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Abstract 

Carbon capture and storage (CCS) has emerged as one potential strategy to reduce greenhouse 

gas emissions.  It refers to the capture of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions from industrial sources 

and the long-term storage of this CO2 in stable underground reservoirs. One factor in the 

successful implementation of CCS is support from residents who live near proposed or 

operational CCS projects, as these residents will likely have a strong impact on the development 

and deployment of the technology. This study uses the theoretical framework of interactional 

field theory to examine how the factors of ‘community’ and ‘sense of place’ influence residents’ 

perceptions of CCS in their area.  The objectives of this study are to 1) examine community 

views of key issues surrounding CCS; 2) investigate factors that contribute to perspectives of 

CCS; and 3) to ascertain how local residents view CCS or other energy developments especially 

in regards to community (perceptions of their place and local relationships).   

Data for this study was collected using in-depth individual and group interviews, 

participant observation and secondary data collection.  One hundred and twenty residents in three 

Western Canadian communities were interviewed between May and November 2011. The case 

study communities included: 1) Priddis, Alberta where a University research project was planned 

but cancelled due to local opposition; 2) Weyburn, Saskatchewan which hosts one of the world’s 

largest and earliest demonstrations of carbon storage in an Enhanced Oil Recovery project; and 

3) Fairview, Alberta where there is no proposal for CCS.  The three case studies provide an 

opportunity to examine perceptions of CCS in areas at different stages of implementation and 

offer a unique comparison of the local contexts that shape the support for or opposition to energy 

developments.  
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The factors that influenced community perceptions of CCS included: 1) place-based 

knowledge and experience; 2) demographic and community sustainability characteristics; and 3) 

interactions and relationships among residents.  Results suggest that ‘sense of place’ and 

‘community’ are important when examining how residents view energy deployments. Collective 

risk perceptions are influenced by the interrelationships and communication between people 

about a place of shared concern.  
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~Where The Great Peace River Flows~ 

There’s a river that is flowing down towards the northern sea,  
‘Tis not famed in song or story, still it holds a charm for me. 
It has called me from the southland where the starry banner blows, 
And I’ve settled down forever where the Great Peace River flows. 
  
We have come from every nation, they have sent their very best 
To uphold the flag of freedom in this great and glorious west. 
And no foreign feet dare trample on our pretty prairie rose; 
‘Tis the emblem of our country where the Great Peace River flows. 
 
Where the Great Peace River’s flowing, where the pretty bluebell grows, 
Where our prairies they are glowing with the beauty of the rose, 
Here the sun is always shining, no one sits down here repining, 
And the clouds have silver linings where the Great Peace River flows. 
 
Lay me down when life is over where the prairie roses bloom, 
And the robins sing their carols every eve about my tomb. 
When the sunny days of summer they are drawing to a close, 
May they gild my grave with sunshine where the Great Peace River flows. 
 
When I get the final summons from that courthouse in the skies, 
And the Judge of all the Judges, may He deem it no surprise, 
If I ask him just one favour— He may grant it, no one knows— 
Send me back to Fair Alberta where the Great Peace River flows.  

 
-John Sweeney 

 Fairview (Vanrena) Resident 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

 

Study Background 

Energy production is critical to the Canadian economy.  Canada is not only the fifth-largest 

energy producer in the world; it is also one of the highest per-capita consumers of energy 

(Natural Resources Canada, 2010). Canadians’ high energy use can be attributed to individuals’ 

long travel distances, a cold climate, an energy-intensive industrial base, relatively low energy 

prices and a high standard of living (Environment Canada, 2005).  Along with this high level of 

energy consumption comes a high level of greenhouse gases. Canada has about 0.5% of the 

world’s population but contributes to approximately 2% of its total greenhouse gas (GHG) 

emissions. In 2010, approximately 20.3 tonnes of GHGs were emitted per person in the country1 

(Environment Canada, 2012). Research about GHG concentrations and the environment has led 

to evidence that the climate system is warming and the majority of this increase in average 

temperatures is “very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic GHG concentrations 

(IPCC, 2007, p.5).” As a result, international protocols have set out targets for countries to 

reduce their level of carbon dioxide (CO2) and other GHG emissions to a level that will prevent 

dangerous anthropogenic interference in the earth’s climate patterns (UNFCCC, n.d.).   

 Carbon dioxide capture and geological storage (CCS) is one potential strategy to reduce 

GHG emissions.  It refers to the capture of CO2 emissions from industrial sources and the long-

term storage of this CO2 in stable underground reservoirs (Parson and Keith, 1998). One of the 

principal reasons for implementing CCS is to mitigate climate change (NRCan, 2006; Griffiths et 

                                                

1 This was the latest figure available at the time of submission. 
2 The project was cancelled before I initiated data collection. 
3 Interactional field theory is also called the ‘interactional approach to community.’ 
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al., 2005), yet the CO2 captured from these industrial sources also has the potential to increase 

the amount of oil extracted through “enhanced oil recovery” (EOR). Enhanced oil recovery can 

provide an economic benefit; however, EOR also encourages the continued depletion and 

extraction of fossil fuels, which ultimately may increase GHG emissions.   

There has been growing technological development, research and investment in CCS 

during the past decade, yet some members in the public, industry and policy makers regard the 

technology as controversial (Ashworth, 2010; Bäckstrand et al., 2011).  Some proponents see 

CCS as a climate change mitigation technology that will be essential to reducing CO2 emissions.  

Others view CCS as an environmentally risky, technologically complex, and expensive end-of-

pipe-technology that is resource-intensive, promotes the continued extraction of fossil fuels and 

competes with renewable energy investments (Stephens, 2011; Bielicki and Stephens, 2008).   

 Public opinion on any controversial technology can factor into successful introduction or 

implementation. Social research can help us understand how public judgments about technology 

are made, how these views evolve, and the factors that help explain the reasons for these 

judgments (Bradbury, 1994). One of the most important factors in CCS implementation is public 

support and acceptance of the technology (Ashworth, 2010). This includes risk perceptions 

associated with CCS. As a report from Natural Resources Canada states, “success depends on 

creating the conditions that support the first and subsequent waves of CCS investment while 

gaining the public’s support for CCS as an acceptable way to meet the carbon challenge (2008, 

p.9).”   

 There has been insufficient research in Canada exploring public knowledge of and 

attitudes towards CCS. This dearth applies to both the general Canadian public and communities 

where the technology will be deployed.  It is important to examine the general opinion of the 
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Canadian public to understand the broader opinions of CCS, yet it is particularly crucial to 

examine those who may be directly affected by a nearby CO2 storage site. Existing research 

suggests that these locally affected areas will likely have a strong impact on the development and 

deployment of CCS (Curry, 2004).  The research reported on here explores the views of three 

different communities regarding CCS.  Two communities have had experience with CCS 

proposals or developments.  A third community has no current or proposed CCS project, yet can 

be examined to understand the residents’ perceptions of CCS.  

The remainder of this chapter: 1) outlines the objectives and the significance of this 

research; 2) provides an overview of the research methodology and community selection for case 

studies; and 3) presents an outline of the following dissertation chapters.   

 

Research Purpose and Objectives 

The primary purpose of this study is to investigate public perspectives about geological 

carbon storage initiatives in communities where developments are currently operational or 

have been planned. A third community without plans for a CCS project will provide insight into 

how a ‘typical’ Western Canadian community may view CCS and other energy projects such as 

nuclear, hydroelectric and fossil fuel extraction. Key research objectives include the following: 

1. To examine community views of key issues surrounding CCS. 

2. To investigate factors that may contribute to perspectives of CCS. 

3. To ascertain how locally ‘affected’ populations view CCS or other energy developments 

especially with regard to their ideas of ‘community’ and sense of ‘place’ (ties to area and 

local relationships). 
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Two major events relevant to CCS occurred during the course of this study and provided 

additional research opportunities to examine the factors that may influence community views of 

CCS.  First, one of the communities I planned to examine, which was the site for a planned CCS 

project, opposed the proposal.2  This provided a unique opportunity to contrast the perceptions of 

communities who did and did not support a local carbon storage project. Second, within this 

study’s timeframe, the world’s first public allegations of a CO2 leak at a CCS project were made 

at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project.  These allegations provided a novel event that could 

influence residents’ views about CCS. Notwithstanding the original criteria for community case 

selection, these unanticipated events are part of the case community contexts and in fact may be 

viewed as providing additional dimensions for exploring community views and further research 

opportunities.  

 The research objectives are guided by interactional field theory.3  This theoretical 

approach has roots in rural and environmental sociology and takes into account the importance of 

community relationships and “attachment to place” in understanding how local residents view a 

development in their area that could potentially be regarded as a hazard.  This is particularly 

important for residents who live in an area where CCS is proposed or currently operating as these 

people may have more stake in the technologies or be affected disproportionately by associated 

risks and benefits. Most Canadians may never tangibly experience a CCS project, yet there will 

be individuals in “locally affected” communities where risks or benefits are more concentrated. It 

is possible that individuals and groups in these areas may be more critical or more accepting of 

                                                

2 The project was cancelled before I initiated data collection. 
3 Interactional field theory is also called the ‘interactional approach to community.’ 
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CCS projects and have the ability to stop a project from being developed thorough localized 

collective action (Ashworth, 2010) or alternatively, welcome such a project.  

Place attachment refers to the positive affective bonds that people associate with a 

specific place and are based upon the interactions they have in that location. This attachment and 

sense of community reinforce and reflect the social construction of risk in the local environment 

and can be seen as central to the basis by which people select and interpret risks such as those 

associated with technological developments (Masuda and Garvin, 2006). An important and often 

neglected focus in risk research is how people collectively perceive or respond to hazards 

(Bridger and Luloff, 1999).  This does not dismiss the importance of research on individual risk 

perspectives or methodologies. Rather it provides another scale at which to understand where 

these perspectives come from, how they interact with larger social systems and how they 

determine the collective action that is often the basis for policy, industry and government 

decisions related to technological development.  

The simple fact of the matter is that people do not act alone. Their considerations, 

behaviors, views and positions stem from somewhere—a geographical area, a collection of 

experiences, the norms and values that emerge among shared lives or the people they choose to 

form bonds with. The concepts of community and place attachment – as both a perspective of 

and an explanation for collective human behavior – can teach us much about the ways 

characteristic groups of people will perceive developments in the places that matter to them.   
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Overview of the Research Methodology 

Community Case Study Selection  

Carbon capture and storage deployment at a large scale is still in its infancy in Canada.  

Therefore there are relatively few communities that are applicable to this study. Three 

communities were ultimately selected for study. Selection of these communities were based on 

two main criteria: 1) They were all located in Western Canada and had experience with local 

energy developments; and 2) The communities had CCS projects that were at different stages of 

implementation. 

 The first community of Weyburn, Saskatchewan was selected because it was near an 

established CCS project. The project, named the IEAGHG Weyburn-Midale CO2 Monitoring 

and Storage Project (hereafter referred to as the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project), was established 

in 2000 (PTRC, 2012).  The company running the project (Cenovus, formerly Encana) holds 

regular community meetings and has little community controversy. In January 2011, a farming 

couple residing near the project publicly reported an alleged leak.  Following the allegations, 

there has been some controversy and an increase in media reporting (Boyd et al., 2013).  The 

second community was selected because it was in an area where a CCS project was proposed.4 A 

location in Canada that met this criterion was Priddis, Alberta. Proposed by the University of 

Calgary, this small carbon storage research project was located just outside of the City of 

Calgary.  The final community that was studied did not have a CCS project planned at all and 

functions as a control site.   Lessons regarding public response to energy controversy can be 

derived from the Fairview, Alberta case study, as there is a run-of-the-river hydro project 

                                                

4 The project proposed by the University of Calgary was later abandoned due to lack of local support.   
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proposed nearby, a proposed but cancelled nuclear power plant, and the presence of a large 

natural gas extraction industry.    

The case study communities selected for this study provide an opportunity to examine 

CCS in locations where the technology was supported and opposed.  It also allows for an 

understanding of why some energy development projects receive community opposition while 

others receive community support. Put another way, the research described here leads to 

practical understanding of what factors are important at a community level for the acceptance or 

positive views of a project.  General lessons have been gleaned through examining these three 

communities and how they view CCS. 

 

Overview of Case Study Methodology 

This research uses a mixed-method approach to examine the perspectives and understandings of 

CCS or energy developments in three communities. The case study data was collected by 

conducting one-on-one or small group interviews with 120 members of three communities from 

May to November 2011.  This included interviews with those who lived in the community and 

had a particular stake in the CCS events.  This included, for example, those who were involved 

in the development of the existing Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project, made allegations of leaks, or 

were involved in the unfolding of the University of Calgary research project in Priddis.  

Interview protocols included:  1) Community focused questions (e.g. how the community 

residents solved problems, sense of community and the interactions between community 

members); 2) Place specific questions (e.g. residents’ relationship with the land and desire to 

change or protect landscape); 3) Carbon capture and storage questions (e.g. perceived risks and 

benefits of CCS in the area, how it would affect views of their landscape or interactions with 
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community members); 4) General energy system and climate change questions (e.g. views of 

energy systems and perceived need to reduce GHG emissions).  While an overarching 

framework was used to guide the research, the methodology was tailored to suit each community 

selected for study.  The differences in methodology were based on the demographics, suitable 

recruiting methods and on the stages of CCS or energy development in each area.  This is 

discussed further in chapter five, which focuses on methodology.    

Participant observation was conducted at community events, meetings and everyday 

activities to examine community functioning and interrelationships. Notes on these observations 

were recorded in a journal. All interviews were transcribed and imported into a qualitative data 

analysis program (N-Vivo 9) for review and analysis. Interviews were analyzed using a constant-

comparative and concept-development approach based on emergent themes that evolved through 

the course of the research (Strauss & Corbin 1995).   

 

Significance and Contributions of the Research 

This research extends the work that has been conducted on perceptions of CCS in Canada and 

internationally. It is imperative to study the Canadian perspective (particularly Western Canada) 

as this area has a dependency on fossil fuels and a stated official commitment to greenhouse gas 

(GHG) reduction – at least during the study period.  It also expands understanding of rural 

Canadians’ views and perspectives on climate change and energy preferences in Canada. An 

understanding of the role of community and place attachment and how these concepts interface 

with energy and community development may also be extended with insights from the case 

studies. The contributions to research are further discussed in the following five points.   
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1. The Research Presented is Timely - Research is needed to assess the public perspectives of 

CCS as a number of projects in Alberta and Saskatchewan had been started or were set to 

begin in the next few years.  While the current political and economic environment has 

changed in terms of industry interest and government support, the research presented here 

could provide valuable lessons for risk communication and management of similar 

current and proposed projects.5  

 

2. Canadian Community Context - There has been relatively little Canadian research on public 

perceptions of CCS largely because the technology is at an early stage and there are few 

examples for the public to draw upon. Existing research demonstrates that the most 

critical challenges to the acceptability of CCS projects may stem from the perceptions 

and preferences of communities near selected CCS sites (Bradbury et al., 2009). For that 

reason the research is not only important to understanding the views of community 

members near proposed CCS projects, but also contribute to the research on how to 

conduct social science studies and outreach programs about technological risks in other 

communities in Canada.  

