ) as the most common problems
associated with wind energy facility siting controversy. However, more recently, the research has
sought to understand ‘why’ as well as ‘what’ motivates people to mobilize against facility siting.
Recent research suggests that social acceptability of wind siting can be better explained by
applying various conceptual and theoretical frameworks that explain the opposition in terms of
social processes and that go beyond merely explaining purely physical parameters such as
number of wind turbines, proximity to wind farms, etc. to include public engagement and
emotional attachment to place (Devine-Wright, 2005). For example, Gross (2007) applies a
justice and community fairness framework to understand the community perspectives of wind
energy in Australia. Similarly, Hall et al. (2013) identify four themes that emerged while
studying the opposition of wind farms: trust, distributional justice, procedural justice, and place
attachment.
The framework presented by Devine-Wright (2009) on place attachment can help understand and
provide a comprehensive explanation for the opposition of wind energy in Harney and Crook
Counties. Place attachment is explained as the emotional bonding of people to places (Altman
and Low, 1992). Devine-Wright (2009) has argued that the positive emotional link between
people and places can be disrupted by diverse forms of change in places. Such change in places
are either interpreted as place enhancing or place disrupting. Most notably, Devine-Wright
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interpreted as disrupting place attachment and threatening place identity.” He further presents a
framework with multiple stages to understand and explain the responses of individuals and
groups over time in regard to place change, particularly due to large infrastructure development
such as wind facilities. The multiple stages include becoming aware, interpreting change,
evaluating change, coping and acting (See figure 1).

Fig 1. Stages of psychological response over time to place change (Devine Wright, 2009)
Through this framework, Devine-Wright argues that people become aware of place change and
start thinking of “what kind of place change will occur?” due to infrastructural development. In
the next stage, people start interpreting the implication of change for the particular place. After
interpretation, people start evaluating the change to be either positive or negative. The way
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people interpret and evaluate the projects triggers a number of different forms of coping
responses. If the interpretation and evaluation of change is perceived to be positive or place
enhancing, then there is less chance of opposition. On the other hand, if interpretation and
evaluation is negative or place disrupting, then opposition occurs as a place-protective action.
The siting literature has identified that the interpretation and evaluation of the place change is
moderated by different factors including procedural justice, trust, and threats posed by the
infrastructure on the social and environmental aspect of place. Similarly, the concept of resource
mobilization drawn from the literature on social movement theory could provide additional
insights in the coping stage of the framework since it emphasized that the resource availability is
one of the key factors that is needed for place protective action.
Procedural justice
Procedural justice refers to fairness in making decisions. Merkohfer et al. (1997) identified five
components that make a facility siting process fair and just: i) the transfer of knowledge to the
public through education about both the decision-making process and technical aspects of the
facility siting and operation; ii) honest and effective communication; iii) meaningful
participation in decisions; iv) mutual respect among participants; and v) a collaborative
environment in which participants are treated as equal partners. The extent to which these
components are in play influences participants’ views of the fairness of the decision making
process. Wüstenhagen et al. (2007) contend that the local community should be engaged and
consulted from the beginning of a planning process to prevent perceived unfairness. In general,
researchers have found that people are more likely to accept decisions resulting from process that
makes them feel they have been treated fairly (Gross, 2007). Similarly, Wolsink (2010) found
that the top-down technocratic decision-making approach of “decide-announce-defend” lacks
6	
  
	
  

meaningful public consultation during decision making and often triggers community hostility
and opposition. That is why scholars, including Gross (2007) and Wolsink (2007), call for the
adoption of a bottom-up approach to the planning process and the inclusion of potentially
affected people early in the decision-making process so that their concerns can be heard. Such a
strategy, they say, increases the chances of public acceptance because consultation and
engagement is seen as legitimate and just.
Distributional justice
Distributional justice means the fair and equitable distribution of benefits and burdens. The
benefits of wind energy include economic development and jobs, a healthier and resilient
environment, and greater energy security. Some of the burdens of wind energy include visual and
noise pollution, shadow flicker, property devaluation, and a negative impact on human health.
When people feel that the distribution of benefits and burdens are spread fairly among the public
and the developer, the public is less likely to mobilize in opposition to a project. Conversely, if
people feel the distribution of benefits and burdens is unfair then they are more likely to raise
their voices in opposition (Gross, 2007). The distribution of benefits and burdens cannot always
be characterized only by physical or materialistic values, but may also be characterized by
emotional values as well. Devine-Wright (2009) conceptualized place attachment as a dominant
explanation of community opposition to wind facility siting. Hence, distributional justice should
also consider the emotional attachment of public to the landscape where the siting is proposed.
Hall et al. (2013) have suggested that expanding economic incentives and compensation to
include not just the turbine hosts but nearby neighbors can help raise the sense of distributional
justice among local residents. Other researchers, including Baxter et al. (2013) and Bell et al.
(2005), contend that the distribution of direct financial benefits can be counter-productive if the
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community perceives the decision as bribery. The feeling of bribery is often pronounced when
the distribution of financial benefits is offered after the community has expressed their
opposition (Bell et al., 2005).
Trust
The literature on facility siting recognizes trust as an important theme that could serve as a
predictor of public opposition. Hall et al. (2013) identify trust as an emerging theme that
explains community mobilization for or against the siting of a wind energy facility. Similarly,
Owen (2004) contends that trustworthy relationships among the public, decision makers, and the
developers are important for the project to succeed. Wüstenhagen et al. (2007) found that both
the intentions and information that developers provide must be viewed as trustworthy for
increased public support. In contrast, Bella et al. (1988) have identified mistrust as a critical
factor in siting disputes that contributes to forming an uncompromised opposition.
The literature clearly documents that decision-makers can play an influential role in maintaining
trust between public and developers. Lofstedt (1999) contends that when there is a trusting
relationship between public officials and their constituents, the public perceives the siting
decision to be fair and trustworthy. Moreover, researchers have shown that public trust in a
developer depends upon whether a developer is local, whether a developer is driven solely by
profit, and whether a developer has an outstanding reputation for trustworthiness (Upreti and
Vander Host, 2004). Trust also depends on whether people consider a developer to be fair and
just in terms of procedural justice. Research on wind siting has found that involving people in the
decision-making process and incorporating their concern early on and during each step of
development process can enhance trust and understanding (Wolsink, 2007; Gross, 2007).
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Resource mobilization
The resource mobilization framework derived from social movement theory helps to explain how
a community identifies and exploits resources (eg. money, skills, and expertise), how they recruit
adherents, and how they navigate political environments (Boomberg and McEwen, 2013).
Scholars have argued that the emergence of social movements can be explained by focusing on
the importance of resources provided by elite actors and organizations to potential protestors
(Boudet and Ortolano, 2010). Carmin (2003) identifies four types of resources, including
organization, funding, information and experience that are typically associated with local actions.
These four types of resources will be helpful in analyzing the role of the environmental
organization to promote movements against wind energy siting in Harney and Crook counties in
Oregon.
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3. Methods
These case studies are part of a larger project - Renewable Energy Siting in the West- that aims
to understand factors and processes that drive mobilization support and opposition to renewable
energy facility proposals in the western U.S. including California, Oregon, Washington, and
Idaho. The larger project’s sample consists of counties with 50 MW of constructed or proposed
wind facility since 2007. This case study utilizes the cases of Harney and Crook counties of
Oregon. Five utility-scale wind projects have been proposed in these counties since 2007, but
none have been built, which provides a unique case to understand mobilization against wind
energy facility siting.
I began this research by coding relevant articles, editorials, and letters-to-the-editor published in
the local newspaper The Bulletin in Bend, Oregon. This enabled me to gather important
background information about the case, and to identify key players and to create a timeline of the
events. The relevant articles, editorials, and letters-to-editors were identified and searched by
former research group members using key search terms like “wind energy,” “wind farm,” “wind
turbine” and “wind project” within the online news database NewsBank’s Access World. In total,
I coded 46 articles and 16 editorials and letters. The coding scheme allowed me to track
individuals, organizations, projects and events that were mentioned and to uncover stances on
wind power. After that, I made a list of potential interviewee candidates from individuals and
representatives from organizations mentioned frequently in the coded documents.
Purposive sampling was used to select interview participants to capture a broad cross-section of
the most relevant views. Interview participants represented local government, non-governmental
organizations, environmental advocacy groups, and community members. This range of
participants was designed to capture the “complex, multi-dimensional nature of forces shaping
10	
  
