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Abstract

To date, hardly any field study results are avé#dlan responses from lay people in communities d@natconfronted with the
possibility of a local CO2 storage project. This @agescribes one of the first of such studies,qumiiisg a case description of an
onshore CCS demonstration project in BarendrechtiN#teerlands. The aim of this study is twofold. Eimge provide an in-
depth analysis of the development of public awassmd an onshore CCS demonstration project in Barehtréne Netherlands.
Second, by analyzing practices and outcomes, anléhkipng these to existing knowledge about stakdbplinvolvement and
public communication, we identify a set of condisofor effective communication and involvementtgtgées. Findings indicate
that one important cause of the lack of local atarege of the project was the absence of a cohesidetimely involvement
strategy for discussing the project with local staddders as part of the formal decision-making essaather than apart from it.
The paper concludes with a list of recommendatfonstakeholder involvement in future CCS operations.
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1. Introduction

Recently, a growing number of onshore CCS demaistrprojects have started or are being developée.
deployment of CCS is being stimulated by the EU goernments in several countries, including théhisidands.
In 2006, project owner and developer Shell StorBgé. started preparations for a CO2 capture andago
demonstration project in two depleted gas fieldsleunthe town of Barendrecht in the South-West & th
Netherlands, near the Rotterdam Harbor area. Upocessful completion of the permitting proceduhe, project
will be eligible for a €30 million grant from the Uuich government. Shell started informing the Muypadi
government of Barendrecht about the project in 284F started communication to the local publicyemrl2008. It
soon became apparent that local politicians weongly opposed and that residents had many quaesébaut the
procedure, safety, and risks for public health. Emgironmental Impact Assessment (EIA) was approeady in
2009, but increasing resistance against the progatled for additional discussion and research viiets.
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Nevertheless, local governments have officiallylaiex themselves opposed to the project whereadlatienal
Government has decided that the project is safeshadld continue. The relations between the maikestolders -
the National Government, the local governmentpitegect developer Shell, and the local public - roe polarized
and disabling effective dialogue. By the end of20Be estimated project delay was at least twosyea

As is evidenced by the present case as well agaevther cases throughout Europe, public awareaads
public opinion can be crucial factors in the depebent of CCS demonstration projects. Among the gdmpablic
awareness of CCS technology is low, both in thehdidands [1] and in other countries [2]. Two lasgade Dutch
surveys have shown that after reading valid andrad information, most people are not very endstisi about
CCS as a mitigation strategy but do not strenuooigpose the technology either [1,3]. To date, h@revardly any
field study results are available on responsesftmation from people in communities that are altjuconfronted
with the possibility of a local CO2 storage projéate do know from previous research as well as @epee with
other issues such as wind power in Europe, thatrgéattitudes towards a technology can be quiterdnt from
local attitudes towards a specific project [4]. §Buggests that valid and balanced informatiomuss pne factor
affecting public perceptions. Therefore, the ainthig study is twofold. First, we provide an in-tleanalysis of the
development of public awareness and opinions of G&S demonstration project in Barendrecht. Secduyd,
analyzing practices and outcomes of stakeholdeohmvnent and public communication and linking thése
existing insights, we identify a set of conditidos effective involvement and communication stradsg

2. Method

We analyzed case study data from early in 2007 Dettember 2009. First, we conducted an extengimature
search to obtain project background information tmddentify key stakeholders as well as their posiin the
process and their relations with other stakeholdBestailed project information was widely availakde the
internet. Confidential information and copies ofnwounication materials were obtained with help oé th
stakeholders interviewed. Second, we conductedinidepth interviews with representatives of kegksholders in
October and November 2009: (1) The taskforce C@Sponsible for the general CCS communication sjyater
the Netherlands); (2,3) DCMR, the Environmentalt®tion Agency of Rijnmond which is the local resda
consulting, and permitting authority for the regiowluding the Province Zuid-Holland and the Mupality
Barendrecht; (4) the Municipality Barendrecht, rafeg to the members of the Municipal Council arfe t
Municipal Executive who act as public representj\(5,6) Two local political parties who were amahe first to
oppose to the planned project; (7) The national N@®enpeace, (8) NAM, who was the project develamtit
mid-2008; and (9) project owner and developer Shedlspondents were selected on the basis of bdimgr &
beneficiary of, involved in, or declared opponent ¢ither the Barendrecht project or CCS in genéFapics
addressed in the interview included: (1) stakeltdd@ews on the project negotiation process, (@irt relations
with and views of the other stakeholders involvéd) efforts undertaken to communicate with the bthe
stakeholders and with the local public in geneaal] (4) their view on media coverage of the progw process
(e.g. to what extent it has been balanced). Thhd, authors paid several visits to Barendrechtttend local
meetings, visit the project location, and visit greject information centre.