 

                                                

5 Over the course of this dissertation there has been a change in industry and government interest in CCS.  There has 
been a change in status of two of the original four projects proposed for Alberta.  In April 2012, TransAlta 
announced the cancelation of Project Pioneer.  More recently the SwanHills Synfuel project has been deferred.  A 
recent article in the Calgary Herald demonstrates this change: “Five years ago, the Alberta government touted its 
climate change plan as “transformative action” to sharply cut greenhouse gas emissions and fundamentally reshape 
the face of the province’s energy-fuelled economy…The Tory government pinned its hopes on capturing carbon and 
storing it underground, but acknowledged overall greenhouse gases would rise for another dozen years before new 
technology would bring the situation under control.  But the strategy has suffered setbacks since its inception – 
including the admission last year the province won’t meet its own targets to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and 
the cancellation of two of the four carbon capture and storage programs.” (Derworiz, April 15, 2013) 
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3. Original Research on CCS - There has been little research that compares a CCS project 

cancelled due to public concern and a CCS project that has been successfully 

implemented.6  In addition there has yet to be research on how a negative focusing event,7 

that is, the ‘alleged’ leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project, can affect perspectives of 

CCS.  This study examines how the allegations of a leak can contribute to the debate on 

deploying CCS in rural communities.  The results are linked to other energy and 

technological developments to extend the practical understanding of perspectives towards 

this type of focusing event.  

 

4. Contribution to the Literature on Community Studies and Place Attachment -Much 

research has focused on how individuals’ perspectives factor into the acceptance or 

rejection of an energy system.  Fewer research studies have examined how factors such as 

the importance of community or ties to the land influence views of energy systems or 

other ‘risky’ developments.  In this research I examine how community dynamics and 

sense of place can shape collective risk perceptions.  This research contributes to the 

literature by focusing on the above factors and how a community can react to a 

development.  

 

                                                

6 During 2011 and 2012 two projects emerged that compare the support for or opposition to CCS projects (see Oltra 
et al., 2012 and Dutschke, 2011).  These studies are discussed in the literature review.  
7 A focusing event can be defined as “an event that is sudden, relatively rare, can be reasonably defined as harmful 
or revealing the possibility of potentially greater future harms, inflicts harms or suggests potential harms that are or 
could be concentrated on a definable geographic area or community of interest, and that is known to policymakers 
and the public virtually simultaneously” (Birkland, 1997, p.22). 
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5. Policy Implications and Information Needed for CCS Communications - Public opinions 

of CCS could slow development and deployment of the technology in Canada (Griffiths 

et al., 2005). The results and conclusions of this research may provide practical examples 

of how to improve industry practice and policy with regards to site selection and public 

outreach activities. This is critical in Canada, as industry and government plan an 

approach for deployment of large-scale CCS projects.      

 

Overview of the Dissertation 

The dissertation is structured as follows: In chapter two I provide a brief overview of carbon 

capture and geological storage.  I discuss the purpose of CCS and review some of the risks and 

benefits of geological storage of CO2 in deep underground reservoirs.  Chapter three consists of a 

literature review and discussion of past research on risk perspectives of energy systems. My 

review of the literature highlights the factors that influence public perspectives of energy systems 

and focuses on the local community level (rather than the general public level). In chapter four I 

discuss the importance of examining “community” (i.e. relationships among people who live in 

the same area) and “attachment to place” (i.e. the importance of an area to local residents) as 

factors in the opposition or support of energy developments. In this chapter I clarify how 

community is conceptualized in this research study and discuss how interactional field theory 

guides and informs the research. This section distinguishes gaps in the literature and how this 

research can contribute to the fields of risk perception and community studies.   

In chapter five I describe the methodology used for the study and how the research was 

carried out. This chapter also describes the recruitment and data analysis techniques utilized.  
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Chapter six includes a description of the three case study communities, the Weyburn-Midale CO2 

Project and the University of Calgary carbon research project.   

In chapter seven I discuss the analyses and the findings.  In this chapter each of the three 

case studies is examined based on the stage of CCS or energy development in the area. Chapter 

eight includes a discussion of the general findings regarding perspectives of CCS and the 

implications for community and place factors in siting energy projects. In chapter nine I discuss 

how conclusions from the study can inform policy and communication regarding CCS and 

energy development. I close by outlining potential areas for future study. 



 

13 

CHAPTER TWO: CARBON CAPTURE AND STORAGE IN CANADA 

 

Introduction 

Debates surrounding the implementation of technical solutions for carbon reduction are 

inevitable as society faces increasing environmental concerns and political pressure to act on 

global climate change.  Carbon capture and geological8 storage has emerged as one potential 

strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, specifically carbon dioxide.  The strategy has been 

particularly intriguing to countries such as Canada, which utilize fossil fuels and are seeking 

ways to reduce their GHG emissions. It has already been implemented in countries as diverse as 

Norway, Algeria, Australia, and the United States.9 

 Successful implementation of CCS requires an understanding of many technical and 

social factors.  Scientists have increasingly accepted that technological change is shaped by the 

social context in which it is designed and used.  Such views reject the notion of technological 

determinism—that technology develops as the sole result of an internal dynamic, is unmediated 

by any other influence and drives changes in the society where it is developed (Winner, 1986).  

Hence the success of a particular technology will not necessarily be based only on its 

performance, because a system is not purely technical; its real-world functioning has technical, 

economic, organizational, political and cultural elements (Wajcman, 2002). Therefore, technical 

and economic assessments must be considered within the current political, cultural and social 

                                                

8 There are a number of storage options for captured CO2 including ocean storage or mineral carbonation.  However, 
I focus on geologic sequestration (which includes storage in depleted oil and gas reservoirs, saline aquifers or deep 
coal beds), as this storage option is presently the main focus of developments in Canada (Meadowcroft and 
Langhelle, 2009).     
9 This is not an inclusive list of countries where CCS has been implemented. 



 

14 

context in order to fully assess a development (Stephens and Jiusto, 2010; Wustenhagen et al., 

2007).  By examining how CCS is understood within society, we can better understand not only 

the technical processes that inform policy making, but also how controversial technologies are 

shaped and accepted by the public (Bijker and Hughes, 1987).  In the first section of this chapter 

I provide a brief overview of carbon capture and geological storage.  The second half of the 

chapter examines several technical, economic, political and social factors that may influence the 

development and public perceptions of CCS.  

 

Overview of CCS 

Description and History of EOR and CCS 

One of the main objectives of CCS is to prevent carbon dioxide from being released into the 

atmosphere, and thus minimizing the contributions of anthropogenic influences on climate 

change (GCCSI, 2012). Figure 2.1 provides an illustration of the CCS process.  The technology 

includes three major steps: 1) capturing the CO2 produced at large industrial plants and 

separating it from the other gases produced when fossil fuels are combusted for power generation 

or other industrial processes; 2) compressing the CO2 and transporting it to a suitable storage 

site; and 3) injecting the CO2 into deep underground rock formations often at depths of one 

kilometer or more.   
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Figure 2.1 Illustration of CCS Process  

 

Figure Source. CO2CRC (2010)  

 

The injection and storage of CO2 has a long history in North America.  The original goal 

of CO2 injection was to increase the amount of oil that could be extracted from conventional oil 

production processes (DOE, 2011).  Research into the use of CO2 for enhanced oil recovery 

(EOR) processes began primarily in the United States during the 1950’s (Donaldson et al., 1985).   

The first commercial attempt at CO2-EOR began in 1972 in Scurry County, Texas (DOE, 2011) 

and early CO2 sources used for the purpose of EOR came from both natural and industrial 

sources (Donaldson et al., 1985).   
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  It was not until more recently that the capture, injection and storage of CO2 was discussed 

seriously as a climate change mitigation strategy.  The idea of capturing CO2 from fossil fuel 

emitters and storing it underground had been discussed in the late 1970’s (Marchetti, 1977), but 

work on CCS only gained the attention of international policy makers and the scientific 

community in the mid-1980’s, when concern of climate change began to increase (Meadowcroft 

and Langhelle, 2010).  The first major international conferences on CCS were held in the early 

1990’s and this is also when active international work from industry, academia and government 

began to accelerate the work on this technological approach to climate change mitigation 

(Meadowcroft and Langhelle, 2010). 

 In 1996 the first large-scale storage project began in Sleipner, Norway.  This project 

involves separating CO2 from natural gas and re-injecting it offshore under the North Sea 

(Shackley and Dutschke, 2012).  Even though research and demonstration projects had begun, 

CCS still had little serious recognition for CO2 reduction until the beginning of the century 

(Meadowcroft and Langhelle, 2010).  However, in 2001, the Seventh Conference of the Parties 

of the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) requested that the 

IPCC investigate CCS.  The resulting IPCC Special Report (2005) presented relatively 

favourable evaluations for the emissions reduction potential of CCS (Meadowcroft and 

Langhelle, 2010).  This report spurred a greater profile for CCS among the international 

community and developed significant interest in the use of this technology as a climate change 

mitigation strategy. 
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CCS and GHG Emissions in Canada  

Canada produces a large amount of CO2 and other GHG emissions.  In 2010 the total GHG 

emissions in Canada were 692 megatonnes (Mt) and about 81% of these emissions were 

generated from energy sources.  The remaining 19% were generated primarily by agricultural 

sources and industrial processes (Environment Canada, 2012).  Canada has made a number of 

commitments to reduce emissions. Canada’s Kyoto commitment was based on a 6% reduction in 

emissions relative to 1990 levels (Environment Canada, 2008).  Yet the projected emissions in a 

2008 Canadian Government plan would result in non-compliance with the Kyoto targets and 

produce average excess emissions of 189 Mt/year.  More recently Canada has agreed to a 17% 

reduction in GHG emissions from 2005 levels (by 2020) as outlined in the Copenhagen Accord 

(Government of Canada, 2010). Proponents of such targets argue that technologies that can 

reduce large quantities of CO2, such as CCS, are required to fulfill this commitment (Pembina, 

2009).  While there are a number of alternatives that may reduce CO2 emissions over the long 

term (e.g. through efficiency and the development of renewable energy sources), this does not 

address the already established large point source CO2 emitters such as coal-fired power plants 

(IPCC, 2005).   

 Canada has a large fossil fuel endowment, including oil, natural gas, coal and oil sands.  

The strong base for extraction of these resources and the high certainty of revenue in national 

and international markets warrant that these Canadian industries will persist in the near future 

(Langhelle and Meadowcroft, 2009).  A number of government and industry stakeholders are 

interested in CCS (Government of Alberta, 2008), although this interest can wax and wane with 

changing economic fortunes and other political interests.  Many of these industries currently 

utilize or extract fossil fuels and are large sources of CO2 emissions (ICO2N, 2010).  Some 
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suggest that with the help of CCS technologies, industries may be able to cut emissions while 

continuing to use these fuel sources, at least in the short term (Tjernshaugen and Langhelle, 

2009).   

 In addition, oil extraction industries may have a financial interest in CCS technology 

because injecting carbon dioxide in oil fields could enhance recovery beyond conventional water 

flooding. EOR involves the injection of CO2 to increase the amount of oil recovered while also 

storing CO2 in underground reservoirs. Cenovus (a Canadian based oil company) foresees a 50% 

improvement in the oil recovery rate at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project area, resulting in 

incremental production of 130 million barrels during the next 30 years (NRCAN, 2008).   

A number of other industries also have shown interest in implementing CCS technology.  

This includes chemical and fertilizer manufacturing industries such as an Agrium-owned 

fertilizer plant that plans to capture and store the CO2 from its ammonia production for use in 

EOR projects (Agrium, 2008).  CCS also can be integrated with coal-fired power plants (Bohm 

et al., 2007).  Such a project integrating CCS with a coal-fired power plant was planned for 

Alberta.  The project (Project Pioneer) headed by TransAlta near Wabamun, Alberta was 

cancelled in April 2012 (discussed further in a later section).  The recent project planned for 

Estevan, Saskatchewan also integrates CCS with a coal-fired power plant in the Boundary Dam 

project managed by SaskPower. It is possible to incorporate CCS with other large point source 

industrial facilities such as cement facilities (IPCC, 2007).  Such industry support and interest in 

CCS is an important factor in its development as it will be necessary to have continued funding 

and documented benefits, should the technology move beyond demonstration projects (van 

Alphen et al., 2009).  The use of CCS is not limited to fossil fuels or industrial producers of 
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chemicals.10  Carbon capture from biomass-based energy production could technically lead to net 

negative carbon emissions.  Biomass energy can often be considered carbon neutral because CO2 

is taken up as a crop grows and if the emissions from a biomass plant are captured and stored, it 

could result in the removal of CO2 from the atmosphere (Rhodes and Keith, 2005; 2008).  

 

Factors that Affect the Development and Implementation of CCS 

This section examines some of the technical, economic, political and social factors that may 

influence the development of CCS.  It also provides a foundation for understanding the 

perceptions that the general public and affected residents may have about CCS developments. 

  

Health and Safety Concerns 

While there are undeniable benefits to CCS technology, many risks and uncertainties remain.  

There is the possibility of acute or chronic release of CO2 from a CCS storage site (Bachu, 2007; 

West et al., 2005).  Risks at a local level could impact both workplaces and communities at sites 

of CCS implementation.  These risks could involve groundwater contamination as well as human 

and ecological health impacts if CO2 accumulates in confined areas (Wilson, 2004; Siirila et al., 

2012).  Factors that impact the chances of acute CO2 release include the nature of the geological 

formation (i.e. geological stability, presence of faults), site operation, long-term monitoring and 

the quality of well-sealing and abandonment procedures (Griffiths et al., 2005). The IPCC 

Special Report on CCS states that while “storage projects are now in operation and being 

                                                

10 Other options for CCS include directly capturing CO2 from the atmosphere (Keith, 2009) and would allow for the 
decoupling of CO2 capture from the emission source; emissions could be captured from small or mobile sources; or 
from sources in other countries.  These strategies could assist in the further reduction of CO2 from the atmosphere, 
should accumulation of CO2 rise above a desired level (Keith et al., 2006).   
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carefully monitored, time is too short and overall monitoring too limited to enable direct 

empirical conclusions about the long term performance of geological storage (IPCC, 2005, p. 

246).” The IPCC also suggests that leakage rates would be very small among well selected and 

operated storage venues. Overall estimates suggest that more than 99% of stored CO2 is likely to 

remain isolated in storage for 100 years (IPCC, 2005).   

 There has been one public allegation11 of a CO2 leak at a carbon storage site.  On January 

11, 2011 a farm couple living near Weyburn, Saskatchewan alleged a leak associated with the 

Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project.   Reports from Cenovus and IPAC-CO2 stated that CO2 found on 

the property was not anthropogenic (Cenovus, 2011; IPAC-CO2, 2011).  However, there was an 

increase in media reports about the possibility of leaks from CCS and the impacts on future 

developments remain uncertain (Boyd et al., 2013).  The context surrounding these allegations 

will be discussed further in the community profile chapter (chapter six). 

 

Costs of CCS Technology 

The costs of integrating CCS with industrial-scale projects are significant and require large 

investments (Alberta CCS Development Council, 2009).  CCS implementation will involve not 

only large capital investments but also ongoing energy and resource inputs (MIT, 2007).  The 

precise costs of CCS implementation are uncertain as costs can vary greatly among different 

sites, but it is known that the capture, transportation and storage of CO2 will require significant 

expenditure (IPCC, 2005). Carbon dioxide transportation would require the construction of an 

                                                

11 A CO2 breakthrough occurred at the In Salah project located in Algeria (Wright, 2011); however, there was little 
public attention focusing on the leak.  The leak (approximately 0.1 tonnes of CO2 had escaped) was discovered from 
a suspended exploration well (Wright, 2011).  The leakage occurred in an area where there was little vegetation, 
residents or wildlife (Government of California, 2011).   
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extensive network of pipelines12 that connect CO2  sources with underground reservoirs that are 

suitable for CO2 storage (ICO2N, 2010). Transportation would involve additional costs 

(construction and operating); however, identifying major CO2 sources that are in close proximity 

to storage sites can minimize costs.  Even though the costs associated with CCS are significant, 

some would argue that the costs of inaction and the negative impacts of climate change are 

higher (European Environment Agency, 2007).  