	
  

public perception” (Devine-Wright, 2013). In total, 12 interviews were conducted during April
2016 (see list of interviewee in Appendix B). The average length of each interview was 52
minutes.
For these case studies, qualitative interviews are the primary data for analysis. Qualitative
interviews were planned to “gain new perspectives on things about which much is already
known, and to gain more in-depth information that may be difficult to convey quantitatively”
(Hoepfl, 1997, p. 49). An open-ended, semi-structured interview approach was used to enable a
maximum number of issues and information to be captured. The interview questions focused on
three primary areas: i) participants’ past involvement in other political issues; ii) participants’
involvement in the siting process; and iii) types of activities opponents and supporters of wind
engaged in. All interviews were conducted in-person and recorded with prior consent. Field
notes were taken to supplement and increase the accuracy of the interview.
To analyze the data, the interviews were transcribed. I subsequently conducted open coding to
determine broad patterns that emerged from the interviews. I used theoretical concepts drawn
from the literature to transform the broad patterns in open coding into a more structured coding
scheme. Further, I used structured coding scheme to do the systemic analysis of the data from
interviews.
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4. Case Summaries: Background and Wind Development
Harney and Crook Counties are two rural counties that are located in central Oregon. Both of
these counties lie in the Oregon high desert land and have similar ecology, wildlife (including
species such as Sage grouse and eagles, etc.), and wildlife habitat. Moreover, the socio-economic
conditions are also similar. They both are natural resource dependent counties (Interview 2).
Discussion on Wind proposals also came up at the same time around 2006/07 in both the
counties. Before that, neither of these counties had commercial wind projects.
In Harney County, the discussion about wind projects started around late 2006 by Columbia
Energy partners, a Vancouver, Washington based company. At first, they proposed the Echanis
project of 104 MW capacity with 35-42 wind turbines. This project was proposed near Steens
Mountain.1 Harney County granted a conditional use permit to the Echanis project in 2007.
Then, the same developer applied for two more projects- namely the West Ridge Wind Project
and the East Ridge Wind Project- to the county government; and started a discussion about the
Riddle Mountain Wind Project. All of these new projects were to be the same capacity as the
Echanis Project and they were proposed to sit next to each other. While the proposals were
favored by the local community including local government (the Echanis project was
unanimously voted for approval by the County commission- Interview 8), the proposals near
Steens Mountains immediately grabbed the attention of a Bend2-based environmental
organization named Oregon Natural Desert Association3 (ONDA). ONDA opposed the projects
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  “The United States Congress designated the Steens Mountain Wilderness in 2000 and it now has over
170,200 acres. All of this wilderness is located in Oregon and is managed by the Bureau of Land
Management. Steens Mountain is located in Oregon's high desert is one of the crown jewels of the
state's wildlands. It is some of the wildest and most remote land left in Oregon” as described in BLM
website http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/burns/recreation/steens-mtn.php
2

	
  Bend	
  is	
  a	
  city	
  located	
  30	
  miles	
  from	
  Crook	
  County	
  and	
  120	
  miles	
  from	
  Harney	
  County	
  	
  
	