3. Case Chronology

This section provides the background of the progexct a selection of events between 2007 and 200@nGhe
complexity of the case and space restrictions veeifoon the roles of Shell, the National Governmant the
municipality, and on what we see as key eventd)rthe formal process of decision-making, (2) thi®rimal and
administrative processed supporting decision-makB)ginvolvement of the local public, and (4) meditention to
the project. To demonstrate how these events relatéargely describe them in chronological order.

Barendrecht has over 46.000 residents and a rellathigh number of young families [5]. Shell is theject
owner and developer and responsible for the Enmntal Impact Assessment (EIA), which is a legadiguired
assessment of possible impacts of the project eretivironment including natural as well as econoamd social
aspects. From the National Government, two Mirgstare involved: the Ministry of Economic Affais4) and the
Ministry of Environment and Spatial Planning (VROMJhe Province of Zuid-Holland coordinates the EIA
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procedure. Most of the permits have to be grantedhke Province and the Ministry of EZ. The Munidipa
Barendrecht only has to grant some local permitseavery end of the process.

Early in 2007, the National Government announcednaer procedure to grant 60 million euros to twoSC
demonstration projects and the intention to assigngrants by the end of 2007. Shell started wgrkin a CCS
project plan to submit for the tender and providedotification of intent to perform an EIA by thadcof 2007,
which the Province published in February 2008. Eh& committee provided an advice for the guidelitieest were
to be followed for the assessment, which were amatdn April 2008 by the Ministry of EZ and the Riace.

From early 2007 onwards, Shell has involved the iglpality Barendrecht to discuss the project plahise
majority of the Municipality was not enthusiastidevertheless, the Municipality agreed with Sheiliention to
start informing the public as this is common preetafter publishing a notification of intent to feem an EIA. In
February 2008, Shell organized an information nngefor the general public in Barendrecht. Shellspraed the
details of the project and announced the avaitgbilf a project website, e-mail form, and telephdine through
which the public could obtain more information abdlie project. Shell presented information abow EHA
procedure, characteristics of CO2, and technicdlgaological project details. Another presenter thasdirector of
the CCS Project Directorate, which had been ireslally the National Government at the beginning @& He
explained the national climate and energy targetgended policies to reduce CO2 emissions (eneewng,
renewable energy, and CCS), and why CCS is neatlegeet national climate goals. Sixty people attenthe
meeting; half of them professionals half of theroalocitizens, many of whom were active in localified. Shell
stated that the CCS technology that is to be usd®hrendrecht is ready, already in use and proaém $n April
2008, Shell organized a second information meefinghe general public at the request of the Mypatity. The
meeting attracted about 250 visitors. In contragthe first meeting, there was much more debaterélwere so
many questions that they could not all be answthatevening, but they were all written down andvegred in the
publicly available minutes of the meeting on Stsefitoject information website. Meanwhile, localipchl parties
had started discussing the project plans. In pdaticthey were not convinced by the strong sat&ims.

Before the summer of 2008, the Ministers of Spa&iahnning and Economic Affairs met with representsst of
the Province and the Municipality and decided tstal a platform to discuss the EIA procedure. Frevince
chaired the discussion and group meetings wereyed«r weeks. In addition, a communication workgrouas
created with communication professionals of all mstakeholders including Shell, the National Goweent, and
the Municipality. The task of the communication kgmoup was not to come up with a unified project
communication strategy, but to synchronize stakadrs! communication activities. Parties discusdeslitiea of
putting up a general website about the project. Whmicipality suggested that all information be put the
Municipality website, but other parties disagresdteey felt that this would not guarantee objettiviEventually it
was decided that all parties would host their ovefbsites and that these websites would be linked¢b other.