 The current economic downturn and the low international price of oil have created 

additional challenges for CCS.  Oil has fallen from its peak of approximately US $140 per barrel 

in 2008 to less than US $40 per barrel in 2009. More recently, the price is around US $85 in June 

201213 (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2012). A number of oil sands projects have 

been delayed or cancelled, which has reduced the opportunities for CCS investments (Suncor, 

2011).  

 

Environmental Concerns Associated with CCS 

Some question whether CCS will actually provide the reduction in CO2 claimed by its 

proponents.  Others criticize certain contexts for its use, including EOR.  For example, the 

Pembina Institute has generally supported CCS development but not necessarily for enhanced oil 

recovery because of the “uncertainty of the net environmental benefit of using CO2 for EOR 

(Pembina, 2009, p.2).” Many are similarly skeptical about the use of CCS in conjunction with 

the oil sands, questioning whether the technology actually provides a net reduction of GHG or 

                                                

12 Transportation of CO2 can also be achieved by truck or ship.  However, I focus on pipelines, as this transportation 
option is presently the main focus of development in Canada.  
13 This reporting is based on West Texas Intermediate (WTI) crude oil. 
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allows for the high emissions of oil sands to be rationalized by its producers (Bergerson and 

Keith, 2010). There is some evidence that using CCS in oil sands production could reduce 

emissions.  However, it is estimated that 60-80% of emissions would still occur if the bitumen 

were eventually combusted in a vehicle (Charpentier et al. 2009).  

 The process of capturing CO2 and compressing it for transportation requires substantial 

energy.  In terms of power generation, the IPCC has stated that capture and compression require 

about 10-40 percent more energy than an equivalent plant without CO2 capture potential (IPCC, 

2007, p.22).  This suggests that the amount of CO2 emissions that can be avoided by a CCS 

integrated power plant could be less than the total CO2 sent for storage (Meadowcroft and 

Langhelle, 2009). Other concerns associated with CCS development include the environmental 

impacts associated with the construction and maintenance of the infrastructure needed to capture, 

transport and store the CO2.  Equipping a power plant with CCS means that a larger installation 

is needed to produce the same power output (IPCC, 2005). Such expansion requires greater 

material inputs (such as water and fuel) and produces greater solid waste (McFarland and 

Herzog, 2006). All of these are likely to impact the local environment. However, research has 

also demonstrated that continued technological improvements in capture technology would likely 

decrease the need for as many inputs (Rubin et al., 2007). 

 

Regulation and Legislation 

One of the significant barriers to CCS throughout most of Canada is the lack of a comprehensive 

policy, legislative and regulatory framework for its implementation (Bachu, 2007).  Alberta is 

one exception (discussed in a later section).  For the rest of Canada, procedures regarding the 
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monitoring, reporting and inspection of CCS still need to be developed (Jaccard and Sharp, 

2009).  

There also are issues of uncertainty with regard to who is liable should leaks occur, who 

owns storage sites and who monitors them (Griffiths et al., 2005). These concerns will need to be 

addressed thoroughly and in collaboration with potentially affected stakeholders in order for 

CCS implementation to make significant progress.  Other uncertainties include the clarification 

of accounting options for long-term CO2 storage. This includes ownership and markets for GHG 

emission credits (Griffiths et al., 2005).  

 

Government Investment in CCS 

Government is under pressure to both reduce environmental impacts and maintain economic 

sustainability. As Jaccard and Sharp (2009) state: “Only CCS could allow the country’s political 

leaders to argue that Canada could both ramp up its production of fossil fuels, especially oil 

sands, while also being a responsible member of the global community by agreeing to aggressive 

GHG reduction targets (p.79).”   Natural Resources Canada suggests that the financial burden 

entailed has been one of the barriers preventing the commercial application of CCS projects. The 

Federal Government and some Provincial Governments have invested in CCS development in 

order to advance implementation (Alberta CCS Development Council, 2009).  For instance, the 

Government of Alberta introduced legislation in 2008 that includes $2 billion in investments for 

carbon capture and storage.  The Carbon Capture and Storage Funding Act, Bill 14, would help 

provide support for Alberta CCS projects.  

The Canadian Federal government has also stated that CCS would be a part of CO2 

mitigation options. Prime Minister Stephen Harper described CCS as an “integral part of the 
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Government of Canada’s GHG emissions reduction strategy” (Harper, 2009). One of the steps in 

the 2009 Canada Economic Action Plan was to support “clean energy research development and 

demonstration projects, including carbon capture and storage (Government of Canada, 2009),” 

and the federal government has provided $375 million since 2006 to support the development of 

CCS in Canada.  

Continued advancement of CCS implementation requires continued development of 

policy and regulatory frameworks that encourage industry incentive and ability to apply CCS 

(Meadowcroft and Langhelle, 2009).  Some have suggested that it is necessary for a strong 

regulatory push or significant price associated with carbon emission credits in order to further 

develop commercial CCS applications (Meadowcroft and Langhelle, 2009). For instance, the 

Alberta CCS Development Council (2009) has stated that Alberta will require “fair carbon 

dioxide (CO2) emission compliance costs and financial support” (p.7) for continued CCS 

development. As well, Canada has yet to introduce a GHG cap-and-trade system or an emissions 

tax.  As Langhelle and Meadowcroft (2009) state: “Although Canada has long been an active 

participant in international processes around climate change, it has had great difficulty 

translating publicly proclaimed emission reduction goals into meaningful policy” (p.239). 

While there has been some policy development and support from governments in key 

Canadian jurisdictions, the industry incentives or regulation of carbon-based incentives remain 

undeveloped. Most notably, the lack of a significant price on carbon could be a hindrance to the 

widespread commercial development of CCS in Canada (Meadowcroft and Langhelle, 2010; 

ecoENERGY Carbon Capture and Storage Task Force, 2008).  This was one of the factors in the 

cancellation of an Alberta CCS initiative – Project Pioneer.  Industry partners with the project 

state that “although the technology works and capital costs were in line with expectations, the 
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market for carbon sales and the price of emissions reductions were insufficient to allow the 

project to proceed (Project Pioneer, 2012).” 

 

Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations 

It has been suggested that Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations’ (ENGO) 

communication of CCS may contribute to public and community views toward this new 

technology and could be used to help increase support for the technology (Wong-Parodi et al., 

2008). Existing research demonstrates that the general public often places greater trust in 

information from ENGOs than industry or government (Jepson, 2005). Thus it will be important 

to understand ENGO positions concerning CCS and their views on the policies or regulations 

required for CCS deployment. There are some Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations 

(ENGOs) who provide qualified support for CCS and others who oppose the underground 

storage of CO2 as a climate change mitigation strategy. For instance, the Pembina Institute has 

made the following statement about CCS:  

CCS is one of a number of technologies that can contribute to reducing greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions on the scale required to combat dangerous climate change. It is critical 
that CCS be considered as part of a portfolio of solutions… (Pembina, 2009, p.1) 
 

Nevertheless, Pembina maintains that attention should still be focused on developing 

more sustainable, low-impact energy systems such as renewable energy and an increase in 

energy efficiency. Other environmental organizations concerned more with conservation (e.g. the 

Sierra Club and the World Wildlife Fund) appear to have lukewarm views towards CCS – both 

claiming that CCS could be supported as long as the focus is still on energy efficiency and 

renewables (Sierra Club, 2010;World Wildlife Fund, 2010). Conservation groups such as 



 

26 

Greenpeace remain opposed to CCS because they believe it is too expensive and detracts from 

the development of other energy options such as increased energy efficiency or renewables 

(Greenpeace, 2008). The David Suzuki Foundation also remains opposed to CCS for a number of 

reasons, including the possible dangers to protoplasm (single-celled organisms that live 

underground) and debates about the actual potential of the reduction of CO2. They also suggest 

that money should go towards renewable energy and conservation (David Suzuki Foundation, 

2009). 

 

Additional Canadian Factors 

There are a number of additional factors that play into the development of CCS in Canada.  

These include the economic benefits of marketing CCS technology and international pressure to 

develop technologies that reduce GHG emissions.   CCS is partially framed as a commercial 

enterprise and it is suggested that being a competitive player in the CCS market could benefit 

Canada in the future (Stephens and Jiusto, 2010).  Markets such as China, India and other 

emerging economies will require both economic development and a reduction of emissions 

(NRCan, 2008). Development of CCS technology can further contribute to economic growth 

through the prospect of job creation and regional prosperity in regions where CCS (particularly 

EOR) is best suited (Jaccard and Sharp, 2009).  

 International pressure on Canada to reduce GHG emissions, especially from oil sands, is 

another possible reason for investing in CCS technologies.  The Seattle Times quotes U.S. 

President Barack Obama as stating, “I think to the extent that Canada and the United States can 

collaborate on ways that we can sequester carbon, capture greenhouse gases before they’re 

emitted into the atmosphere, that’s going to be good for everybody (Gilles, 2009).”  There 
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remains pressure from the American government to promote activities that lead to a cleaner 

environment because America is a major importer of Canadian oil and gas (ObamaBiden, 2008; 

Government of Canada, 2012). The United States is Canada’s major market for oil sands and 

states such as California suggest that production of emissions from oil sands should be accounted 

for.  Fear that Alberta’s oil sands might not be allowed as an export to the United States because 

it produces 3 to 5 times as much GHG emissions in its production stage as a barrel of oil from a 

conventional oil well could be a powerful motivator (Jaccard and Sharp, 2009).   

 

CCS in Western Canada 

This dissertation focuses on Western Canada and more specifically Alberta and Saskatchewan.  

This section provides an overview of the social and technological context of CCS in Western 

Canada.  I include a brief discussion of geological conditions, the high reliance on fossil fuels in 

the region, experience with injecting CO2, and the existence of a regulatory framework.  

 Canada has ideal geological conditions for CCS, including the stable sedimentary rock 

formations of the Western Canadian Basin (Bachu and Stewart, 2002).  Alberta and 

Saskatchewan not only have potential for geological storage, but also contain major sources of 

industrial CO2 (Bachu and Stewart, 2002).  These two provinces account for a large amount of 

GHG emissions in Canada14 and this is expected to increase in the future.  Both Alberta and 

Saskatchewan have relatively high levels of emissions from the energy sector due to the use of 

coal to produce electricity (Government of Alberta, 2010b; IEA, 2008).   

                                                

14 In 2010 Alberta produced 233.3 megatonnes (Mt) of carbon dioxide equivalent and Saskatchewan produced 72.1 
Mt of carbon dioxide equivalent. 
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Alberta has been the focus of much of the discussion around CCS: “With its oil sands 

production plants and coal-fired power plants, Alberta’s production of CO2 dwarfs even that of 

Saskatchewan, such that Canadian discussions about the potential for CCS focus especially on 

that province (Jaccard and Sharp, 2009, p.77).”  In 2008, the Government of Alberta had outlined 

the Province’s target to reduce its emissions by 200 Mt/year by 2050 over business-as-usual and 

originally expected 70% of the reduction to be from CCS (Alberta CCS Development Council, 

2009).   However, despite growing technological development, research and investment in CCS 

during the past decade, large-scale CCS deployment has been slower than many had envisioned 

five or ten years ago (Bäckstrand et al., 2011).   

The economies of both Alberta and Saskatchewan are heavily tied to fossil fuel resources 

(Jaccard and Sharp, 2009). The amount of oil reserves (mostly found in the oil sands) ranks 

second in global crude reserves, and therefore it is likely that fossil fuel extraction will continue 

in the near future (Government of Alberta, 2010c).  The revenues from the fossil fuel industry 

and the contributions of the energy sector to Alberta’s GDP increase the reliance of the province 

on fossil fuels and make CCS an attractive implementation option. 

The Western provinces have experience injecting and storing CO2 underground through 

both the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project and through acid gas injection sites (Bachu and Gunter, 

2004). Acid gas is a mixture of hydrogen sulfide (H2S) and carbon dioxide, with minor traces of 

hydrocarbons.  Since the early 1990’s the oil and gas industry has been reducing emissions of 

H2S—produced from “sour” hydrocarbon pools—by injecting them underground (Alberta 

Geological Survey, 2009).   By the end of 2003 2.5 Mt CO2 and 2.0 Mt of H2S had been injected 

into deep saline aquifers and depleted hydrocarbon reservoirs in Western Canada (Bachu and 
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Gunter, 2004).  The Alberta Geological Survey (2009) states that there is the possibility to learn 

from these acid-gas injection operations and apply them to CO2 geological storage: 

Large-scale injection of CO2 in depleted saline aquifers is one of the most promising 
methods of geological storage of CO2, and in this respect, it is no different from acid-gas 
injection operations.  Thus, the study of acid-gas injection operations in western Canada 
provides the opportunity to learn about the safety of these operations and about the fate of 
the injected gases, and represents a unique opportunity to investigate the feasibility of 
CO2 geological storage.   
 

Alberta was the first (and so far only) province to pass comprehensive legislation for 

CCS.  Alberta’s Bill 24, the “Carbon Capture and Storage Statutes Amendment Act, 2010” was 

passed in December 2010 and would require that the Alberta government accept long-tem 

liability for the sequestered underground CO2 once the government is provided with data that 

demonstrates CO2 containment (Legislative Assembly of Alberta, 2010).  Prior to this Bill, 

critics argued that the lack of a legislative framework for CCS was a major hurdle to 

development.  However Bill C 24 has the potential to advance the possibility of developments 

as it clarifies the definition of pore space ownership and has created a post-closure stewardship 

fund for the ongoing monitoring and remedial work (Legislative Assembly of Alberta, 2010). 

 Alberta and Saskatchewan have an ideal geological area for storage, already host many 

large industrial sources for the capture of CO2, contain large fossil fuel industry investments, and 

have experience with CO2 injection and legislative frameworks. These factors will continue to 

influence CCS developments and public perceptions of the technology in these provinces.  

 

Chapter Summary  

Chapter two summarized the origins and purpose of CCS and discussed several technical, 

economic, political and social factors that could influence the development and public 
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perceptions of CCS.  The origins of CCS stem from the development of enhanced oil recovery 

processes.  CO2 injection is still used in EOR projects around the world.  More recently, carbon 

capture and storage has emerged as a potential strategy to prevent carbon dioxide emissions from 

entering the atmosphere. The primary steps involved in capturing CO2 from large-source 

emission points, transporting it to a suitable storage site and injecting it into stable underground 

reservoirs. CCS and other technological strategies for reducing GHG emissions have been 

particularly attractive to Alberta and Saskatchewan as these provinces have a large fossil fuel 

endowment and industrial base that produce large amounts of CO2 emissions.  More recently, the 

interest in CCS as a climate change strategy in the Western provinces has changed and a number 

of projects have been postponed or cancelled. Despite these recent trends, interest remains in this 

technological approach to reducing GHG emissions.   

The successful implementation of CCS technology requires a number of technical and 

social factors.  While there are potential benefits of CCS for communities and society, there also 

are a number of risks and uncertainties associated with the technology.  In this chapter I 

discussed a number of (often related) issues that serve as barriers to the implementation of CCS 

in Canada. These barriers can include health and safety concerns such as the possibility of acute 

or chronic release of CO2 from a CCS storage site.  Concern for health and safety is an important 

factor in the perceptions of those who live near operating or proposed CCS projects.  There also 

can be concern about the costs of integrating CCS with industrial-scale projects. CCS projects 

are expensive, involve significant capital investments, and require ongoing energy and resource 

inputs.  Conversely, some argue that the economic benefits of CCS from EOR activity and the 

potential to develop and market the technology to an international market outweigh these costs.  