  Oregon	
  Natural	
  Desert	
  Association	
  is	
  an	
  organization	
  that	
  is	
  working	
  to	
  protect,	
  defend	
  and	
  restore	
  Oregon’s	
  high	
  
desert.	
  http://onda.org/	
  
3
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from the beginning and later other environmental organization including The Audubon Society
of Portland backed ONDA’s opposition.
In Crook County, the wind energy discussion started around the same time as in Harney County
(Interview 3). Here, the California based Wind Power LLC proposed the West Butte Wind
Power Project4 of 104 MW capacity consisting of up to 52 turbines. They applied for a
conditional use permit for the West Butte wind power project in 2008. Crook County approved
the application by 6-0 vote. The public in Crook County was positive about the projects
(Interview 4). As the West Butte project was proposed in Oregon high desert land, ONDA
closely looked over this project as well (See Appendix A for map on wind farm location).
The wind projects in both counties were proposed on private lands. However, projects in both
counties needed transmission lines and access roads to be constructed and operated in order to
transport energy from the generation site to the grid. The transmission lines had to cross almost
40 miles of public lands administered by Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land in the case of
Harney County projects while in Crook County it was 4.5 miles. So, these projects required
right-of-way to construct transmission line over federal lands. This triggered the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process and these projects were required to conduct
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA).
In the meantime, ONDA conducted an extensive evaluation of wind development potential
across the Oregon high desert and created a wind report. In this report, they looked at social and
environmental conflicts and overlaid them with renewable energy development potential. They
created maps that illustrated the areas that have the lowest conflict, moderate conflict, and high
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conflict. Based on this report, they saw that the Echanis project in Harney County falls under the
high conflict category. So, ONDA opposed the projects in Harney County. Moreover, ONDA
claimed that the proposed wind projects in Harney County are a single large project and the
developer intentionally split up the project. Seeing this fierce opposition, Columbia energy
partners dropped the plan for the East Ridge and West Ridge projects to increase support for the
Echanis project (Cockle, 2011). While the projects in Harney County were opposed by ONDA
and allies right from the beginning, they didn’t appeal in county court because they knew that the
company had done their due diligence in terms of meeting all formal requirements (Interview 5).
Once the EIS was published, they found the weak point (Interview 5, 7) and formally challenged
the project as noted by Darling (2012), “The Bend-based Oregon Natural Desert Association and
the Audubon Society of Portland challenged the project — particularly the Bureau of Land
Management granting right of way to a power transmission line for the project across public land
— in federal court in April 2012.” Still today, the case is in the 9th circuit court pending a
decision.
Similar to the wind projects in Harney County, ONDA plus Oregon Depart of Fish and Wildlife
(ODFW) had concerns over the impact of the West Butte Wind Project in Crook County on sage
grouse and other species. However, the concern never turned into fierce opposition for this
project. Crook County formed a Technical Advisory Committee to monitor wildlife and involved
stakeholders like ONDA and ODFW who were raising concerns. Although the West Butte
project was supported by all stakeholders, it is still on hold. The reason for this project not going
forward for construction is speculated to be loss of a power purchase agreement once they had
and the intent of the company is to sell it (Interview 4). Table 1 and Table 2 summarize the
details on wind development and timeline of events in each county.
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Table 1. Details about projects in each county
Harney County

Crook/Deschutes
County

Proposed wind facility

Echanis (104 MW)

West Butte (104 MW)

East Ridge (104 MW)
West Ridge (104 MW)
Riddle Mountain (104 MW)
Location

Near Steens Mountain Protected Area

West Butte

Wind tower on

Private Land

Private Land

Transmission Line

40 miles through BLM Land

4.5 miles

Concerns raised

Impact on View Shed, Wilderness, Sage Impact on Sage grouse
Grouse, Eagles

lek, Eagles

Place Value as explained High (unique, crown Jewell of Oregon, Low- Known to limited
by Interviewees

etc.)- Known by a lot

number

Table 2. Timeline of events in each county
Year
2007

Harney County
CEP proposed Echanis Project (104 MW)

Year
2008

CUP approved by county

2009

Crook County
West
Butte
Power
Project Announced

CEP proposed East Ridge (ER), West Ridge
(WR) and discussed about Riddle Mountain
project (104 MW)

Concern about sage
grouse raised by ODFW
and ONDA

Opposition from ONDA started
CEP files right of way application to BLM

BLM ROW Application
County Ok’s CUP

2009

ONDA publishes Wind Report

2011
2012

CEP withdraws application for consideration for
ER and WR project
BLM Completes EIS
2010
Sec. DOI approved the project
ONDA+Audubon, Portland litigate
2011

FEIS
Mitigation Plan
Sec. of Interior approves
project
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2013

2014present

ONDA petitions the Secretary of the Interior to 2012present
revoke the 2011 decision
ONDA appealed the district court ruling
Ongoing litigation in the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the Ninth Circuit.
Sent a direct formal petition to the Secretary of
the Interior asking her to withdraw her
predecessor’s approval of the project
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5. Analysis
This section of the study analyzes the interview data using the framework for place attachment as
described by Devine-Wright (2009). The framework prescribed by Devine-Wright (2009)
identifies five distinct stages to explain the response to place change. The stages are: becoming
aware, interpreting, evaluating, coping and acting. To analyze the interview transcripts and other
secondary data sources, I merged interpretation and evaluation as a single intertwined stage since
the stages of interpreting and evaluating strongly overlap with each other. For the same reason, I
clustered coping and acting into a single and interdependent stage. As a result, I analyze the
interview transcripts by collapsing the five stages outlined earlier into three stages: awareness,
interpretation and evaluation, and coping and acting.

Contextual	
  factor
Procedural	
  Justice
Threat
Trust

	
  
	
  

Fig 2: Modified version of Devine-Wright (2009) framework
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5.1 Becoming Aware
The first stage is becoming aware. This stage explains how people become aware of place
change and what kind of place change will occur because of the siting of wind facilities in the
proposed location. The literature on disruption to place attachment focuses on understanding
how sudden change in place threatens the identity of people. In such sudden change (for
example, due to landslides), people become aware of the change mainly by direct experience
(Devine-Wright, 2009). However, this is not the case in siting wind energy projects, in which the
decision-making process takes place through a prolonged period. It typically takes several
months to several years for the planning process to conclude and development to begin. In such
environments, people have a large window of opportunity to become aware about what kind of
place change is likely to occur due to large projects like wind facilities.
a) How people become aware
In this study, we found that there were three trigger points through which people became aware
of the wind facility proposal. First, the wind developer consulted those whom would be most
directly impacted by the project; landowners, residents living adjacent to the proposed facility,
and the surrounding community were consulted prior to submitting the formal project
application.5 The developer utilized different times, locations and occasions to inform the public
about the project. For example, the developer in Harney County held informal informational
meetings several times (Interview 8, 11), ran ads in the print media (Interview 8) and also
displayed project details at different community events such as the county fair each year
(Interview 7, 8, 9).
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  Interviewees	
  confirmed	
  the	
  timeliness	
  of	
  the	
  consultation	
  process.	
  As	
  one	
  person	
  noted,	
  “communication about
the project [by developer] happened prior to the review of the project” (Interview BM).	
  