In November 2008, almost one year later than aaiyrplanned, the National Government decided tocate
€30 million to Shell for the project in BarendrecBin December 11, 2008, Shell submitted the EIA raagiest for
permits to the Province and the Ministry of Econoraifairs. In January 2009, the Province and Gaweimrt
decided that the EIA met the guidelines previousiwn up and approved, whereupon the EIA was phdxdisand
deposited for public inspection for a 6-week periad formally required. During this period, the Nuipality as
well as individual citizens could submit views. Medile, the Municipal Council and Municipal Execgihad
agreed upon a list of questions about the projEgis so-called ‘question checklist’ was finalized December
2008, and would be used to submit the Municipalwien the decision to approve the EIA to the Prowahc
Executive and Economic Affairs in February 2009e Hifficial position of the Municipality was that @mers to the
guestions must be provided before a decision do@lthade, based ‘not on emotions but on facts gudes’.

During the period January — March 2009, four megtiwere organized with four independent expertsiege
hired by the Municipality and paid for by the Natid Government, to reflect on the research don¢h®EIA and
to answer the questions in the ‘question checkbtthe Municipality. Main concerns of Municipalityere as
follows. With regard to the decision making pro¢ceks Municipality argued that alternative locas@hould have
been studied in the initial stages of project plagnAccording to the Municipality, it is not evidewhy the first
onshore CCS demonstration project has to take pfaaedensely populated area such as Barendredtit.régard
to the legal requirements for the project, the ntaincern was the monitoring of the stored,C&ithough Shell and
the National Government had made and announcedgegeraent on this, the Municipality and the public
demonstrated low confidence in Shell and the gavent to assume responsibility for and subsequemtperly
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organize the monitoring. Concerns directly relatedthe project were mainly about safety. The Muyratiy
disagreed with the conclusion in the EIA that ‘éxrig technology’ would be used in the Barendreabjgzt. Safety
calculations were criticized for being based on el®dand not on real-life experience. Furthermote t
Municipality claimed that the risk analysis madethe EIA was incomplete as it did not consider niditi issues
such as illness and psychosomatic effects on puigath. Finally, with regard to the distributiof ansts and
benefits, the Municipality stated that Barendrelchtl already faced many infrastructural projectsecent years;
that the risks of decreases in real estate valuwe weclear; and that project developers will hudmpefit from the
project in multiple ways by obtaining governmentding to pollute, which deviates from the ‘the pitdlr pays’
principle and is unfair.

The Municipality stated that it would cease opposito the project if all of these concerns woukddidressed
satisfactory and the permitting procedure wouldadapted to the situation, a.o. by taking into aotapecific
characteristics of the area such as the high ptpnlaensity. However, during the roundtable sassiceveral
local political parties continued to develop préites activities which received regular media afi@mt One of them
started mobilizing the public by organizing petitioand a protest walk. According to the party leadhe petition
resulted in around 900 signatures and the protesthmwas attended by around 300-400 people. Fuontver, in
February 2009, a news item appeared in two natiomalspapers in the Netherlands in which one of the
independent experts hired by the Municipality stateat there are still many uncertainties about @8& that the
safety of the project cannot be guaranteed. Latgrmonth, the Municipality hosted a public meefioigthe people
in Barendrecht which was visited by over 1.100 peofill citizens of Barendrecht had been personialiyted by a
letter. According to a report describing the meggtithe spokesperson of Shell kept referring to Bl when
receiving questions about safety whereas this tepodifficult to read for members of the generalblic.
Furthermore, Shell stated that the project wapndfitable. This remark was heavily debated aftedsaShell also
stated they would take into account public oppositalthough this was not widely believed by thaagal public.