Other potential influences on CCS development discussed in this chapter include international 
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pressure to develop cleaner energy sources, environmental concerns associated with the 

continued use of fossil fuels and the lack of a comprehensive policy, legislation and regulatory 

framework in areas of Canada. 

Discussion of CCS development has focused on certain areas of Canada, mostly in 

Alberta and Saskatchewan.  The last section of chapter two focused on the landscape of CCS in 

these regions and why the technology has been proposed for the area.  Alberta and Saskatchewan 

account for a large amount of GHG emissions in Canada, partially due to their dependency on 

coal for electricity production.  The economies of both provinces also are tied heavily to fossil 

fuel industries. Alberta and Saskatchewan have an ideal geological area for storage. They already 

host many large industrial sources for the capture of CO2, contain large fossil fuel industry 

investments, and have experience with CO2 injection and legislative frameworks. These factors 

will continue to influence CCS developments and public perceptions of the technology in 

Alberta and Saskatchewan – the two provinces I focus on in this dissertation. The next chapter 

will review the literature surrounding public perceptions of technical developments, particularly 

the factors that impact those at a local community level.   
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CHAPTER THREE: PERSPECTIVES OF ENERGY SYSTEMS AND CCS 

 

Introduction 

This chapter focuses on two sets of literature that provide context to the examination of 

populations that may be affected by potentially ‘risky’ developments nearby, including carbon 

storage projects.  These literatures include: 1) risk perception and communication of risk, and 2) 

public opinions on energy sources and technology.  The first portion of this chapter includes a 

general description of ‘risk’ with regard to how the term is used in this research. The chapter also 

provides background on the study of risk perspectives and communication.   

The second focus of this chapter concerns research on the factors considered by publics 

when making decisions about energy systems.  I review and evaluate factors that influence 

residents’ decision-making on and perspectives of energy sources. The review focuses on what I 

term ‘locally-affected-community’ factors, which refers to factors that are specific to the area 

where the proposed development will be sited.  Such factors include, but are not limited to, 

conceptions of health and safety related to technological development, economic benefits or 

concerns about the impact of development on community stability.  I provide a literature review 

of past research on perceptions of communities affected by other technological developments.  

While these perspectives are presented separately, I discuss how the various topics complement 

each other and provide a cohesive framework for my dissertation research.  The literature 

discussed below also provides insight into the methodological approaches that are used in this 

study.   
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Risk Perceptions 

The field of risk studies is broad, interdisciplinary and is approached using many viewpoints and 

frameworks. For this reason the interpretation of risk can be somewhat elusive. Risk is often 

viewed and assessed differently in the physical sciences and the social sciences (Breakwell, 

2007).  Historically, those in the physical sciences perform quantitative risk assessments which, 

for example, can be calculated as the probability of a particular adverse event occurring during a 

period of time (Breakwell, 2007; Kumamoto and Henley, 2000). Yet it is unlikely that the 

general public would use calculations or probability factors to think about or judge a risk 

(Breakwell, 2007).  Social science research demonstrates that the majority of the public rely on 

intuitive risk judgments, called “risk perceptions” to think about hazards (Slovic, 1987).   

There are many factors that affect how the public can perceive risks.  Research on 

expressed preferences have shown that characteristics such as familiarity, control, catastrophic 

potential, equity and level of knowledge influence the relationship between perceived risk, 

perceived benefit and risk acceptance (Slovic, 1987). These factors “play a large role in 

determining levels of concern, worry, anger, anxiety, fear, hostility, and outrage, which in turn 

can significantly change attitudes and behavior” (Covello et al., 2001, p.384).  In this 

dissertation I focus on participants’ risk perceptions as described above.  When I question 

residents in my study communities about how they judge a risk, I do not ask them to calculate a 

probability based on hazard and exposure factors.  Instead, I ask them about their feelings, 

judgments, and beliefs (see Slovic, 1987).  I regard ‘risk’ as something that is assessed and 

understood by people depending on their knowledge, experiences, worldviews, cultural 

intuitions, trust in communicators and roles played in the risk issues. 
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Risk perception and communication research has predominantly focused on developing a 

better understanding of how the public makes decisions about risk and how this compares to 

expert assessment (Fischer, 2004; Breakwell, 2007).  This has led to a historical dominance of 

research on how the public can make more informed decisions (Morgan et al., 2002), often 

guided by the notion that the ‘scientifically illiterate’ public requires more information to make 

increasingly ‘rational’ decisions (Miller, 2001). Risk perception researchers have begun to shift 

their focus from examining deliberate, conscious and mechanistic methods of probabilities and 

payoffs with regard to risk. The emerging paradigm in risk perception research is one that takes 

into greater account the variety of social contexts that shape risk and the variation in perceptions 

among individuals and groups (Gurabardhi et al., 2004).  More specifically, researchers have 

shifted from purely cognitive approaches of risk perception by integrating approaches that better 

take into account social and cultural influences (Slovic, 2010; Douglas, 1983).  This is 

particularly important to the study of those who live in locally affected areas.  Locals not only 

take into account the physical hazards associated with a risk, but also other factors such as 

possible economic loss (e.g. though loss of tourism) (Flynn et al., 1992; Slovic et al., 1991), the 

breakdown of social networks (Unger and Wandersman, 1985; Wakefield and Elliott, 2000) or 

the feeling of stigma of being located nearby a potentially problematic project (Masuda and 

Garvin, 2006; Venables et al., 2012).   

 

Same Hazard, Different Understandings 

Scientists, policy makers and the general public will employ different, though equally legitimate 

reasoning when evaluating and generating knowledge about a risk (Garvin, 2001). Experts 

generally utilize technical language (characterized by probabilities, statistics, and terms common 
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to disciplines such as toxicology, epidemiology and others) and employ specialized scientific 

knowledge about a risk (Powel and Leiss, 1997).  The general public approaches risk assessment 

by drawing on everyday experiences within a specific social and cultural context (Douglas and 

Wildavsky, 1983; Breakwell, 2007; Lupton, 1999; Slovic, 2010).  For instance the public might 

base their judgments on responses to the following hypothetical questions: Can I trust the 

developers or regulators? Will a development affect my social well being and relationships with 

others?  Who will fund and carry out research?  Have I had a say in a development?  Who bears 

the costs and who gains the benefits?  These and many other considerations made by those at risk 

have been found to contribute to a risk judgment (Divine-Wright, 2005; 2009).    

Seminal risk studies have derived common factors that influence risk judgments (Star, 

1969; Fischhoff et al., 1978).  For example, risk perception research regularly demonstrates that 

risk acceptability is positively related to the perceived benefits to be derived from the hazard 

(i.e. activities that are judged high in risk tend to be judged low in benefit) (Star, 1969; Slovic et 

al. 1990).  Research commonly finds that if exposure to a hazard is voluntary, then the risk is 

more likely to be acceptable (Slovic et al., 1990); and ‘new’ risks tend to be judged as less 

controllable (Fischhoff et al., 1978). 

Both practical experience and research demonstrate that individual members of the 

public can experience risk differently. For instance Douglas and Wildavsky (1983) contend that 

the experience of risk is as much about the characteristics of the individual(s) who may be 

exposed as it is about the occurrence, likelihood or potential impact of the event in question. 

Acknowledging the inescapably social character of risk, whether it be the personal morals or 

values of an individual making risk decisions, or the social norms that dictate collective action, 

means that the reality of any risk cannot be a unidirectional process of assessment passed down 
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from the “knowledgeable.”  Breakwell (2007) summarizes this sentiment by stating that risk is 

likely to be tacit, experiential and individualized for the public.    

A hazard may affect an individual, but it can also be experienced by a collective group of 

people (Flint el al., 2008).  A group of people can perceive a risk to their community or the area 

they live in.  Consequently a community may have the collective ability to act against or in 

support of a development perceived as potentially dangerous This concept of “community” and 

how a group of people view a risk has received little attention in the risk perception or 

communication literature, and is the focus of the next chapter where I examine community and 

group risk perceptions. 

 

Factors in the Perceptions of Energy Systems 

Perceptions of technological risks such as CCS have become an important arena for risk 

research.  Beck (1992) argues that we exist in a risk society and places a heavy emphasis upon 

the novelty of our situation in relation to technological-scientific hazards. Risks associated with 

new technologies are ideal examples of the complex nature of these developments and attendant 

risk perceptions because of the risk-benefit tradeoffs involved (Perrow, 1999).  For example, 

nuclear energy can provide the energy needed to power many items that we use on a daily basis. 

However, the same technology potentially exposes populations to the risk of radiation 

contamination associated with meltdowns and technical failures, as illustrated recently with the 

tsunami and associated nuclear issues in Fukushima, Japan. 

Public opinion on any controversial technology can factor into successful introduction or 

development and this is especially true of energy systems (O’Hare et al., 1983). Public support 

(or opposition) of energy systems has been a factor in the development of energy infrastructure 
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throughout North American (Owens and Driffill, 2008).  Social science researchers have found 

that public opposition is a factor in the decline of new nuclear power reactors since the 1970’s 

and was a factor in the 1990’s-era moratorium on offshore drilling along many coastal areas in 

the United States (Smith, 2002).  Public opposition also stymied two proposed CCS projects near 

the community of Barendrecht, Netherlands15 and the community of Beeskow, Germany.16  In 

these communities, and potentially elsewhere, a lack of support for technological development 

can slow or stop the implementation of that technology (Rosa and Dunlap, 1994).17   

 

Factors Influencing Local Communities’ Support or Opposition to Energy Projects 

In this section I provide a broad overview of some of the factors that influence a local 

community’s support for or opposition to an energy development.  I discuss literature of energy 

technologies (such as biomass, hydro, nuclear and wind) and also research on the siting of other 

technological facilities (for example the Swan Hills hazardous waste disposal site in Alberta). It 

is critical to note that the factors discussed throughout this chapter are not the only criteria that 

influence an individual’s perspectives toward a given energy system.  The factors I focus on are 

commonly cited as not only important factors to perceptions of energy systems in general but 

also CCS specifically.   

                                                

15 The Barendrecht CCS Project was a proposal to store approximately 10 million tonnes of CO2 over a period of 25 
years from Shell’s Pernis Oil Refinery in a depleted gas field near the port of Rotterdam, under the town of 
Barendrecht.  Reports from Bellona (2010) indicate that the project was cancelled “due in part to persistent 
opposition from the local community.  This unfortunate outcome shows the extent public reluctance can represent a 
hurdle to CCS deployment.” 
16 The Beeskow CCS Project was a proposal to store CO2 from Vatenfall’s Schwarze Pumpe coal station in 
Brandenburg, Germany and store it under the town of Beeskow.  The project met with local opposition and was 
ultimately cancelled (Vatenfall, 2012).  
17 Appendix A provides a brief overview of the CCS projects discussed throughout this dissertation.  
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In the following section I present five factors that may influence locally affected 

residents’ perceptions of energy developments (which can include CCS).  These factors include: 

1) trust in developers, government and information sources; 2) the perceived fairness, equity and 

justice of the energy system’s implementation and development; 3) ownership of the project and 

the socio-historical context in which the project develops; 4) the perceived risks and benefits for 

the ‘affected’ community; and 5) views of the community towards broader policy objectives and 

environmental values.  After I discuss these five factors, I focus specifically on presenting past 

research of residents’ perceptions of CCS.  Collectively, this review of influences on perceptions 

of energy developments and CCS serves two purposes:  1) it identifies gaps in the literature 

about residents’ perceptions of CCS; and 2) it examines if CCS includes unique conditions that 

raise the profile of certain risk perception factors.        

 

Trust in Developers, Government and Information Sources  

Trust directly influences risk perceptions, which in turn can dictate attitudes towards 

infrastructure and stakeholders.  Trust can be defined as the willingness to rely on those who 

have the responsibility for making decisions and taking actions related to the management of 

technology, the environment, or other realms of public health and safety (Siegrist et al., 2000). 

Affected publics, especially those living near a technological development, require confidence in 

those who are operating the technology and making decisions (Flynn et al., 1992). The absence 

of trust (or distrust) in developers or regulators often is a major reason for controversy over the 

development of technologies or the acceptance of hazard (see for example Poortinga and Pigeon, 

2003; Bord and O’Connor, 1992). For these reasons it is important that developers, government 

and information sources not only engender trust but also maintain it. Trust is a quality that is 
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much easier to destroy than to create (referred to as the ‘asymmetry principle’) (Slovic et al., 

1991). 

 Previous research has demonstrated that trust can affect whether a risk or technological 

system is accepted.  There are many examples of resident opposition to development due to 

distrust in industry or policy makers.  One of the most common examples in the risk perception 

literature is how lack of trust in nuclear energy and waste sites has halted the development of 

these projects (Erikson, 1995). Public and local community distrust has affected both the 

transportation of nuclear waste (Binney et al., 1996), sitting of nuclear waste facilities (Slovic et 

al, 1991; Slovic, 1993), and nuclear power plants (Slovic, 1993). Trust has also been a factor in 

the successful implementation of projects such as wind power in South Wales, United Kingdom 

(Devine-Wright, 2005) and a biomass electricity plant in North Wiltshire, United Kingdom 

(Upreti and Horst, 2004).  Likewise, technological implementation in an area is likely to be 

influenced by trust in a number of stakeholders (Earle, 2010).  This includes trust in regulatory 

sources (e.g. is the government trusted to regulate industry, technology, or siting regulations?); 

trust in the developers and industry (e.g. is industry trusted to implement development?); and 

trust in information sources (e.g. are the sources that provide information trusted?).18  An 

example of the importance of trust between residents and project developers is demonstrated in 

the research of Walker and colleagues (2010).  Walker et al. examined six renewable energy 

projects in different locations in the UK. The projects were selected to include a variety of 

renewable resources and technologies for heat and power generation, scales of development, 

spatial location (including solar, wind, biomass and geothermal).   Results demonstrated that 

                                                

18 For more information on trust see the 2010 special edition of Energy Policy entitled: “The Role of Trust in 
Managing Uncertainties in the Transition to a Sustainable Energy Economy” 
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those who trusted the project organizers also tended to express support for the project.  

Conversely residents who felt distrust in project organizers were more likely to oppose the 

renewable energy projects (Walker et al., 2010).  

Researchers often acknowledge a correlation between trust and fairness of 

implementation (Walker et al. 2010, Besley, 2010).  For example, a study about local residents 

opposition to the Yucca Mountain nuclear waste repository found that a perceived lack of 

fairness in siting decisions was linked to distrust and opposition (Pijawka and Mushkatel, 1991).  

The factors of fairness and justice are discussed further in the following section.  

  

Fairness, Equity and Justice of Implementation and Development  

Fairness and justice are often considered the driving forces behind many disputes about 

technological and infrastructure developments.  When the public believes an outcome to be fair, 

they are more willing to accept a decision (Besley, 2010). Conversely, if a procedure for 

implementation of a CCS site is not perceived as fair, just and equitable, there may be a lower 

prospect of acceptance and more local resistance to development (Ashworth, 2010; McLaren, 

2012).  Fairness can be defined as whether an individual perceives the result of a decision to be 

equitable (Lind et al., 1990). It can include whether people believe they have received an 

adequate amount of information related to a risk or decision (Besley, 2010; Besley and 

McComas, 2005).    

Justice research draws on social psycological theory to emphasize that the process of 

decision making is just as important as its conclusion (Lind and Tyler, 1988).  To that end,  

Besley (2010) describes four types of fairness that are important to the acceptance of a 

technological development: 
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• Outcome (also called distributive) fairness: whether individuals perceive the results (or 

outcomes) of a decision to be equitable or needed.  

• Procedural fairness: whether individuals feel they have had a voice in a decision-making 

process (see McLeod et al., 1999). Research by Gross (2007) suggests that procedural 

justice is often just as (or even more) important as the actual outcome.    