18	
  
	
  

The county land use permitting process, which necessitates public discourse before reaching the
decision on land use application, was the second trigger point through which people became
aware of the project. As one county official explains, “our local land use program follows the
same goal as the state wildland program: public involvement. In fact, it is the number one goal”
(Interview 7). The county held public hearings, sent notices on the proposed wind facilities to
land owners and nearby residents and organized several public meetings (Interview 5, 11)
through which a large part of the community became aware of the project.
The third trigger point was the EIS process. Projects in both counties had to traverse over public
lands, which triggered a NEPA and EIS process. EIS requires public engagement, and one of the
interviewees noted that “public meetings were not only held in Burns but in Bend, Portland and
around the region” (Interview 9). This statement illustrates that not just local residents but people
throughout the region became aware of the wind projects.
In summary, people learned about the proposed project through different trigger points and at
different times. Public awareness about place change, moreover, grew with each trigger point. In
addition to the trigger points mentioned, an Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) hearing in
Harney County which was well attended by the public from within the community and outside
the community (Interview 7, 8, 9, 12), played a critical role in informing the public about the
project. Finally, both the print and broadcast media also helped people know about the project in
both counties. Figure 3 summarizes how people become aware of the wind projects in both of
these counties.
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Figure 3: Becoming aware

a) What Kind of place change will occur
In analyzing the kind of place change that will occur, the first thing that is striking from the
interviews is that responses varied a great deal. Two broadly opposite sentiments are present
in the interview transcripts: one which helped individuals “interpreting and evaluating” place
change due to wind projects to have a positive outcome, and another which helped individuals
“interpret and evaluate” change to have a negative outcome. The following two quotes reflect
this dichotomy:
From the wildlife connectivity perspective, we know that Oregon’s high desert is very
sensitive ecosystem. It’s not a system that recovers quickly. [So] we need to have a full
understanding of how those changes will affect the ecology in the area because the changes
will be present for generations to come. They are not changes that will heal over a twenty
years, it will be hundred to thousand years. (Interview 2)
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Our tax base was fairly small [and it’s] still small. This project could absolutely improve our
economic scenarios taxes wise…would just absolutely benefit our school systems, and it
would provide some jobs. (Interview 7)
Moreover, there were 46 comments made by 12 participants that demonstrated concern over
what kind of place change will occur. Of the 46 comments, 60% were in favor, implying that the
proposed project was perceived to have a positive outcome; the remaining comments were in
opposition, implying that the respondents perceived the proposed project would have a negative
outcome.
In summary, people had different – and, in many instances, diametrically opposed – perceptions
of the kind of place change that would occur. The ways in which they became aware of the
project and made sense of the kinds of place change that would occur served as the foundation
for how they ultimately “interpret and evaluate” the project’s impact.
5.2 Interpretation and evaluation
The analysis of interview transcripts shows that making sense of place change is a matter of
argumentation and contestation. It is usually a personal choice based on many inputs and shaped
by experience and individual values. Once people become aware of place change and develop a
sense of what kind of place change is likely to occur, they start interpreting (what are the
implications of place change?) and evaluating (will the outcome enhance or disrupt the place?)
the change. The interpretation and evaluation of place change is mostly mediated by various
factors. People either stand up for the change, remain neutral or mobilize against the change
based on the interpretation and evaluation of whether the change is likely to enhance the place or
disrupt the place. This study shows that the interpretation and evaluation of place change is
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mediated mainly by four main variables: contextual factors, procedural justice, threats, and trust
in the developers and decision makers.
5.2.1 Contextual factors
In deciding whether the outcomes of the proposed project will be positive or negative, the
context of that community plays a great role. While describing the importance of contextual
factors in shaping the response towards energy infrastructure, Wright and Boudet (2012, p. 735)
argue that “the context in which individuals are embedded will shape the average response”. This
study also finds that the contextual factor is one of the overarching themes that shapes the
community response. The most prominent contextual factors found in this study are the
economic benefits and jobs that accompany the wind project.
Wind facilities were proposed in Harney and Crook counties in 2007/08, which was a time of
deep recession and rapid job loss in the country as well as county. These counties were
economically distressed because businesses that were critical to the economy were shutting
down, throwing large numbers of people out of work. For example, lumber mills, once the staple
of the economy, were closing down in both counties (Raff, 2009; Interview 4, 8). The
headquarters of the regional auto shop, Les Schwab, the major private employer in Crook
County, announced that it was planning to leave the county (Golden, 2008; Interview 4).
Unemployment was at a record high. In Crook County, it stood at 20.7%, the highest among
counties in Oregon. In Harney County, it was 20.5%, the second highest (Raff, 2009). However,
this situation was different from the recent past. As one interviewee put it:
This place was unbelievably wealthy [in 1970’s]. [It’s] all about natural resources. So,
here we are 45 years later, we can’t touch the natural resources. We’re second from the
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bottom on per capita income. While in 1970’s, we were number one, the highest-income
county in the state. (Interview 2)
Another interviewee commented:
In the course of time, we had mills closing down… in the most recent past, we have been
a natural resources community… the major employer was the forest industry, which was
almost on its last leg when this particular project arrived. (Interview 7)
Not surprisingly, the people and local government officials were looking for a project that could
potentially diversify their economies and bring jobs to their communities. So, when the wind
proposals were made, both people and government officials viewed the wind project as a
potential boon that could make the economy vibrant and jobs more plentiful. Due to this, local
people and local government interpreted the projects as place enhancing. A project opponent
captured the crucial role that the dismal economic context played in garnering local support for
the project when he said:
… [Wind] projects [in Harney and Crook Counties] were both [proposed] during or [just]
after a significant national decline in the economy; with that, I think it is certainly
reasonable [to] desire to move forward with [such projects] that will stimulate the local
economy. (Interview 2)