By March 1, 2009, an important change took effadhie electricity, gas, and mining law, made by Migrister
of Economic Affairs. The so-called ‘national coaordiion regulation’ (RCR) implied that for the CC®ject in
Barendrecht, decision making would take place tibnal instead of local level. The Ministry of Ecamic Affairs
will coordinate the permitting procedures and magroule a local authority if it takes a decisiome tMunicipality
disagrees with, or if the Municipality refuses tmwoperate with the granting of an environmental perAtcording
to the National Government, the reason for thisslaton is to make procedures shorter and morectife.
According to the Municipality Barendrecht, the R@R means of forcing them to accept the CCS projec

On March 13, 2009, a Dutch environmental educatioganization launched a website with neutral, bddia
information about climate change, CO2 emissionsl @2 storage that has been written and approvednby
independent editorial board with partners from goweent, industry, science, and NGOs. The website lalt
upon request of the National Government and tadlai@ the general public. Although this joint statleler
initiative was meant to represent a broad rangaenfs thus guaranteeing a degree of impartialgyesal weblogs
called the website pro-CCS propaganda from Shellthe National Government.. This impression wasymebly
created by the occurrence of several other everttsei same period, most notably the RCR and theingef an
information centre in Barendrecht funded by VROM, Bnd Shell within the same week.

On March 18, the information centre CO2 storage ey@ned in a shopping mall in Barendrecht nearafrtbe
CO2 injection sites. The centre was funded by thaidtties of Economic Affairs and Spatial Planningith
contributions from Shell. Its aim was to inform theneral public about all aspects of the projedt@pinions about
CCS in Barendrecht. However, not all main stakedéx@ldvere on board. The Municipality and local pcdit parties
did not actively use the information centre as mgmnication channel. Instead they displayed prajgormation
separately, in the lobby of their office buildingresumably in part because of the absence of theichpality,
many people initially thought that the informatioentre was owned by Shell.

On April 24 2009, the EIA committee published itbvige to the Ministers. The committee stated thatEIA
was complete and a fair and balanced assessméim @hpact and risks of the project. It also saiat the safety
risks were properly assessed and complying withcbug¢gislation. Nevertheless, by the end of May 2@0e
Municipality announced a decision to say no to@@S project, claming that a number of questionsritten down
in their question checklist had remained unanswededJune 20, 2009, both the Ministers of VROM &idvisited
Barendrecht to talk with the Municipal represemidi and with the residents of the area. They stdtatdthey
would treat decisions around the project carefahd after discussion with the Municipality, and tthhey
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understood that the Municipality must have felt rowteelmed by the rapid developments. In the sumni€009,

the National Government announced that three additireports would be written to answer those goesthat the
Municipality considered insufficiently addressed tle process: a report on alternative locationsemort on

possible psychosomatic effects of the project, aneview of external safety issues. Shortly befbheeresults were
made known, local citizens announced the formatiba local activist group called ‘CO2 is no'. Nethaless,
based on the research results the Ministers dfficiiecided to approve the project on November 2@)9. In a
media response, the Municipality stated that ‘Sha#l taken the government hostage.’

In December 2009, both Ministers visited Barendréatexplain their decision in a public meetingtta local
theatre in the presence of 600 people. Anothermabdeitizens of an unknown size watched the meedirthe town
hall, where it was broadcasted live. The discusdaater attempted to make the public take turnsisking
guestions to the Ministers, but to no avail. Thenistiers were continuously interrupted by boos, tdgs and cries
of disapproval. The Public response consisted mos$tspeeches from audience members stating thairticess of
decision making had been undemocratic and that wmayd never allow the project to continue. Thepeeshes
were continuously followed by rounds of applauseth® time of finishing the case analysis, it waslear which
steps would be taken next, and by whom.

4. Case Analysis

In this section, we will explain the developments Barendrecht by linking them to existing insiglits
stakeholder involvement and public communicatiomskidre CCS implementation in the Netherlands can
classified as an ‘unstructured problem’ [6]. Typit@ discussions about unstructured problems aestipns like
‘Do we really need this?’ and ‘Do we need somettetgp instead?’ These questions have been anchgertt be
raised CCS technology. The project developmentareBdrecht took place against a backdrop of a dedi@iut the
utility and necessity of CCS. According to the latll Government, CCS is needed because alternatigasot yet
ready. This claim is contested by others who qardtie effectiveness of CCS as a climate mitigati@asure and
mention that there may be better alternatives alvkil Greenpeace, for example, argues that chodsinGCS
means choosing coal and vice versa. According tee@reace, this technical ‘lock-in’ will prevent esvable
energy sources from competing on the energy mankgears to come [7]. Nevertheless, project develemt in
Barendrecht has not been preceded by an organigeasdion about the utility and necessity of CCS.