• Interpersonal fairness: the degree to which individuals perceive decision makers as 

trustworthy and respectful of their views (Besley and McComas, 2005; Besley, 2010).  

There is also a clear overlap in how trustworthy decision-makers appear to the public and 

how fairly the public perceives the decision-making process or its outcomes.  

• Informational fairness: the degree to which people perceive that they have received an 

appropriate amount of information related to a decision.  Some research places 

informational fairness within the category of procedural fairness (Gross, 2007; Maguire and 

Lind, 2003). 

 

 The issue of fairness stresses the expanded role of citizens in helping to determine and 

make sense of the decisions that affect their lives (Gurabardhi et al., 2005). Risk managers must 

now understand and incorporate the ideas of dialogue, conflict resolution, consensus building 

and relationship development among parties involved with or affected by the risk to reduce 

conflict over their continued operation (Heath et al., 2002; Leiss, 1996). Wolsink (2007) states 

that important questions regarding development should include who acquires the benefits and 

who shoulders the costs?  Furthermore, it has been shown that: “People will often reject a 

technological development if they are being disadvantaged and conversely will also reject 

projects if they perceive that those who may be more vulnerable have been unfairly 
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disadvantaged, even if they themselves will gain personally from a project (Wüstenhagen et al., 

2007, p.453).” This was demonstrated in a community in New South Wales, Australia where a 

windfarm devlopement had been proposed for the area (Gross, 2007).  Gross (2007) found that 

community members’ perception of “outcome fairness” among residents was an important factor 

in the support for windfarm develoments in the area, primarily in order to maintain social well-

being.  Outcomes that are perceived as being unfair can result in protests, damaged relationships 

and divided communities (Gross, 2007).  This is especially true when decisions may benefit 

certain people in the community at the expense of others.  

 

Ownership of Project, Stigma and Socio-Historic Context  

Projects in which community members have a sense of ownership tend to observe less local 

resistance. This ownership may be a financial interest, an emotional connection to the 

development, or a sense of pride that the community is a part of the development process and/or 

its products (Hinshelwood and Tawe, 2000). It is critical to pay attention to the institutional, 

economic and social aspects of a development and understand how a community views the risks 

and benefits associated with a technology or ‘risky’ project.  Some communities could view 

hazardous waste facilities with skepticism or the development may be perceived as a source of 

community stability (Kuhn, 1998).  Successful projects such as the ‘Swan Hills Hazardous 

Waste Facility’ located in Alberta demonstrate that those living in an area may support (or in this 

case actively pursue) a project that other communities may not want (Rabe, 1991).  Those living 

near the Swan Hills Waste Facility viewed the project as an asset to the community through 

diversification of the Swan Hills economy, which was previously reliant on fossil fuel extraction, 

and also as an attractive investment for long-term economic growth.   Some residents even saw 
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the facility as way to provide safer methods of waste disposal and thereby invoked pride and the 

perception of locally created solutions (Rabe, 1991). 

 Whoever owns, operates, manages or regulates a project will affect how it is perceived 

(Slovic, 1993).  Members of a community will base their perceptions of developments on the 

actions of previous managers/regulators/owners.  As such, a question critical to examining 

future acceptance involves the question: what have developers done in the past?  If a company 

has done something unfavorable in the past, there may be little chance for the company to be 

trusted in the future.  The past actions of an industry as a whole also factor into the acceptance 

of a technology.  For example, if an area has had a poor experience with a specific oil company, 

there could be a chance that a new oil company coming into the community would have 

difficulty gaining acceptance (NETL, 2009).   

Another factor includes community ownership of a project.  Community ownership may 

come in two forms: 1) literally the community (or community members) owns a share of the 

project; or 2) symbolically the community has had significant input and control in decision-

making, implementation or monitoring of the project and perceive ownership.   

It is unlikely that a large-scale nuclear or hydroelectric power plant will be literally 

owned by a community; it is more possible for full or partial ownership in wind, solar or run-of-

the-river developments (INAC, 2007).  Research demonstrates that full or partial ownership 

provides the community with some decision making power, perceived control and often results 

in greater support of a project (Warren and McFadyen, 2010; Devine-Wright, 2005).  An 

example of this includes a comparison study of wind turbine developments in two communities 

in Scotland. Where wind turbines were owned by the community, they felt a strong sense of 

pride and connection with ‘their’ wind farm project and even named the turbines (a tradition 
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novel to Scotland but seen historically for Dutch windmills) (Warren and McFayden, 2010). In 

comparison, the Scottish community with no commercial ownership was less enthusiastic about 

wind farm development in their area.   

A five-year longitudinal study by Aitken (2010) on a wind farm in central Scotland 

demonstrated that residents could perceive a sense of ownership through participation in decision 

making.  Public participation in design or some form of decision-making was seen as a reason 

for the community to accept aspects of the project.  It is often acknowledged that involving 

members of the community in implementation or planning (this is also related to perceived 

fairness) can increase support for a project (Breukers and Wolsink, 2007).   

 

Risks and Benefits to the Community  

A new development can bring economic advantages to a community; it can also bring about a 

host of non-economic aspects such as stigma (i.e. adverse perceptions that result in avoidance or 

other negative behaviors), pride and social upheaval, or conversely togetherness (Flynn et al., 

1993). Opposition or concern can be an expression of the desire to preserve shared places, 

spaces, and interactions that are valued by community members.  Not all community systems19 

are affected by developments in the same way.  

Examining the impacts that technological development will have on a given community 

means considering more than just economic worth. It also means considering the biophysical, 

cultural, social and psychological systems that collectively determine whether and how 

“community” exists in a particular place (Freudenberg and Gramling, 1992; Gramling and 

                                                

19 Researchers from a number of disciplines have a number of names for this concept. Often these concepts are 
referred to as ‘capitals,’ ‘resources,’ ‘endowments,’ or ‘systems.’  Here I refer to the concepts as systems. 
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Freudenberg, 1992).  More specifically, the following elements of community context need to be 

considered when studying nearby technological development:  

• Cultural systems. Individual communities develop a unique blend of local meanings, 

customs, or traditions that may distinguish their reaction to future changes (i.e. 

technological development).  For example, some Native Hawaiians opposed a local 

geothermal energy development partly due to their belief that it threatens the fire goddess 

Pele (Edelstein and Kleese, 1995). 20  Another example includes opposition to the 

MacKenzie Valley Pipeline in Canada by some Indigenous people because it may have 

disrupted traditional harvesting practices (Gamble, 1978). 

• Social systems. Social systems (or social capital) generally refer to the degree of 

connectivity among people; and the quality and quantity of social relations possessed by 

a population (Harpham et al., 2002).  Bourdieu (1983) defines social systems as “the 

network of relationships (that) are the investment strategies, individual or collective, 

consciously or unconsciously aimed at establishing or reproducing social relationships 

that are directly usable in the short or long term” (p.249). Impacts to social systems can 

occur as interest groups mobilize their resources in an attempt to promote or oppose a 

development. For example, residents in an Australian community were concerned about a 

wind farm development proposal partly because they were concerned about maintaining 

social well-being among residents (Gross, 2007).  Social systems are discussed in depth 

in the following chapter on community and risk studies.  

                                                

20 In the Hawaiian religion, Pele is the goddess of fire, lightning and volcanoes (Edelstein and Kleese, 1995).  
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• Biophysical and health systems. Alteration of the physical environment to take advantage 

of future conditions and developments may have significant effects on nearby 

communities.  Examples of alterations can include the deployment of technology, 

development of transportation systems, storage of hazardous materials, or renovations of 

facilities.  There are many examples of biophysical or health risks as many energy or 

technological developments pose a hazard to local populations.  For example, 

communities in California perceived storing carbon dioxide as a risk to their water 

systems and health (Wong-Parodi and Ray, 2009). 

• Psychological Systems. The contentiousness of a development or its perceived threat to 

the local way of life can negatively impact the psychological health of local community 

members (Gramling and Freudenberg, 1992).  For instance, possible risks from incoming 

technological projects can cause stress and anxiety among community members that 

pervades their day-to-day existence. For example, residents living near the Three Mile 

Island nuclear power plant were shown to exhibit high levels of emotional and physical 

stress (Collins et al., 1983; Baum et al, 1983).  

• Economic Systems. Economic opportunities and detriments can both be outcomes of 

technological development.  Opportunities could include increased jobs, business revenue 

or tourism. Negative aspects could include a decrease in real estate values. Undesirable 

developments can also stigmatize the community (in the eyes of the community members 

or outside populations). Likewise a development may be opposed if it could potentially 

detract from future economic development.  For example, winegrowers and 

representatives of the tourism industry in Laguedoc- Roussillon, France formed a 

coalition against a wind energy development proposal for the region (Joubert et al., 
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2007).  Winegrowers were concerned that the wind development would give an 

“industrial” image to the territory and lower wine sales and the tourism representatives 

worried that visitors in search of natural authenticity would not visit the region.  

 

Agreement with Broad Policy Objectives and Environmental Values 

An important factor relevant to whether a community accepts a new energy technology is 

whether they view it as matching the broad policy objectives they support (Parfomak, 2008).  

Regarding energy systems, this can include opinions about what energy systems should be 

supported or funded and how potential impacts of the energy system are consistent with their 

environmental values. 

• Environmental Values. Public attitudes regarding climate change impacts and 

environmental values will have a direct effect on the acceptance of initiatives to develop 

low-carbon energy technologies (Stern et al., 1995; Shackley et al., 2004).  For example, 

residents in a community in Vermont, United States, supported local wind farm 

development primarily because they thought that wind power produces fewer emissions 

than other sources (Palmer et al., 1997).   

• Broader Policy Objectives. Stakeholders’ views of an energy system or infrastructure 

and how it coincides with local populations’ preferences for a broader policy objective 

also are a factor in a community’s support for the technology.  For example a community 

opposed a proposed coal gasification power plant in Indiana because residents believed 

investments would be more effectively allocated to energy efficiency initiatives and 

development of renewable resources (Parformak, 2008).  Another example is of the 

opposition of a proposed Liquefied Natural Gas terminal because it would encourage the 
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dependence on foreign fossil fuel supplies (Parformak, 2008).  The project must fit 

within the perceptions of energy system preferences. 

 

 Based on the discussion of communities and risk to ‘locally affected’ populations, there is 

a greater possibility of acceptance in an area where: 1) regulators and developers are trusted and 

transparent in their decision making (Frewer, 2004); 2) there has been fairness and justice in the 

decision making process, outcomes and information (Besley, 2010); 3) the credibility of 

developers and industry is high (Slovic et al., 2010); 4) the perceived benefits to the communities 

outweigh minimal costs (Kunreuther and Easterling, 1990); and 5) where the proposed project is 

consistent with their broader policy objectives and environmental values (Parformak, 2008).   

 

Perceptions of Carbon Capture and Storage 

The following section includes a review of research on public perceptions of carbon capture and 

storage.  I begin with a review of research that has been completed in Canada. Most social 

research on CCS has focused on broader populations (e.g. Canada).  Less research has focused 

on the perceptions of locally affected populations. Research on broader Canadian populations 

will provide initial context for this research study.  The second part of this section will review 

global research (i.e. outside of Canada) focusing on how locally affected populations view CCS.  

I conclude by situating the research in this project among other projects completed around the 

globe and discuss how my work addresses the dearth of research about CCS perceptions among 

those most affected by the technology.   
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Perceptions and Knowledge of CCS in Canada 

There has been relatively little published research on perceptions of CCS in Canada. Three 

studies21 that have examined CCS in Canada include Sharp (2005), Boyd and Einsiedel (2011) 

and a commissioned study by the ecoENERGY Carbon Capture and Storage Task Force (Ipsos-

Reid, 2007). These studies are discussed here to provide a baseline of data on the larger public. 

The study by Sharp (2005) indicated that only 10.5 % of Canadians had heard of CCS. 

However by 2007, approximately 31% of respondents expressed at least some awareness of CCS 

(Ipsos-Reid, 2007).  In 2010, results of a third national survey indicated that 39% of respondents 

expressed familiarity with CCS (Boyd and Einsiedel, 2011).  In 2005, only 5.6% of Canadians 

could correctly identify what problem the technology addressed.  This increased to14% in 2007.  

Those who were at least somewhat aware of CCS were nearly twice as likely to support it 

(Sharp, 2005).  In Sharp’s (2005) survey, respondents were provided with 10 statements about 

CCS (5 positive and 5 negative). Respondents moderately agreed with the statement “one reason 

why this technology is good is that it can be a bridging technology to achieve short-term 

reductions in GHG emissions while we develop other long-term alternatives.”  Other statements 

respondents slightly agreed with were that CCS could “increase oil production,” “may reduce 

GHGs faster and cheaper than alternatives,” and “allows continued production and use of fossil 

fuels” (Sharp, 2005). In general, respondents were most concerned about the unknown future 

effects of CCS.  They were also mildly concerned that there was a risk of leakage, contamination 

of groundwater and a risk to plants and animals.  With regard to government support, 42% of 

respondents stated that the government should provide financial support for CCS, while a third 

                                                

21 A number of industries and universities have completed or are currently developing and administering public 
opinion surveys on CCS, however they are not yet publicly available.  
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(34%) said that the private sector should be left to develop this technology (Boyd and Einsiedel, 

2011).   

 

Affected Populations and CCS 

Broader public views on CCS may vary from locally affected populations as the risks of CCS are 

more concrete and have a larger potential to impact residents nearby (Parformak, 2008, p.23): 

An additional challenge is that of engaging the public in the topic of CCS when the issues 
are generic and abstract — yet, as the history of facility siting has shown, this situation is 
likely to change when the issues become immediate and close to home.... 
 

Research on populations affected by CCS has been completed in a number of countries or 

regions, including the United States (Wong-Parodi and Ray, 2009; de Figueirdo, 2000; Bradbury 

et al., 2009), the UK (Shackley et al., 2006), Europe (Oltra et al., 2012), Germany (Dutschke, 

2011), Australia (Anderson et al., 2012; Ashworth et al., 2010), and the Netherlands (Huijts et 

al., 2007; Brunsting et al., 2011; Terwel et al., 2012). Additional studies pose hypothetical 

questions about how people would be potentially affected by CCS (Ha-Duong et al., 2009; 

Miller et al., 2007; World Resources Institute, 2006; Krause et al., 2012).  These studies found 

that many participants responded negatively to potential CCS development in their area.  For 

example studies in California demonstrated that respondents were not supportive of a CCS site 

nearby (Wong-Parodi and Ray, 2009).  A survey of those living near a proposed site in the 

Netherlands demonstrated that people “judge the idea of storage in general as slightly positive, 

but when the technology enters people’s daily lives, as in storage nearby, the attitude becomes 

more negative (Huijts et al., 2007, p.2788).”  A 2007 survey of French residents suggested that 
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approximately 40% “would be afraid if CCS was to be used near their community” (Miller et 

al., 2007).  

The majority of these studies report that the risks defined by the community were both 

technical and social in nature, but social risks related to CCS development were of greater 

concern (Bradbury et al., 2009; Shakley et al., 2005; Wong-Parodi and Ray, 2009).  The 

remainder of this section discusses both the technical and social factors that concerned 

communities in the preceding studies including: 1) technical risks; 2) community history with 

local industries and environmental harms; 3) risk to community; 4) overall views of CCS and 

broader policy concerns; 5) public confidence in industry and government; and 6) views on how 

CCS would affect the environment. 