Moreover, these counties are sparsely populated, rural counties. New jobs that the wind projects
would bring to the community were valued highly by the community. This was evident as five of
12 participant’s response stressed the importance of even a single additional job. For example,
Interview 5 compared one job in Harney County to be equivalent to a thousand in Portland
because of the difference in population size.
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In summary, both Harney and Crook counties enjoyed prosperous, stable economies in the recent
past. However, the recent economic downturn and high unemployment have become huge
concerns. The wind facilities were proposed during a time of economic stress. Therefore most
residents and local government officials interpreted the change to be place-enhancing rather than
place-disrupting. The following interviewee responses summarizes how people interpreted and
evaluated how the change due to wind facilities would impact their community:
That development would add substantially to the economic well-being of the county.
Property taxes alone would make the school district one of the richest in the state and
would bring millions of dollars into the county. It would replace most of the timber
dollars that used to keep this county running. (Interview 5)
5.2.2 Procedural Justice
Perceived fairness in the decision-making process was considered by interviewees as one of the
major factors influencing interpretation and evaluation of the wind project. While analyzing the
interview transcripts, the following two themes appear to guide the issue of procedural fairness
in Harney and Crook Counties: a) responsiveness, inclusiveness and early engagement, and b)
concerns over private property rights.
a) Responsiveness, inclusiveness and early engagement
Interview participants who spoke about the decision-making process guiding the wind project in
Crook County noted that the developer, public officials, and elected officials were all responsive.
All the participants mentioned that the process was inclusive, and that early engagement had
taken place. Eight out of 12 participants in Harney County said that the decision making process
was fair in terms of responsiveness, inclusiveness and early engagement; while two participants
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who opposed the wind projects in Harney County mentioned the decision-making process was
not as fair as in Crook County. The following quotes capture the sense of fairness in the decision
making process:
I believe there was a demonstrable amount of public discussion, to some extent, before
the application was reviewed and certainly during the review. (Interview 7)
While drawing a comparison between the process in Harney and Crook Counties, one opponent
commented:
[In] West Butte project you saw early engagement from the project proponents to other
people in the community to try to inform them and educate them and (to) try to help them
understand and I think they [developers in Crook County] were receptive to how changes
in the project might be necessary to make the project successful. I don’t think you can say
the same about the Echanis project [in Harney County]. It was kind of pushed through at
a county permitting level before undertaking a lot of outreach to concerned groups or
citizens. It depicts that there were errors in the evaluation of the project and a lack of
proper [and] appropriate engagement of different stakeholder at times. If we didn’t feel
that way, we probably wouldn’t have ended up appealing the projects. (Interview 2)
b) Concerns over private property rights
The next theme that emerged from the interview transcripts was the issue of private property
rights. Two third of participants believed that the people in both counties were highly respectful
to private property rights. One interviewee commented that “people [are] very hot about private
land issues” (Interview 12). Since the wind farms were to be built on private property, people felt
that it is the property owners’ right to do what they want to do with their property. Hence, most
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people considered that those who opposed the project threatened private property rights. This
sense of high respectfulness of private property rights also made most local people supportive of
the project– or, at least, they did not vocally oppose it (Interview 8, 11, 12). The following
interviewee observations echo sentiments shared by many others:
People are very strong proponents of private land rights. This whole undertaking and
particularly… the conflict with ONDA demonstrated to them that their private land right
were being threatened. (Interview 12)
…people here [in Harney County] tend to say what you’re doing on your property is your
business, not my business and I am not going to say anything. [So], there may have been
more [people] who were opposed [to the project] but who were respectful of their
neighbors’ right to do something with their property. (Interview 8)
In summary, the opposition group perceived the decision making process in Harney County was
not as fair as in Crook County. This sense of perceived procedural unfairness to the opposition
group fueled oppositional groups to interpret and evaluate the Echanis project in Harney County
in a negative light. Similarly, the perceived threat to individual private property rights
encouraged local people to support the proposed wind project
5.2.3 Trust
The planning literature has fully recognized the role of trust in a community’s response to siting
proposals (Trewel et al., 2010, Hall et al., 2010). This study shows that the loss of trust in
developers plays a crucial role in the interpretation and evaluation of the wind projects in Harney
and Crook counties. From the interviews, it is noted that the developers retained the trust from
public and oppositional groups, while in Harney county oppositional groups continually raised
questions about the developer’s intention.
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In Harney County, Columbia Energy Partners - the wind project developer- filed a first
application just for the Echanis project. However, it subsequently announced two other projects
(East Ridge and West Ridge) and began discussions about the “Riddle Mountain Wind Project”
once it received approval from the county for the Echanis project. Each of these projects, with a
maximum capacity of 104 MW was subject to the county’s land use permitting process.6 The
proposals, moreover, called for the projects to be sited next to each other. Oppositional groups
argued that a series of proposals comprised of three “separate” projects to be sited next to each
other, having the same capacity (just below the benchmark set by EFSC), and proposed by the
same developer were “in reality” a single project. However, it should be noted that some people
thought that proposing the projects as separate entities carried a certain logic. For example, each
project had a different landowner (Interview 9). Nevertheless, oppositional groups claimed that
the developer was “gaming the process” by intentionally splitting up the project to maximize the
tax credits and circumvent the more stringent reviews that would be triggered by the EFSC
process (Interview 2, 5). As one opponent of the project observed during an interview:
[Wind projects in Harney County] were presented as separate projects but in reality they
were all part of one larger project. It was just controversial at that time because the state
EFSC council had a 105 MW threshold for receiving business energy tax credits. [It
seems the developer split up the projects to three] in order to receive multiple business
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  The Energy Facility Siting Council (EFSC) has a rule in place that any wind projects with less