Another feature of unstructured problems such a$ @Cthat stakeholders widely vary in their beliefalues,
and presumptions about the problem and its possblations. In Barendrecht, for example, the Natlon

be

Government and Shell mainly viewed the CCS profestn a techno-economic point of view whereas the

Municipality mainly took a social and local perspree. In such a situation it is recommended thatakeholder
dialogue includes all different perspectives on gheblem, regardless whether they are broadly orgimally
endorsed [8]. Furthermore, stakeholders represgihiese perspectives should also have equal pawefltence
decision-making. However, in Barendrecht, publigoilvement was only possible through the legallyuresd
opportunity of submitting views to the EIA. Locahnies did not have a role in the organizationhaf permitting
procedure or in policy-making. Although local comtehave been addressed extensively in the infopnugless of
decision making, and all stakeholders have discusséensively with each other throughout the prpjdte fact
that local parties did not have any formal poweinftuence decision making implies that no equalgie was
given to their perspective on the socio-economiglth, and safety consequences of the project.Mumgcipality
and the local public of Barendrecht were involvedctoo late and were not given the power to enthattheir
concerns would be taken into account in the prooésdecision-making. The procedural discussion grahe
roundtable sessions with independent experts,iadditresearch carried out by order of the Natidhavernment,
demonstrate that all stakeholders have put seéffag into solving the issues raised by the Mypadity. However,
none of these measures gave the Municipality aedadal public any formal decision-making powerstdad, the
introduction of the RCR reduced Municipal power revfarther. As a result, several members of locditipal
parties have sought other means of influencingptioeess. Organizing (public) protest activitiesiciray opinions
in the media, and demanding for additional indepahdesearch may all be seen as strategies tonabfaience
that would not have been used, at least not toetktisnt, if the Municipality had been at the negftioin table in the
process towards obtaining permits and developitigipe and public communication strategies.
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Another challenge to a fruitful negotiation is thantral to the discussion are specific policy emhhological
options, not the perspectives of the stakeholdemselves. This is because perspectives cannadassified as
‘right’ or ‘wrong’ — they are just lenses throughhish people view reality. Attacking a stakeholdeopup’s
perspective will not result in a useful discussamd will ultimately lead to a deadlock [8]. In Badzecht, for
example, proponents of the CCS project have tenoldabel questions about the necessity of CCS aadable
alternatives as irrelevant to the present discassimncerns about safety have at times been deemetional or
irrational. However, such labeling of arguments liegpthat these arguments are invalid or evensalfing, being
rooted in NIMBYism or in climate skepticism. Foighreason, the Municipality feared the label ‘eronél’ and has
repeatedly stated that they would base any deciofacts and figures’ and not on ‘emotions’. THigstrates the
sharp distinction made by all stakeholders betwesdit arguments (rooted in technical knowledge) andlid
arguments (rooted in lack thereof). As a resulth@roponents and opponents to the project haveestad each
other’s expertise. In the media, those opposingptiogect have shown a tendency to exaggerate adalize the
risks of CQ. For example, a local politician has claimed tiia@omething happened, ‘100.000 people could be
killed’. However, those in favor have made equakaggerated claims in favor of CCS. For example, aithe
Ministers has stated in a newspaper interview'tb@b is completely harmless’.