Technical risks included concern about the quality of expert knowledge (Wong-Parodi 

and Ray, 2009; Bradbury et al., 2009; Shakley et al., 2005), catastrophic leaks (Shackley et al., 

2005) or induced seismicity (Wong-Parodi and Ray, 2009).  A report issued by the National 

Commission on Energy Policy (2006, p.6) states: “public opposition remains inextricably 

intertwined with local concerns, including environmental and ecosystem impacts as well as, in 

some cases, complex issues of property rights and competing land uses.”  In the Netherlands 

participants of a survey were concerned about the possible personal health impacts of CCS.  

CCS was more supported if storage sites were to be placed outside urban areas. The desire to 

locate the project at a remote site was an important factor to UK participants as well (Shackely 

et al., 2005). In 2006 the World Resources Institute simulated a public hearing about a proposed 

CCS site and found that the community members did not want to be ‘guinea pigs.’ Overall 

sentiment among these participants was that the potential risks of CCS outweighed the potential 
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benefits.  Participants in the UK study also were concerned about the experimental nature of the 

project (Shackley et al., 2005). 

A community’s history with local industries and its experience with past environmental 

harms also are a consistent factor in existing research on perceptions of CCS and willingness to 

host a site (Wong-Parodi and Ray, 2009). In the California study of CCS, residents had previous 

negative experiences with industry (not related to CCS) and this affected their views about 

additional industry development (Wong-Parodi and Ray, 2009).  Residents likened the possible 

impacts of the CCS project with the past perceived inequities related to other developments. As 

such locals were concerned that the new developers would also fail to consider or address their 

concerns about potential risks from CCS, because past developers in the area did not adequately 

address community concerns.  

Participants across existing CCS studies were concerned about who holds the benefits 

and who bears the risks of development.  Participants in the UK suggested that any local 

community that accepted a CCS project should also incur some benefits from that development 

(Shackely et al., 2005). Residents in Spain (Hontomin CCS project) and in Germany (Ketzin 

CCS project) felt their community would benefit from attracting national and international 

visitors to the region (Oltra et al., 2012).  Research from the Netherlands has demonstrated that 

CCS host community compensation may help reduce feelings of inequality and unfairness 

associated with CCS (ter Mors et al., 2012). Furthermore, participants in California wanted to 

know what benefits they would receive from the CCS development, including new jobs or better 

school buildings if there were to serve as host sites. Participants from Texas were focused on 

how they might receive a portion of the economic profit from EOR (Bradbury et al., 2009).  

Risks to the community include negative impacts such as decrease in tourism (de Figueirdo, 
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2000; Oltra, 2012) or increased traffic and possible decreased property value (Wong-Parodi and 

Ray, 2009; Shackley et al., 2005; Oltra et al., 2012; Terwel et al., 2012).  Research in Alberta 

demonstrates that people in areas that are geologically suitable to CO2 storage may be concerned 

that they will become ‘dumping grounds’ for industry (Einsiedel et al., 2013).  Risks of projects 

often were specific to location.  For example those in Hawaii were concerned about possible 

CO2 contamination that would affect aquaculture and fishing businesses or tourism (de 

Figueirdo, 2000). The recognition that local context differs among sites as it relates to 

perceptions of CCS provides credence to the local approach taken in this study. 

Existing research on CCS also demonstrates that perceptions can be influenced by public 

views about ‘bigger picture’ policy and environmental issues. Research by Shackley et al. 

(2004) found that support for a CCS project depends upon residents’ concerns about 

anthropogenic climate change and the recognition of a need to reduce CO2 emissions. 

Furthermore, de Figueirdo (2000) demonstrates that those living near a CCS research site may 

oppose the technology because they believe that it will not reduce CO2 or that it is the wrong 

method for reducing GHG.  Hawaiian residents stated that resources put towards CCS should be 

spent elsewhere (i.e. energy efficiency and renewables) and that CCS would just further reliance 

on fossil fuels.  Results from a large group consultation in Alberta indicated that many 

participants recognized the reliance of the Western provinces22 on coal-fired power plants for 

electricity production and the need for CCS as a bridging technology. However, participants also 

recognized the need for a suite of solutions, including efficiency and the development of 

renewable resources, to reduce climate change (Einsiedel et al., 2013). Participants in the UK 

                                                

22 The Western provinces that rely on coal-fired power plants for electricity production include Alberta and 
Saskatchewan (Government of Alberta, 2011).  
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recognized the potential of Underground Coal Gasification (UCG) (another form of CCS) as a 

secure source of energy for the future (Shackley et al., 2005). UK participants indicated that 

UCG could cut the costs of importing fossil fuels from less secure areas of the world and avoid 

UK power supply being subject to foreign political or economic fluctuations (Shackley et al., 

2005).  Furthermore, European researchers have found that the local debate around a CO2 

storage project may be influenced by broader issues such as the existing policy support for CCS, 

potential conflicts between CCS and renewable energy, the cost of CCS, and the debate around 

the perpetuation of the coal industry (Oltra et al., 2012). 

Residents in Hawaii were concerned about possible environmental contamination 

potentially harming their way of life and culture. As de Figueirdo (2000) observed: “Another 

reason the ocean can be of concern is the Hawaiian culture.  Some native Hawaiians feel that 

outsiders tampering with the ocean are committing acts of sacrilege (p.89).”  Research on a 

proposed sequestration in Hawaii demonstrated that concern for the environment and about 

Hawaii sovereignty could be factors in support for development (de Figueirdo, 2000).   

Trust is consistently cited as one of the most influential factors relating to support for 

CCS development among community members (Ashworth, 2010).  Research in the UK about 

residents’ perceptions of local developments demonstrates the importance of trust in regulators, 

developers and experts:  

Whether focused on risks to the environment, public health, property values, or other 
impacts, scientific assessments of potential risks and impacts are often challenged by a lack 
of trust in both the data and the institutions that develop them. Distrust of regulators, lack 
of confidence in experts, and the possibility of accidents caused by human error all 
contribute to a high level of public concern, even in light of low levels of assessed risk. 
(Schively, 2007, p.228) 
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Public confidence in industry and government were cited as an important aspect in public 

acceptance of CCS in California (Wong-Parodi, 2009), New Mexico, and Texas (Bradbury et 

al., 2009). Participants were especially concerned with surface owner rights, liability and 

ownership of injected CO2.  In Ohio the concerns related primarily to trust of the government 

and regulations designed to ensure their safety (Bradbury et al., 2009).  In the Netherlands, trust 

in government appeared to have the largest influence on support for CCS (Terwel and Daamen, 

2012) and was more important than trust in environmental NGOs or industry (Huijts et al., 

2007).  

Researchers comparing four major European projects found that research projects 

(located in Ketzin, Germany and Hanotomin, Spain) that were led by research institutions were 

more trusted and accepted than projects proposed by commercial operations (e.g. Barendrecht 

and Beeskow) (Oltra, 2012).  Lack of trust in developers and government (e.g. Shell and the 

national government) was particularly influential in the opposition of the Barendrecht CCS 

project (Terwel et al., 2012).  In a survey of 811 residents located near the proposed Barendrecht 

project, more than half of the participants stated they did not trust ‘those who would the 

ultimately decide about the CCS plan’ (Terwel et al., 2012).  The large majority of survey 

participants felt that Shell and the National Government had too much influence in decision-

making; and ultimately 86% of the respondents felt that the decision-making process about CCS 

was unfair (Terwel et al., 2012).   

Related to trust is the importance of ongoing communication.  Participants in California 

stated they would have more trust in developers if they received further consultation and 

information about CCS development at regular intervals (Wong-Parodi and Ray, 2009; Shackley 

et al., 2005).  Case study research on the Beeskow CCS project demonstrates that one of the 
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reasons for local opposition was the perceived lack of information provided to locally affected 

residents (Dutschke, 2011). 

While there has been research on local populations affected by CCS abroad, there has yet 

to be in depth studies in Canada.  Many studies of community views toward CCS also are based 

largely on hypothetical CCS scenarios (Parfomak, 2008). Little research on CCS (and to a lesser 

extent, other technologies) discusses sense of place or how people’s attachment to the land may 

be a factor in the development of technology.  Sense of place and concern for the environment 

were mentioned as a factor in the rejection of the CO2 sequestration project in Hawaii, yet this 

issue needs to be unpacked further and explored in other local contexts. Local resident 

empowerment is discussed to a lesser degree in research completed by Wong-Parodi and Ray 

(2009). In this research I seek to determine the factors that contribute to the support for or 

opposition to local CCS projects.   

 

Chapter Summary 

Understanding how individuals and communities view risk is critical to the deployment of 

energy technologies. Chapter three provided an overview of two sets of literature including risk 

perception and communication of risk and more specifically on public opinions on energy 

sources and technology.  The chapter discussed the changing paradigm in which risk perception 

researchers have begun to shift their focus from examining deliberate, conscious and mechanistic 

methods of probabilities with regards to risk.  The emerging paradigm in risk perception research 

is one that takes into account the fact that the general public does not always make judgments 

based solely on the impact and probability of risk.  Rather risk “perceptions” of energy systems 

and other risky developments can depend on a number of factors.  Research on CCS and other 
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energy systems demonstrate that acceptability of new technologies is multifaceted and more 

complex than just perspectives on the risks and benefits of the technology.  Researchers have 

shifted from purely cognitive approaches of risk perception by integrating approaches that take 

into account social and cultural dynamics.  This newer approach is particularly important to the 

study of those who live in locally affected areas.  Affected residents not only take into account 

the biophysical hazards associated with a risk, but also other factors such as possible economic 

loss, the breakdown of social networks, the effect on cultural traditions, the impact on 

psychological health and stress or the feeling of stigma of being located nearby a potentially 

problematic project.   

Local residents’ perceptions of energy systems will also be influenced by a number of 

participation and development factors.  Trust in developers, government and information 

sources have been shown to directly influence attitudes towards infrastructure and stakeholders. 

Residents who live near a proposed or current project want confidence in those operating the 

technology and making decisions or there is likely to be controversy over development.  

Fairness and justice are also considered to be important factors in the support for or opposition 

of a development.  Research has demonstrated that procedures for implementing a project need 

to be perceived as fair, just and equitable. If the implementation procedure for a project is not 

perceived as fair, just and equitable, the prospect of local acceptance is decreased and local 

resistance towards a development is more likely. Residents need to feel that the results (or 

outcome) of a decision about where and how to develop the project is equitable; that they have 

had a voice in decision-making process; that decision makers were trustworthy and respectful of 

their views; and that they received an appropriate amount of information related to a decision.  
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There have also been a number of examples that have demonstrated that ownership 

(literal or perceived) has been a factor in community support of energy developments. Existing 

studies demonstrate that there tends to be less local resistance when community members feel 

like they have a sense of ownership in a project. This ownership may be a financial interest, an 

emotional connection to the development, or a sense of pride that the community is a part of the 

development process and/or its products. 

It is important to examine the views of communities where a proposed or current CCS 

project is located, as past examples have shown that public opinion can be a showstopper for the 

technology.  Similar to other technological developments, research has demonstrated that local 

communities can be concerned with biophysical risks and human health risks associated with a 

development.  However, residents may also be concerned about any effects to their social or 

cultural systems (e.g. relationships and traditions).  They also may take into account any 

possible economic gains or losses from a proposed development in the area.  It is also clear that 

a community’s history with local industries and trust in developers to implement and monitor 

the technology safely is a factor in risk perceptions.  Perceptions of the technology at a local 

level are also impacted by individuals’ views on climate change, on CCS as a climate change 

mitigation strategy and broader policy concerns.   

This chapter has focused on understanding individual perspectives about risk or 

technological development.  However, it is also critical to understand community perspectives 

as they represent one important scale at which potential action is likely to impact development. 

By providing a means to understand collective acceptance or opposition, a community 

perspective can contribute greatly to advancing our understanding of risk perceptions and the 

consequent management of risk.  I contend that a community perspective will be particularly 
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important in advancing the development of energy technologies in or near communities because 

the siting of such facilities can be met with collective resistance that stems from community 

context. I continue and expand this concept in the next chapter on “community and risk studies.” 
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CHAPTER FOUR: COMMUNITY STUDIES AND RISK 

 

Introduction 

Human beings are inherently social animals. We form collectives of individuals tied to each 

other by common bonds ranging from our base needs (i.e. locality, necessity and interest) to our 

emotional or cognitive desires (i.e. shared interests, reciprocal relationships, family ties) (Carroll 

et al., 2006).  A great deal of classic research in the social sciences has focused heavily on such 

groups of individuals while maintaining the belief that their collective functioning—whether the 

day-to-day actions that uphold their social reality or their response to significant stressors such as 

hazards—could provide great insight into the evolution of larger society. Subsequent research 

trajectories in many social science disciplines have since lost some of their reverence (or perhaps 

romance) for the concept of community (Wilkinson, 1991). Among some researchers, 

community has been relegated to a methodological consideration (i.e. the use of city limits for 

sampling); for others it has become a ubiquitous term conjured to emphasize the “localness” of a 

given concept, project, or effort.  

In this chapter I draw on classic and contemporary literature from multiple disciplines to 

demonstrate how the concept of community can be revitalized in the study of risk and the ways 

this strategy can advance literature on the subject. Ultimately I argue that a focus on community 

in risk perception research fills a void concerning the ways social context defines individual and 

societal trends in risk management.  The remainder of this chapter is outlined as follows. First, I 

concentrate on the diverse views of community and describe four broad approaches in which it 

has been conceptualized.   Second, I discuss how a community perspective can contribute to our 

understanding of risk perception and the consequent management of risk.  Third, I explore how 
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interactional field theory – an approach that explores both the importance of place and 

community – can be extended to examine local communities’ views of technological 

developments and how this theory frames the methods and analysis used in this research.  Lastly, 

I focus on how this research study fills a void in the literature regarding how an understanding of 

community can expand our understanding of risk perceptions.   

 

Overview of the Concept of ‘Community’ in Risk Research 

Regarding the study of risk, the concept of “community” did not receive as much attention or 

traction as a means for understanding human response to possible negative impacts. Some of this 

is warranted given that risk is, to some extent, a highly variable characteristic driven by social 

context (Douglas and Wildavsky, 1983). Yet this acknowledgement does not neglect the social 

reality of the factors that shape individuals, and thus the ways they conceptualize risk. Certain 

research traditions continue to demonstrate that risk research which has focused on largely 

cognitive, individual approaches has failed to account for the significant influence individuals or 

groups of individuals have upon each other in regards to risk—during its initial conception, in 

the strategies used to live with it, and in the actions they collectively enact to reduce it (Slovic, 

2010). People not only assess risk as a danger to their individual well being, but also for the ways 

it will affect their social well being; their bonds with the locality they live in and the people who 

reside in it (Brennan et al., 2009). Those who investigate risk and technology could potentially 

gain much insight from the concept of community because it describes a scale of human 

settlement that is situated at the interface of society, technology and the environment (Jakes et 

al., 1998). When problems emerge, “communities” are often at the front lines in terms of effects, 

experience and mitigation (Flint and Luloff, 2007; Wilkinson, 1991). In this respect the concept 
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of community can provide a context for understanding how individuals and groups experience 

and negotiate risks.  

 The field of risk communication has a strong concentration in the disciplines of cognitive 

science and psychology, which both focus primarily on individuals (Lupton, 1999). Risk and 

behavioral science researchers typically examine individuals’ perceptions of risk using strategies 

such as mental models (Morgan et al., 2002; Atman et al., 1994; Bostrom et al., 1994), cognitive 

risk perceptions (Slovic, 1987, 1992, 2000; Slovic et al., 1982), or risk rankings (Slovic, 1987; 

Sjoberg, 2000; Johnson and Tversky, 1983; Kahneman et al., 1982). These examinations of ‘risk 

perceptions,’ as discussed in the previous chapter, are a means to partially understand the views 

of the public on potentially ‘risky’ events and developments.  Much less work has attempted to 

discuss how these individual perceptions are influenced, reinforced or created by the social 

networks individuals are a part of.  As a result research is needed to better understand how 

communities perceive and support or oppose nearby technological developments because these 

factors will ultimately affect the outcome of a decision to implement a technology in a given 

locale (Freudenburg and Gramling, 1992). More research is also needed to better understand how 

the siting of new technologies alters community functioning (perceived or actual) in positive or 

negative ways. 