than 105 MW capacity falls under County jurisdiction; while those with a capacity equal to or
more than 105 MW falls under state review process.
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energy tax credit for what is ostensibly one project. The developer [was] gaming the
process. (Interview 2)
Once the developer saw growing opposition to these projects, it tried to negotiate with the
oppositional groups. In fact, the developer agreed to have the project subject to the EFSC process
and withdrew applications from Harney County for consideration of East Ridge and West Ridge
projects. One interviewee even mentioned that the developer agreed to give up new projects
(East Ridge and West Ridge) if oppositional groups agreed to support Echanis (Interview 5, 8).
However, when filing the application for the transmission line, the developer proposed to build a
line with a capacity of 220KV instead 120 KV, which far exceeded the capacity requirement to
transfer energy just from the Echanis project. The capacity of the transmission line raised
suspicions among project opponents who believed, as one interviewee noted, that “if the
powerline is built, all those projects [will] be built in in the future (Interview 9)”. This only
intensified the loss of trust in the developer among oppositional groups as reflected in the
following interview excerpt from an opponent:
…the company recognized that starting all four project at once was going to put them up
in jeopardy. So, they immediately pulled the other three and went silent. If they were to
get Echanis approved, then they would just add on (more projects). So there was no doubt
that there was different strategies being applied and different thought processes being
worked out. There was also some horse trading -- let us build Echanis and we will never
build another one. But that doesn’t mean somebody else would not have built that them!
(Interview 5)
In brief, I found that in Harney County there was a loss of trust in the wind project developer.
This may not have been the most important factor in the outcome of the debate over the project.
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Yet, it certainly appears to be a significant element in shaping the interpretation and evaluation
of the project in a negative way.
5.2.4 Threats
Threats are the perceived risk on the place from the proposed wind facilities. Devine Wright
(2009, p. 434) points out that “individuals may evaluate change as a threat to place identity if the
projects are believed to have significant impacts”. He adds that “projects may be interpreted to
threaten the place-related positive distinctiveness when the technology is believed to symbolize
contradictory or ‘alien’ meanings that ‘weaken local character’ or stigmatize the place; and
projects may threaten the place-related continuity over time by altering the way individuals’
experience cherished, familiar places”. The interviews suggest that the projects proposed in
Harney and Crook Counties were interpreted, most notably by oppositional groups, as to whether
the project would threaten place-related positive distinctiveness and place-related continuity over
time. Such threats proved to be more pronounced in Harney County than in Crook County.
The interviews suggested that there were differences in the significance of the place (in terms of
aesthetic values and wildlife values) between the wind projects between Harney and Crook
Counties. The project in Harney County was to be built near Steens Mountain, which was
designated a protected area in 2000 because of its unique scenic value and wild habitat
(Interview 1, 3). Many people regard Steens Mountains as the ‘crown jewel of Oregon,’
according to one interviewee (Interview 2). Another interviewee describe it as a ‘home grown
national park,’ and an iconic landscape of eastern Oregon and a source of pride for all
Oregonians (Interview 9). In contrast, the project in Crook County was proposed for West Butte
Mountain, which carries no such special recognition. One interviewee summarized the
differences as:
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...a lot of people have no idea where West Butte is… but most people who grew up in
Oregon know the Steens. People across the state go to Steens whereas [people] don’t go
to West Butte… [So] there’s a lot concern for what we’re doing in the Steens. (Interview
3)
Another interviewee explained why the opposition concentrated on the project in Harney
County:
The visual part is what the people come here [in Steens Mountain] to enjoy... that’s what
drove people the most in opposing the projects. (Interview 11)
Proposing to construct the wind tower and transmission line tower in a unique and distinct place
that has been a popular destination for citizens throughout the state led the opposition to interpret
the project as a threat to the distinctiveness of place. In one interview, a community member
residing near Steens Mountain made it clear that the oppositional groups did not want the places’
distinctiveness to be disrupted by the project:
They [referring to oppositional environmental group-ONDA] don’t want anything [to]
happen up here in the mountain [Steens]. It’s a long list of things that they are opposed
to. They are opposed to just existing grazing and existing land use going forward.
(Interview 11)
Similarly, the impact on wildlife and habitat mentioned by many of those who were interviewed
often took place in the context of their desire to have the place remain as it had been. In a sense,
they were making a case for continuity over time. Both places were engaged in discussions over
the survival of sage grouse and eagles, which were threatened with extinction due to changes in
habitat and ecology due largely to development. While both projects would have impacted wild
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life and habitat, the difference in the size and scope of each project meant that their impacts
would vary: i) the project in Harney County was four times larger than the project in Crook
County (416 MW in Harney County vs 104 MW in Crook County); ii) the transmission lines in
Harney County would stretch across 40 miles of BLM land in Harney County compared to 4 or 5
miles in Crook County; and iii) Steens Mountain was home to many more eagles, sage grouse
and raptors than West Butte (Interview 3). Given these differences, it should not be surprising
that oppositional group anticipated that the project in Harney County posed a greater threat to
place-related continuity over time than the project in Crook County. The following interview
conveys this broad sentiment:
[The opposition] saw that we are going to have an impact...but the impact on this area
[West Butte of Crook County] would be much less important...it wouldn’t be in your face
like in a Steens. (Interview 3)
We actually undertook a pretty extensive evaluation of wind development potential
across Oregon high desert and we created a wind report...We looked at social and
environmental conflict issues to try to answer the question about whether Steens was the
place that needed wind development… ultimately we created maps that illustrated areas
that have low , moderate, and high conflict…we did find that it was not necessary to
develop wind on Steens and certainly wouldn’t be the place you should start…West Butte
project, on the other end...had a lower environmental and social conflict level than the
projects in Harney county. (Interview 2)
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5.3 Coping and Acting
How individual and groups interpret and evaluate a project triggers various coping mechanisms
and place-based protective actions. The interviews illustrated that proponents and opponents
pursued different coping mechanisms when dealing with critical issues presented by the project
proposals. Moreover, oppositional groups’ coping mechanisms and consequent actions varied
strikingly between the project proposals in Harney and Crook counties. Differences in the threats
posed to place-related positive distinctiveness and place-related continuity over time help explain
why oppositional groups pursued such different paths.
The interviews show that the proponents coped with potential conflicts with opponents by
agreeing to formulate a mitigation plan in Crook County (Interview 1, 3, and 4). More
importantly, it appears that proponents engaged the opposition early on. In fact, proponents of
the West Butte project in Crook County involved the oppositional group as a committee member
while writing the mitigation plan. Inclusive stakeholder meetings and the writing of a consensus
mitigation plan not only marked important steps forward but, perhaps even importantly, helped
to build trust between those with very different views. This coping mechanism worked well. As
one Crook County official put it:
We actually involved opponents and [have] them to be on the committee to monitor
wildlife. So they were the part of solution not the problem. They were involved, so they
helped in solving the problem rather than creating a problem. (Interview 4)
In contrast, there was no such direct involvement of oppositional groups in Harney County,
which fiercely opposed the project from the beginning because of the threats they perceived it
posed to the area’s well-being and sense of place. Interviewees noted oppositional groups
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mobilized four types of resources: membership, gang-up, expertise and the Equal Access to
Justice Act (EAJA).7 The first three resources were mentioned by two out of twelve
interviewees, the fourth resource was mentioned by 50% of the respondents, signifying the
importance of this resource available to oppositional groups. Here is sampling of what they said:
They [oppositional group] pull their interest in with other group as well, in other words
they gang up on the project so they are not the only one tackling it...its power in number.
You got to think that’s a certain way to attack things. (Interview 7)
[The oppositional group] just utilized a couple of thousand people that they have in terms
of letters and showing up at the public meetings. (Interview 12)
[The oppositional group] used their membership and sort of campaigned their
membership on their website and updated them every step of the way of the process.
(Interview 12)
[The oppositional groups] had their own scientist and experts in wildlife issues and other
issues. (Interview 9)
The radical environmentalist group has power through the equal access to justice act.
They can sue procedurally and they get paid all the attorney bills. (Interview 11)
The opposition group utilized their resources as a coping mechanism to kill (or at least stall) the
projects in Harney County. Finally, as a place protective action, oppositional groups ultimately
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In the United States of America, the Equal Access to Justice Act (EAJA) authorizes the payment of attorney's