Stakeholders have also openly questioned each'othezgrity. In part, these seem to have beenbfedeveral
claims of project proponents that seem a bit toongt First, the safety claim. Both Shell and thatidhal
Government have stated several times that the ldbalonstration project’ refers to lessons to kered in areas
such as legal procedures, regulations, and mongphut not to technological lessons because tttentdogy has
been proven. However, their EIA report does stiadt the project will provide technical lessons sititere are still
uncertainties, be it predominantly with regard t@io integration. Although the technology has btested, for
example as part of gas storage or enhanced oiVeegothe Barendrecht project will be differentistiwill be the
first onshore integration of the entire CCS chaithvhe aim of injecting CO2 into an empty gasdielherefore,
admitting that research on CCS chain integratiostiis in progress may have been a more effectivategy in
public communication. A second claim that seembawe backfired is that Shell will not make monegnfr this
demonstration project. Even though it is true thmtyears to come Shell's investments will largelytweigh
expected benefits, this is of course a strategiestment which is nothing a commercial project dteyer has to be
ashamed of. However, both Shell and the Nationale@ument kept using climate mitigation as the nagument
for the present project - while at the same tinfietieg alternative perspectives on climate mitigatstrategies.

According to many CCS experts, one of the greatieslienges to the employment of CCS is that laypfeedo
not understand the significance of the technoldgythe present case, several stakeholders havedstaat non-
technical people are more often opposed to thegtrtihan those with a technical education, theslggesting that
lack of understanding is a main cause of protdst. issue of filling knowledge gaps (which ones andihat way)
is therefore one of the main topics of debate wimxmolvement of the local public as a stakeholdesugr is
concerned. However, although there is some eviddvatebeing exposed to valid and balanced infolmnaiads to
mostly neutral opinions towards CCS, [1,3] havingrenknowledge about CCS does not result by dedimith a
more positive attitude. One variable that is patédy well-known for influencing information prossing and
public opinion formation is trust in the organizats providing the information. Public informatios perceived
more balanced and objective when endorsed by nuiltiformation sources [9], which is another argatfor
broad stakeholder involvement.

In the present case, the project information ak#glao the public was complete, with all relevaaparts,
minutes, and Q&A overviews available on variouskstelder websites. However, regarding the quality o
information supplied to the public by the main stiadlders, we conclude that it was only in partdraind balanced,
that a large part of the information about the @cojwas difficult to understand, and that trust wasestablished.
At the start of the project communication in Baneutht, information sources tailored to the pubégarding the
CCS and its wider context did not yet exist. Thealopublic thus had to rely upon information frohe tproject
stakeholders, which showed little balance and washie larger part not endorsed by multiple staladrs. Instead,
much of the information came from one source ardl dither a negative or positive bias. The first sibwith
general information that was explicitly tailored tioe public and was endorsed by multiple stakehsldeas
launched late in the process, as well as the irdtiom centre that also presented information froanious
stakeholders. The information centre could havgquaa central role in objective communication, vais put in
place too late and was not endorsed by the Murditip&or this reason, and because the informatientre was
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financed by the government and Shell, some citizemse doubted the objectivity of information prositd The
content of public communication was strongly foaclise telling people facts, figures, and sociallgickble reasons
for carrying out the project (to prevent climateange), but paid little attention to local costs drmhefits. The
timing of public involvement reinforced the imprassthat Shell would be the only beneficiary whigas therefore
not a highly trusted source of information abouesaor costs and benefits. In sum, whereas legélpublic
awareness and knowledge regarding CCS are sti|l ébances of exposure to information that provicastext to
CCS are still very small with only a handful of gblout not yet widespread information sources akhila

5. Recommendations

Based on this case study, the following recomméoisican be made for future CCS projects.

Have the utility and necessity discussion fiBgcause CCS is presented as a solution to theleampmblem of
climate mitigation, prior to planning any CCS pudj¢here should be a discussion about CCS in timegb of
alternative solutions to this problem. The Natio@avernment should take the lead in developingakestolder
discussion about views on energy solutions in garard CCS in particular, and subsequently not delelop but
also communicate clear and strong policy measurdersed by a wide array of stakeholders. This shbeldone
before any specific CCS demonstration projectasatl.

Involve stakeholders in the process as early asiplesto give equal attention to perspectiv@ssen the novelty
of CCS demonstration projects, local stakeholdens wre among the first to experience a CCS denatimsir
project should be involved in the process of lamatselection, permitting, and the policy making sa®n as
prospective locations come into view. This shouldrrant the representation of different perspectijeg.
population density issue and local characteristidbe area) in addition to a techno-economic peztype.