   

Conceptions of Community 

The concept of “community” is used in a variety of contexts when examining groups of 

individuals that share at least some common characteristics. Its meaning is both complex and 

continually changing, as evidenced in the variety of definitions attributed to the community 

concept during the past century. The evolving understanding of human communities is due in 
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part to the fact that many industrialized societies have transformed from small rural settlements 

into highly interconnected and urbanized ones; communication technology has made it easy to 

connect with others and transportation systems allow for greater ease of travel among regions 

(Meppem, 2000).  

The crux of the community concept is defined by multiple and often conflicting 

perspectives. In this section I draw on classic community literature (including Wilkinson, 1991; 

Bender, 1978; Galphin, 1918; Tuan, 1977; Bernard, 1973) to describe four broad and often 

overlapping approaches for conceptualizing community.  The three most utilized conceptions 

include: 1) “community as a geographic area,” 2) “community as a local social system,” and 3) 

“community as a type of relationship.” A fourth conceptualization, “community as an 

interactional field,” is an extension of rural and natural resource sociology that incorporates 

elements of the other three conceptions. This final conceptualization, “community as an 

interactional field,” will be the underlying foundation on which this research study is built.   I 

will discuss each of the four categories separately below after a brief overview of early research 

conceptions for community. 

 Tonnies’ (1957) classic work on community volition is often cited as an origin for 

modern conceptions of community, including the four conceptualizations I will review below. 

Tonnies defined two types of volition, Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, that occur simultaneously 

during social interaction and which ultimately influence both individual behavior and the 

structure of society, including the emergence of community. Gemeinschaft (translated as 

community) occurs when individuals are drawn to form associations of relationships (i.e. family, 

friends, town) in order to gain access to resources, bear collective burdens, and form networks of 

support or interaction. Tonnies believed these relationships were “natural” and unconscious 
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among individuals—a fundamental part of human nature. Gemeinschaft has often been 

associated with the pastoral view of agricultural societies, but others (including Tonnies) suggest 

Gemeinschaft could also occur in a variety of social settings.  Gesellschaft is the contrast to the 

“natural” state of Gemeinschaft in which “rational” will, post-industrial economies and 

bureaucratic governance at larger scales (e.g. nation state, federal government) lead individuals 

to act in their own self interest. The result is diminished incentive for individuals to form the 

relationships central to Gemeinschaft.  Elements of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft are both 

present in any collection of human actors. As such, they are critical concepts to consider when 

examining how individuals and groups perceive of a new or future technological development 

because they form the social context that will influence individual and collective opinion.  The 

following sections will provide examples of how this occurs.   

 

Community as a Geographic Area 

Geographic area is an important element in conceptions of community (Wilkinson, 1991; 

Masuda and Garvin, 2006).  One community is often differentiated from other groups of people 

by defining its member “habitats,” locality or area (Hiller, 1941; Cresswell, 2004).  The 

importance of shared collective space among individuals was of early importance to community 

conceptions, in fact, the term “Gemeinschaft” originated from the German word for the common 

lands of the community and only later referred to the social aspects of a common life (Wilkinson, 

1991).  Community as a geographic area extends back to Galphin (1918) who delineated 

community boundaries based on the prevailing direction of ruts created by wagon wheels turning 

from the door yards of individual residents in the direction of one settlement or another. 
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 Much economic analysis of community is geographically specific (Loomis et al., 2000). 

This is particularly true in the case of relatively isolated settlements whose economic means are 

linked to their physical locations:  “People in a given locality share a common fate because they 

reside in a place having unique advantages and disadvantages as sites for capital investment” 

(Humphrey et al., 1993, p.172).  Examples of such capital investment can include nearby forests, 

mines, and fossil fuel reserves (Parkins et al., 2001).  Thus the geographic dimension of 

community is important for those who examine the impacts of resource allocation, resource 

extraction (i.e. resource dependent communities) and economic development or change.    

 While the conception of community as a geographic area takes into account physical and 

political boundaries of an area, it fails to meaningfully integrate the relationships among people 

residing there.  A second limitation of this standpoint is that transportation, communications, 

large-scale organizations and other mechanisms now link people to multiple localities 

(Haythornthwaite, 2002). Gusfield (1975) once argued that some local territories used to embody 

a complete and distinctive community. More recently it is recognized that globalization and 

access to communication technologies increasingly allows people the opportunity to interact with 

or be influenced by others outside their local geographic community (Lichter and Brown, 2005; 

Kearney, 1995).  The resulting need for new understandings of communities influenced by 

broader society eventually gave way to the third conceptualization of community—“community 

as a type of relationship.” I will discuss this conception in a later section.  

 Additional focus on the concept of “place” as a meaningful location for human 

interaction has brought new dimensions to the study of community development (Cresswell, 

2004).  Place moves beyond conceptualizing community purely by its boundaries; it recognizes 

that groups of people can self-identify with geographic territory(ies) that are significant to them. 
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Significant places can also include the people who reside there. Place studies and the role of 

place in society have been reflected in anthropology, education, environmental psychology, 

geography, history, human health, native studies, philosophy, recreation, and sociology 

disciplines (Cresswell, 2004).   

The significance of place to human existence has been recognized since early human 

history.  Yet place, just like community, has been conceptualized in many ways. Aristotle 

described place as the inner surface that “marks the beginning of the outside world…it is the first 

thing that [a person] is” (Morison, 2002, p.142).  Much later geographer Yi-Fu Tuan (1977) 

acknowledged that ‘place’ is more than a geographic territory; there was a universal biological, 

psychological, social, and spiritual human need for place. Gieryn and colleagues (2000) suggest 

that there is a need for case studies that define place and what it means to inhabitants, including 

how it facilitates the creation or maintenance of community. Select research discusses how 

peoples’ ties to a given geographical area are a pervasive factor of social life that deserves 

consideration when managing risks (see for example Flint and Luloff, 2005; Beckley et al., 

2002), but these studies remain the minority. This is especially true when determining how 

developments near a community (a geographic dimension) will be perceived by residents.   

 

Community as a Local Social System  

Those who conceive of “community as a local social system” concentrate on the 

interrelationships and interdependencies among people and social institutions (Lee and Carroll, 

1991). This conception goes beyond examining a specific territory and focuses on the informal 

and formal interactions among people for goods, services and amenities (Falk and Kilpatrick, 

2000). What “community as a local social system” does not recognize are the emotional 
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attachments people share with one another and the relationships among people in a place that has 

shared meaning (Bender, 1978).  This view links to human volition through “Gemeinschaft” 

(community), as people form the associations needed to gain access to resources and develop 

networks of support and interaction.  

“Community as a local social system” has been adopted by researchers who focus more 

on rural (as opposed to urban) communities because interdependencies in these settings tend to 

be more informal, visible, and personal among people (Brennan et al., 2009).  Interrelationships 

can often extend beyond the boundaries of individual towns or settlements and towards regional 

areas, as one community must rely on another to supplement what the other lacks and vice versa 

(Shortall, 2004).  This includes both horizontal linkages (i.e. within the community) and vertical 

linkages (external among the region) to broader social systems. A “micro-region” is created 

when individual communities consider other social groups while planning for goals and 

implementing programs (Shortall, 2004). Institutional cooperation and interdependence are 

important, especially amongst rural communities, because these interrelationships and micro-

regions create strength and vitality for an area (Baker, 1990).  A report by the Wilderness Society 

(1992) claims that “individual communities are not well equipped to address the multiple 

obstacles to economic development and diversification.  Conversely, when small communities… 

begin to work together… important benefits accrue (p.17).”  

 The local social system provides a number of relevant functions for members of the 

community including: the production-distribution-consumption of goods and services, 

socialization, social control, social participation and mutual support (Lee and Carrol, 1991).  It is 

most often necessary for individuals of a community to obtain (and distribute) goods and 

services from those outside the geographic area. The system also provides a way to ensure 
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socialization through the creation of shared norms and practices (i.e. provides an individual with 

the skills necessary to participate within their own society by inheriting customs and ideologies) 

(Stedman and Heberlein, 2001). Shared norms and practices in turn enable the mechanisms for 

social control, including ideas about how elements and individuals within the local social system 

(which is thus reified) should behave. These processes regulate individual and group behaviors 

(Falk and Kilpatrick, 2000). A functioning social system creates a method of social participation, 

which includes participation in political activities and social activities.  Lastly, social systems 

can engender mutual support, including support for common goals or action (Flint et al., 2010). 

All these services function to define and maintain the social reality of community members and 

form the foundation of social context that is often casually mentioned in studies of risk. Much 

more effort, conceptualization and theory could be developed to provide detailed understandings 

of how specific elements of this social context influence risk perception.  

 Another advantage of using the “community as a local social system” approach in 

research is that it may go beyond the boundaries of one locale to describe a regional area (Lee 

and Carroll, 1991). The concept is important when examining local interactions with outside 

communities, particularly critical when people go outside of their local borders, but do not have 

mass communication and transportation methods that allow for ease of interaction. Limitations to 

this conceptualization include the omission of human relationships and the bonds shared amongst 

members. This limitation is remedied in the next conceptualization of “community as a type of 

relationship.” 
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Community as a Type of Relationship 

Bender (1978) contends that community can take many structural forms, but in any context it 

consists of “a network of social relations marked by mutuality and emotional bonds (p.7).”  

Proponents of this conception for community state that territorially based interaction represents 

only one idea of community, a pattern that is becoming less and less prominent in North 

American history (Crowe, 2010). Instead there is a need to look both inside and outside 

geographic boundaries, beyond system dimensions, in an attempt to understand community 

dynamics and consequences of events for communities.  According to Wilkinson (1991), 

communities should be sought, not necessarily just in places, but in intimate networks, wherever 

these occur.  Wellman (1979) expresses a similar sentiment in “The Community Question” by 

discussing the survival of primary ties in modern society and the need to look beyond localities 

for relationships. Webber (1964) argues in his essay on “community without propinquity” that 

outside networks can provide an escape from the bondage of local territory and can free people 

so that “their ties are not encapsulated in ‘decoupled’ little worlds” (p. 1202).  To those of the 

“community as a type of relationship” perspective, community occurs when it is both recognized 

and responded to emotionally as a ‘mutual sense of belonging.’ This requires that recognition of 

“community ties” be shared amongst members, creating the basis for in-group, out-group 

dynamics that are central tenants of many sociological studies.  Some proponents of this concept 

affirm that community serves as “communion” (Nisbet, 1953), whereby interaction among 

people enables them to build communities and commit themselves to each other (Frazer, 1999).  

The advantage of the “community as a type of relationship” conceptualization is that it 

demonstrates the importance of human interaction. It can advance community beyond the idea of 

a geographic territory or a need for other people. The fact that this perspective rejects the 
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importance of geography is also a major limitation. In reality most people will live and have 

most of their interaction in local settlements (Wilkinson, 1991).  Bernard (1973) states that: 

At the local community level there is confrontation, visual if not tactile, emotional if not 
intellectual.  People still live next door to others, they eat, sleep, love, hate, avoid, or seek 
one another in a given locale.  Whether or not they have much to do with their neighbors, 
they use the same grocery store or supermarket, attend the same movie houses, and 
patronize the same beauty parlors or barber shops.  Owners or renters, they depend on the 
same community services such as, humble as they may be, garbage collection, street 
cleaning, and police protection.  However emancipated from spatial barriers and however 
independent of locale the elite may be, it is still on the community scene that for most 
human beings interaction takes place.  These phenomena cannot be just read out of the 
discipline. (p.187) 

 

Community as an Interactional Field 

The concept of community as an interactional field was introduced by the rural sociologist 

Harold Kaufman (1959) and expanded by Kenneth Wilkinson (1970). The two used the 

perspective to understand how communities respond to disruptions in natural resources 

(Kaufman, 1959; Kaufman and Wilkinson, 1967; Wilkinson, 1970; 1986; 1991). “Community as 

an interactional field” melds together aspects of the three conceptions of community described 

above by contending that community emerges from communication and interaction among 

people who care about each other and the place they live (Flint and Luloff, 2005). People in a 

locality “are tied to a place by their shared values, concerns, interests, and actions (Flint et al., 

2008, p.528).” Thus community is both rooted in a specific locale and involves relationships 

amongst the community members. Likewise a specific locale is both geographic and defined by 

the relationships local people have with their environmental or social settings (i.e. “place”).  

Wilkinson’s (1991) conceptualization is best understood as a process that is:  1) created by 

various social actors who interact frequently across interest lines to solve common problems, 2) 

rooted in a particular locale that social actors imbue with meaning, and 3) defined by various 
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social networks and interpersonal relationships that are agreed upon and valued by participants 

(Flint et al., 2010).  These three key elements shape the framing of the analysis and results and 

are discussed further in the proceeding methodology chapter. 

 According to the interactional field theory, local citizens who share a common space, 

way of life and networks are able to overcome differences and special interests to recognize a 

common issue (Brennan et al., 2009). Wilkinson (1991) called this recognition the “emergence 

of a community field” and is the basis for the mobilization of collective resources (i.e. action) in 

regards to disturbance or change in a given area. This perspective can be used to better 

understand a collective community risk perspective.   Such collective risk perceptions are a 

generally overlooked aspect of risk perception research or hazard management. Yet it remains an 

important aspect for managers to take into account when implementing technological 

infrastructure in an area because it can determine whether and to what extent communities will 

support or oppose development in the future.  For example, research on the opposition to waste 

disposal sites demonstrates that it is critical to understand the complex interactions among 

individuals and groups in a community to understand the success of siting these developments 

(Walsh et al., 1993). Collective risk perceptions are further discussed later in the chapter.   

 In summary, the field of risk can greatly benefit from taking into account the preceding 

conceptions of community when examining the perceptions, acceptance and consequent 

management of technological development. Each concept of community has advantages and 

limitations, most of which depend on the context, area and goal of a study.  For the purposes of 

studying how affected individuals or groups perceive a technological development in a given 

area, the final concept “community as an interactional field” is likely most constructive.  This is 

because development will be located in a specific geographic area and there is the possibility for 
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collective perceptions among a group of people. The concept further allows for the influence of 

other community factors (i.e. the importance of human relationships, social system components, 

and emotional ties) when they are present among a given collection of individuals. 

  

Community, Risk Perception and Management 

Though it is necessary to understand individual perspectives about risk or technological 

development, community perspectives represent the scale at which potential community action is 

likely to impact development. In this section I discuss how the concept of “place attachment” 

factors into local perceptions of risk. I then discuss the need to reexamine the “not-in-my-

backyard” phenomenon in a way that better recognizes the relationships among people in a given 

area and how those relationships influence their reactions to risk or technological development. 

 

Sense of Place and Place Attachment 

 Place attachment or sense of place refers to the positive affective bonds that people develop with 

geographic locations (Hidalgo and Hernandez, 2001). People with place attachment or sense of 

place experience a sense of belonging to their geographic territory or the people that live there 

and thus have a vested interest in maintaining the local environment (social and ecological) 

(Tuan, 1977; Altman and Low, 1992).  “Place attachment” reinforces and reflects the social 

construction of risk in the local environment and can be seen as central to the process by which 

people select and interpret risks such as those associated with technological developments 

(Masuda and Garvin, 2006).  