fees to a prevailing party in an action against the United States absent a showing by the government that its position
in the underlying litigation "was substantially justified." (Source: Wikipedia)
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litigated the projects in Harney County, particularly when they found the weak point in the EIS
process (Interview 5). The following table summarizes the analysis of this research.
Table 3. Summary of analysis
Stages from Framework Key variables
Mode of Becoming Aware
Becoming Aware
What kind of place change
will occur
Contextual Factors
Economy
Unemployment rate

Coping and Acting

depressed
High

depressed
High

Trust on developer
Loss of trust noted
Threats percieved by
Oppositional group
Threats to place-related positive
High
distinctiveness
Threats to place-related
High
continuity over time
Relatively late engagement; no
Proponent coping and acting involvement of oppositional
group in writing mitigation plan
Mobilized resources (gang up,
Oppositional coping and
expertise, membership and
acting
EAJA) to kill or atleast delay the
projects
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Crook County Project
Consultaion by proponent;
County land use process; EIS
process; Newspaper
Positive (economy and jobs);
negative (impact on wildlife
and visual)

Unfair decision making noted by Fair decision making
Opposition groups
considered by all stakeholders

Procuedural Justice
Interpretation and
Evaluation

Harney County Projects
Consultaion by proponent;
County land use process; EIS
process ; EFSC hearing;
Newspaper
Positive (economy and jobs);
negative (impact on wildlife and
visual)

No loss of trust

Low
Low
Early engagement seen;
involved oppositional group in
writing mitigation plan
Utilized resources
(expertisement) and worked
together with proponent to
write mitigation plan

6. Discussion
An analysis of interviews reveals that people became aware of place change in the case of
projects such as those proposed in Harney and Crook counties through various trigger points,
including information released by proponents and opponents, documents required by the county
land-use