Allow main stakeholders equal power to influenadicision making procedroject proponents should realize
that all issues surrounding the project may berdeahem but not necessarily to other stakeholdevslved.
Instead of trying to get the project through “dsitiss more productive to view the process as gatiation in which
stakeholders have equal influence on the outconme.nfdtter how extensive the informal process suppprt
decision-making, if one of the main stakeholders htlle power to formally negotiate decisions witither
stakeholders the process is not going to be suttedhe present situation in Barendrecht could ehdneen
prevented by involving the Municipality in the pegptions of the EIA (e.g. discuss what researaedsired and
have a say in which parties will do the requireskegch) The Municipality would then probably alswé felt less
need to voice negative opinions about the projeciugh the media during the decision-making proeess the
local public could have trusted the Municipalityreppresent her interests.

Establish a dialogue between stakeholders about @@$ is rooted in mutual acknowledgement of each
stakeholder’s identity, values, knowledge and vidwsthe present case, all key stakeholders haveategly
dismissed each other's arguments either based sumasl lack of expertise or assumed lack of intggBbth
behaviors are destructive to the process. As we Is@en, some key stakeholders view the problemG8 @s
structured whereas others view it as an unstrudtpreblem. It is no use arguing which perspectsvenore ‘true’.
Factually, there is no consensus yet about thes cbehefits, technology, and regulation regardi@BClt can thus
be contested who has the ‘wrong’ view on the issueho is lacking relevant knowledge. For this mmasoncerns
and arguments raised by stakeholders that may fstema lack of knowledge cannot be deemed invdlteht said,
demands of stakeholders who are involved in detisiaking should be grounded, reasonable, and raddetiFor
example, demanding zero-risk would be an unrealggimand and should not be accepted as input wtiaggns.
Furthermore, anti-normative behavior during meetispould be dismissed openly and immediately. Oag m
expect stakeholders to treat each other reasondbspite differences in perspective. To enforcs, taspecially
meetings with the local public may require an addstetting.

Be Transparent about costs and benefitdacks on perspectives can also be preventeddmgparency about
costs and benefits to stakeholders, as this quegtistrongly tied to perceived stakeholder motivasparticular,
both governments and project developers shouldzesdl does not enhance their credibility to motévahe
development of CCS projects by exclusively refeyrto climate change. Firstly, because to a largt @lathe
general public the story of climate change is eitbe difficult to understand or just not seen akkevant to them
personally. Secondly, because CCS is expectedvi® teeghnical and economic benefits as well. Thesefits, and
to whom they will apply, should be discussed iropan, transparent way.
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Create trust before attending to knowledge gafsthough it is clearly important that comprehdasi and
accessible public information on CCS is availabifgrmation is only used if it is trusted. This té@s that prior to
public communication stakeholders have agreed ath@uprocess, and knowledge creation (e.g. reseaqmirts)
should be a done in such a way that every stakehell trust the outcomes. One way of establishinig is to
decide together with project opponents who willfpen the required research. If research reportsnaterusted
they will not convince opponents, regardless ofrtheality or approval by permitting authorities the present
case, the Municipality has demanded for independesgarch. Independency in this context primaefgmed to
research performed by a party selected by the Npality instead of Shell. Finally, one way of eamgitrust of the
local public is to be transparent about the pracessthe outside world know what is going on a tiegotiation
table. Regularly update the local public. Make gneament about who will do this and how. In thisegafor
example, the Municipality could have taken up tiede. As long as all negotiators are committedhi process of
finding solutions, it will not be in the interestany of them to thwart the project by exaggeratedlia outings.

6. Conclusion

Putting up a constructive stakeholder dialogue alouunstructured problem such as CCS is a diffitagk
requiring attention to and knowledge of stakeholdeolvement at every level, from involving the higparties in
formal decision-making to engaging in a dialogughwtihe local public in an appropriate setting. Hoere
knowledge about each level is available as wefirastical guidelines for putting that knowledgeoipractice.
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