permitting

process,

EIS

processes,

EFSC

hearings,

newspapers,

personal

communication, etc. The county and EIS processes are formal processes required by law;
however, developers sometimes introduce their projects through various means outside the
formal process to inform, involve and garner support from local citizens. As Wright and Boudet
(2012, p. 292) note, “the company may introduce the project and interact with the community in
a variety of ways, including contacting the newspaper or holding press conferences, conducting
company sponsored informational meetings, meeting privately with elected officials and
community leaders, and engaging with organizations that would potentially support or oppose
the project”.
According to Wright and Boudet (2012), communities facing economic hardship, will emphasize
a project’s economic benefits, which could be a critical factor for building support. Analysis of
the interviews illustrates that local governments and most residents in both counties were in
favor of the projects. Both counties were economically depressed and suffered from high
unemployment, which led them to interpret the projects as a boon for the economy and job
prospects. Moreover, while interpreting and evaluating the wind projects and their impact, local
people not only focused on the aesthetic and environmental value of the particular place where
the wind towers would be built, but they also considered what the projects would mean for the
entire county. This broader interpretation not only strengthened the project’s place enhancing
potential, but also helped to garner additional support. This finding fits with the claim that
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Devine Wright (2009) made in regard to place attachment and project support where he argues,
“…place attachment may actually positively correlate with project support when projects are
interpreted as place enhancing. Where the object of attachment is more social than physical
(Hidalgo and Hernandez, 2001 as cited in Devine-Wright (2009), that is a feeling of belonging
with the local community rather than attachment to the local environment per se, interpretation
about whether the project will directly enhance the local community, rather than its
environmental impacts, will predominantly influence public response” (Devine-Wright, 2009 p.
434).
The analysis of interviews show that the three factors: procedural justice, trust, and threats
influence the interpretation and evaluation of the wind projects. In these cases, these three factors
were perceived differently by oppositional groups in Harney and Crook Counties. We see
perceived procedural fairness in Crook County, while oppositional groups did not perceive
fairness in Harney County process. Also, there was a loss of trust in the developer in Harney
County, while in Crook County trust in the developer remained consistent. Most importantly, the
analysis of interviews revealed that the oppositional groups were more attached to place in
Harney County and hence perceived that wind projects posed a serious threat to both placerelated positive distinctiveness and place-related continuity. However, the threat was considered
to be low and manageable in Crook County. With such varied project ‘interpretation and
evaluation’ between Harney and Crook counties, oppositional groups devised different coping
mechanisms and responses. Similarly, to reduce conflict and move the project forward,
proponents adopted a number of coping mechanism.
The interviews show that proponents in Crook County encouraged early engagement and
involvement. In contrast, oppositional groups were not engaged to the same extent in Harney
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County. Meanwhile, oppositional groups worked collaboratively to write the mitigation plan in
Crook County while the oppositional group litigated projects in Harney County as a place
protective action to stall or stop projects that they deemed would have a disrupting impact on a
place, they highly valued.
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7. Conclusion
Using a modified version of the Devine-Wright (2009) framework on place attachment and
concepts of procedural justice, trust, contexts, and threats, this case study seeks to explain the
factors and processes that lie behind the success or failure of wind facilities siting. This research
suggests that support or opposition to a wind project depends on how individuals and/or
organizations ‘interpret and evaluate’ the impact of the project, and how people and/or
organizations are attached to a place. I found that local residents interpreted the wind projects to
be place enhancing in both counties and hence supported the initiatives. Yet, oppositional groups
reacted differently to the projects in Harney and Crook counties based on the level of their
attachment and the perceived threats to place. Because of the aesthetic and ecological/wildlife
value of Steens Mountains, opponents interpreted and evaluated the projects in Harney County as
a threat to place-related positive distinctiveness and place-related continuity. Meanwhile,
opponents in Crook County didn’t perceive such threats in the West Butte project. In addition,
the loss of trust seen in Harney County were not prevalent in Crook County. The high level of
threat to place, fueled by loss of trust in developers in Harney County, motivated active
opposition. In the case of the West Butte project in Crook County, early engagement and tactics
designed to involve oppositional group in decision-making, led to no active opposition by any
group.
This research also provides some practical implications. It is critical to understand how places
are valued by individuals and groups. This research shows that consideration of how places are
valued should not be limited to local communities and a broader consensus is required for wind
projects to succeed. Moreover, we see that interpretation and evaluation of a project’s decision
making process and perceived outcome largely impact the subsequent action of individuals or
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groups. Hence, policy should be centered to lower the negative interpretation and evaluation of
wind projects. This can be achieved by early engagement of all concerned stakeholders as seen in
the Crook county project. Convening a ‘pre-conference’- inviting all the potential stakeholders
upfront- by either the developer or County government could be a possible tool to learn and
listen how people interpret and evaluate the project. If, in such pre-conference, negative
interpretation and evaluation of projects are found to be made then the developer/proponent will
have multiple ways to address the concern that can switch such negative interpretation to positive
ones. Most importantly, the idea of involving those particular groups who are in opposition into
the process of decision making (as done in Crook County by involving oppositional group to
write the consensus mitigation plan) is an excellent way to mitigate the concerns of the
opposition. By this way, the opposition also owns the decision, will have consistent trust for the
developer and government, and hence have higher potentiality to support the project.
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Appendix A: Maps of Harney and Crook Counties projects
i) Map of Harney County Projects

	
  

Map
Source:
2009.pdf

http://columbiaenergypartners.com/docs/greater-echanis-visualizations-nov-
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ii) Map of Crook County Projects

	
  

Map Source:
http://www.blm.gov/or/districts/prineville/plans/wbw_power_row/files/wbw_power_row_map.p
df
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Appendix B: Interviewee List
S.N.

Name

Organization

Date of Interview

1

B. Hooton

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

11/04/2016

2

B. Frenty

Oregon Natural Desert Association

12/04/2016

3

J. Cordova

U.S. Fish and Wildlife

12/04/2016

4

B. Zellenka

Crook County official

13/04/2016

5

S. Davies

Local, Harney County

13/04/2016

6

M. Thompson

Local, Harney County

13/04/2016

7

B. McMullen

Harney County official

14/04/2016

8

S. Grasty

Harney County Judge

14/04/2016

9

S. Renchler

Ex- Bureau of Land Management

14/04/2016

10

D. Johnston

OSU Extension

14/04/2016

11

F. Otley

Local, Harney County

15/04/2016

12

J. Suther

Bureau of Land Management

15/04/2016
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Appendix C: Interview questions
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.).
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?
f. Were all interested parties fully able to express their concerns?
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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 like to ask you some questions about your political involvement prior to the
announcement of the proposed facility.
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.)?
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2. Did you attend city/county/agency meetings about the renewable energy (“wind”) projects? If
so, what was it about the (“wind”) issue that got you interested in attending? If not, why not?
a. Did you get involved as part of a community group? Which one and why that group?
b. What are your specific interests and concerns about the (“wind”) proposal(s)?
c. Do you feel your voice has been heard during the process?
3. How would you characterize the resources available to supporters and opponents the
renewable energy (“wind”) projects?
4. Have you (or your community group) been receiving support, monetary or otherwise, from
outside the community?What role did experts or expert knowledge play in providing comments
on the project(s)? Can you provide specific examples?
5. 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?
6. What are the stances of political and business leaders in the community about the project?
Have they changed over time? Why?
7. 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?
8. Have you been surprised by the community’s reaction to the siting proposal? Why or why not?
9. Have particular events are actions galvanized your involvement regarding the siting proposal?
Probe here.
10. Were any projects more controversial than others? If so, why?
11. Are there any important issues related to the project(s) that we haven’t covered yet?
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