 Sense of place or place attachment is therefore concerned with the physical setting, 

human activities that occur there, and the social and psychological processes that are rooted in a 
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territory (Brandenburg and Carroll, 1995). Two social constructs influence the development of 

sense of place. These include: 1) the biophysical setting and residents’ experience or history in 

that setting; and 2) the social relationships or culture that have developed and persisted in that 

place. 

 

Role of Setting and Experience - Relph (2007) describes sense of place as the ability to 

grasp and appreciate the distinctive qualities of places.  Characteristics of the physical 

environment may influence sense of place by acting as a basis of meanings, which in turn affects 

attachment and satisfaction (Stedman, 2003).  The “quality” of the natural environment, the 

recreational experiences it affords and the presence of “wilderness” often play a significant role 

in the process of place attachment (Sebba, 1991).  These factors can also be linked to economic 

growth for area residents (e.g. tourism in the provincial parks increases business in surrounding 

communities) (Wiggins and Proctor, 2001).    

 

Role of Social Relationships - Researchers such as Marcus (1992) and Pellow (1992) 

suggest that social relationships are a significant contributor to the meaning people ascribe to 

places. As Altman and Low (1992) describe: “attachment to places may be based on or 

incorporate other people – family, friends, community, and even a culture” (p. 7).  Places can 

both foster relationships and become symbols that represent the social experiences and 

relationships people share there.  Thus, places become important to people by serving as the 

repositories or settings for the human interaction, memories and emotions people experience 

(Brehm, 2007). Many scholars contend that place is both influenced by and is the basis for a 

person’s culture, including the way groups reproduce themselves (Brandenburg and Carroll, 
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1995; Rotenberg, 1993).  The shared experiences, meanings, and collective memories of a 

culture form the framework for the development of sense of place (Riley, 1992; Shamai, 1991).  

 Place attachments involve psychological processes that “normally reflect the behavioral, 

cognitive, and emotional embeddedness individuals experience in their socio-physical 

environments” (Brown and Perkins, 1992, p. 279). Disruptions to place attachment can be caused 

by natural disasters, human-induced hazards or other development stressors (e.g. economic 

downturn, new development). When disruptions occur, they alter people-place relationships and 

the emotional or psychological connections behind them, often greatly impacting the greater 

functioning of community (Hidalgo and Hernandez, 2001). As mentioned previously, disruptions 

that threaten areas to which people are attached (or have where they have strong sense of place) 

will often result in collective action to mitigate such changes—whether the restoration of an 

environment or the opposition of a technological development (Brown and Raymond, 2007).  

Individuals struggling in the wake of disruptions can lose their ability to relate to and connect 

with one another, breaking the bonds that serve an important role in community maintenance 

(Brown and Perkins, 1992).  In a recent CCS risk perception review paper, Mahon (2012) 

indicates that examining the role of place is particularly useful in understanding why publics in 

some locations respond to CCS in a way quantitative socio-economic data would not predict.  

When it comes to the opposition to a CCS project, it may not necessarily be the physical space 

that will be contested and the basis for concern but rather, the meanings that are attached to that 

space (Mabon, 2012).   The dissertation presented here addresses these questions by examining 

the role of place in CCS risk perceptions.   
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Critique of the “Not-in-my-backyard” Phenomenon  

Technological development often employs a utilitarian perspective by focusing on the broader 

impact to “society at large” (Brion, 1991).  This may be the case with energy infrastructures such 

as carbon capture and storage as the largest benefit is to the nation or international community 

struggling with a global phenomenon (i.e. global climate change).  While the benefits of CCS are 

focused on the broader society, this may be incompatible with the reality of those affected by its 

physical implementation in particular places or communities.  

 Proponents of the not-in-my-backyard (NIMBY) or locally unwanted land use (LULU) 

paradigm, suggest that local populations most often will not support a technological risk in their 

locality (Schively, 2007; Burningham et al., 2006).  NIMBYs have been defined as “residents 

who want to protect their turf” (Dear, 1992).  More formally, NIMBY refers to the protectionist 

attitudes of and oppositional tactics adopted by community groups facing an unwelcomed 

development in their neighborhood (Dear, 1992). The concept has been analyzed in cases of 

infrastructure facilities (e.g. the siting of nuclear power plants, offshore oil drilling, roads, etc.) 

and of social facilities (e.g. mental health care housing, nursing homes, etc.) (Wolsink, 2006).   

 Individual communities and their members may feel they have to bear an inequitable and 

undesirable burden for society when technological developments are built near their homes 

(Popper, 1985). This mindset can be the basis for collective opposition of such development. 

This has resulted in one common belief that those who are resisting the development are being 

parochial, irrational and selfish (Mazmanian and Morell, 1990). Others may argue that imposing 

risks on some (often those with fewer monetary resources or political power) for the 

advancement of broader society echoes historical patterns of hegemony throughout history 

(Gaventa, 1980; Lukes, 2005).  
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 A number of academics have critiqued the NIMBY concept (see Devine-Wright, 2010). 

Devine-Wright (2005; 2009) recommends abandoning the concept altogether because: 1) it is a 

label that is used to discredit often well-founded objections by local residents (Burningham, 

2000; Wolsink, 2006); 2) it is a simplistic description of very complex positions of support or 

objection (Ellis et al., 2007); 3) the concept does not account for cases that find positive views 

toward technology among people who live close to risks (Jones and Eiser, 2009); 4) it has led to 

a literature focused on objection and has neglected to explain supportive or neutral forms of 

response (Burningham et al., 2006; Ellis et al., 2007); and 5) research on NIMBY behavior often 

implicates the importance of individual (instead of group) conceptions for health concerns and 

property, or what roles local residents play in fostering opposition to facilities and developments 

(Steelman and Carmin, 1998).  

 These perspectives demonstrate that the NIMBY concept is not complete unless the 

concept explains when or under what conditions it manifests itself. Furthermore, local opposition 

is frequently influenced by shared community interests such as the preservation of social, 

cultural, or natural resources (Steelman and Carmin, 1998). Instead of presuming that people act 

solely with regard to their own interest, researchers suggest that it is important to recognize the 

influence of social context, cultural norms, and collective concerns on action (Mansbridge, 1990, 

Axelrod, 1986). The broader conceptualization of a community perspective provides a useful 

link between individual perceptions of risk and the ways those perceptions form the basis for 

broader social realities. 
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Community Perceptions and Agency 

As described above, place attachment and community bonds are critical to understanding how 

those affected by the implementation of energy systems (or other “risky” developments) view 

and perceive the risks and benefits of those developments.  This section introduces “community 

agency,” “community risk perceptions” and describes how interactional field theory will be 

utilized to frame this research. 

“Community agency” is a critical concept for the study of risk and technology because it 

helps describe the capacity for action, be it opposition to or support for future development. 

Similar and related terms include “community capacity” or “community capital.”23 Community 

agency refers to the coming together of people in a local community to address local needs.  Flint 

and colleagues (2008) describe this “coming together” as the act of community, and focus on the 

ways the community makes choices as a result of the diversity within that group of individuals.  

Communities make choices and act on them.  Knowing how these choices are made, what 
and how perceptions of local issues are constructed, and the ability of members of such 
communities to access and process information are essential elements in the utilization of 
economic, social, and natural resource endowments. (Flint et al., 2008, p.529) 
  
Interactions among residents are vital in the manifestation of a shared risk perception – 

particularly the interactions that embody and express mutual interests in a local population 

(Wilkinson, 1991). Risk perceptions are partially shaped by the interactions and 

interrelationships people have with one another (Wildavsky, 1978).  Social interactions among 

residents provide a source of community identity and provide the means to identify a collective 
                                                

23 The terms ‘community capital’ and ‘social capital’ are often unclear.  To clarify these terms, I utilize the definition 
of community capital used by Callaghan and Colton (2008) and the definition of social capital by Bourdieu (1983). 
The term ‘community capital’ refers to the resources or various types of capital stock which community 
stakeholders contribute to and rely upon (Callaghan and Colton, 2008).  Community capital takes into account: 
environmental capital, human capital, cultural capital and social capital.  Social Capital refers to the degree of 
connectivity and the quality and quantity of social relations possessed by a population (Bourdieu, 1983). 
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risk. The process by which residents develop a shared understanding of risk can be described as 

“mutual minding” (Mead, 1934).  In other words, residents come to understand the perceptions 

and meanings of others through the use of symbols (e.g. language, images, art). In this case the 

interactions that residents have with others in their community can reinforce and influence the 

ongoing development of community perceptions relative to changes in a community, including 

potential risks. This occurs through the sharing of experience, concern about well-being of 

community members or shared norms and values. This process stems from Mead’s (1934) 

position that all social interactions involve shared meanings and an exchange of perceptions.  

Interactions and communications about “risky” technological developments such as CCS are one 

example of this process. 

Community members are more likely to oppose24 development or create policies that 

regulate development action when they perceive a risk to their collective community. This can be 

described as “community risk perception.”  A framework created by Flint and Luloff (2005) 

suggests that community action is influenced by: (1) a community’s biophysical and 

socioeconomic risk context; (2) shared community perception or social construction of risk; and 

(3) the capacity to work together on community issues and problems. Their framework implies 

that a necessary precondition of community action, or a reinforcement of that action is the 

development of shared perceptions that motivate them to work together in pursuit of a common 

goal. 

 

                                                

24 In other CCS work, particularly research from the Netherlands, the term ‘protest’ is often used to discuss or 
examine community actions or ‘NIMBY sentiments’ (Terwel et al., 2012).  
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Examining Risk Perceptions from an Interactional Field Perspective 

An examination of how place and community influence collective risk perceptions can increase 

our understanding of the reasons behind support for or opposition to technological developments.  

As discussed in the previous section, approaching research utilizing an interactional field theory 

approach to community means taking into account the importance of community, including 

social interactions, and the significance of place. 

   Flint et al (2010) contend that researchers who employ interactional field theory focus 

their efforts at a community (or regional) level of analysis.  These units of analysis facilitate 

understanding of the intersections between society and the environment and individuals and 

society (Flint et al, 2010).  The importance of community and place has recently been examined 

in the context of wildfire (Paveglio et al., 2009; 2010; Kyle et al., 2010) and forest disturbance 

(Flint, 2006; Flint and Luloff, 2007; Parkins and MacKendrick, 2007).  These studies explored 

how communities are affected by ecosystem changes and how local residents perceive a risk to 

their community in the face of change and disturbance.  Flint and Luloff (2005) utilized a mixed 

method (surveys and interviews) approach to examine community risk perceptions.  They 

concluded that there are ‘community risk perceptions’ (discussed in the previous section) and 

that local response to changing landscape conditions are important to consider when making 

decisions about land use and local management (in this case bark beetle). A ‘community risk 

perception’ refers to a perceived risk to a group of people and the place they reside in and care 

for.  The difference between a ‘shared’ (or collective) and an ‘individual’ perspective is that a 

shared perspective goes beyond just the perception of a risk to oneself.  Rather it focuses on the 

risk to community and place. 
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Chapter Summary 

In this chapter I have argued how a revitalized conception of and focus on community can 

advance the study of risk perceptions. Much of this discussion is related to the construction and 

perception of risks and benefits associated with technological development, but it could apply to 

other conceptions of risk as well (e.g. natural hazards, health concerns, etc.). An expanded focus 

on the concept of community in risk research provides a lens through which to better understand 

the social context that is reciprocally shaped and influenced by the perceptions of individuals 

(Brennan et al., 2009). As such, conceptual development of community for risk studies provides 

a bridge between the well established research on individual, cognitive approaches to such 

perceptions and broader societal trends regarding support or opposition to technological 

developments. 

 I have argued that understanding how people collectively perceive threats to wellbeing is 

best approached using interactional field theory and the concept of community. This perspective 

involves a locality, a local society and a process of locally oriented interactions (Wilkinson, 

1991). It encompasses the resources community members have at their disposal, the attachments 

they form with place and the aggregate abilities they build or utilize while attempting to both 

sustain and adjust their community functions (Flint et al., 2008). Conflict over development is 

frequently a geographical issue. Residents use ideologies related to their spatial knowledge and 

experiences when considering the impacts of technological development (Cresswell, 2004; Tuan, 

1977). Likewise, peoples’ experiences with place may influence whether they perceive industrial 

development as a threat or opportunity. For that reason I utilize interactional field theory to 

structure the research presented in this dissertation.   
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CHAPTER FIVE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

Introduction 

The methodology used in this dissertation is designed to explore how local communities perceive 

carbon capture and storage projects.  This research employs case studies and mixed methods – 

including individual and group interviews, examining community demographic profiles, 

attendance at community events during my stay in the area and community observations.  

Participants from three rural Canadian communities with different experiences regarding CCS 

were selected as part of the research.  Communities chosen for study are located in areas with 

either: 1) an established CCS project; 2) a CCS project that was planned; or 3) no plans for a 

CCS project.  The University of Calgary Conjoint Faculties Research Ethics Board approved this 

research (#6391) on March 31, 2010. 

Interactional field theory is used as the lens to explore residents’ perceptions of ‘place’ 

and ‘community’ by uncovering the local factors that influence collective perceptions and how 

these factors affect the support or opposition of a CCS development in the area. In this chapter I 

operationalize the research goals and interview questions as guided by this theory.  I discuss my 

research methodology, including interviews with community members and CCS stakeholders, 

observations and attendance at community meetings or other events during my stay in the area. I 

also describe the approach used to analyze data collected from the case study areas. The overall 

goal of this chapter is to provide an overview of the methodology used to examine how residents 

perceive that a CCS development will (or has) affect(ed) their community and the broader 

community influences on these perceptions.  
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 This chapter is separated into three main sections. The first section describes the case 

study method explaining why I utilized case studies for the research and why the three study 

locations were chosen.  The second section describes the methods used to gather data for the 

analysis, including the reasoning behind stakeholder, individual and group interviews, 

observations and attendance at key community events.  It includes participant recruitment and 

the structure of the interview questions. The third and final section describes the approaches used 

to analyze the data. This includes the development of themes and coding.   

 

Research Design 

Description and Summary of Case Study Research Design 

A case study approach can be defined as “an empirical enquiry that investigates a contemporary 

phenomenon within its real life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon 

and context are not clearly evident” (Scholz and Tietje, 2001, p.13). The communities selected 

for study in this research are intended to illuminate the decisions and perceptions of locally 

affected communities regarding CCS.  Case study research may contribute to theoretical 

development by providing insights into location-specific phenomena.  Two additional benefits 

associated with case study approaches are discussed by Orum and colleagues (1991): first, case 

studies allow for the grounding of observations about perceptions, actions and social structures in 

natural settings.  Second, the procurement of information from a number of sources permits a 

more complete understanding of the complexities of social networks and social action (Orum et 

al., 1991).  Case studies are particularly useful in the context of this dissertation as I examine 

perceptions within complex situations and networks.   
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 A case study is often purposively chosen for study based upon characteristics of interest 

(Scholz and Tietje, 2001). Case studies can include a “bounded system” such as an organization, 

network or specific place. Three specific locations were sought for this dissertation to examine 

how locally affected communities with diverse experience regarding CCS perceive the energy 

technology. There are two main ways to select cases: 1) choosing cases that are representative of 

the larger population (e.g. interviewing a random selection of residents from Canada to examine 

the general public’s views of CCS); or 2) selecting theoretical, non-random populations based on 

the specific qualities that they have (Eisenhardt, 1989). In this project I utilize the latter method, 

given the limited number of communities with CCS experience and because the objective of this 

study was to examine the views of those who are locally affected by developments. When 

examining a specific phenomenon it is useful to choose potentially divergent cases in which the 

decision or interest is “transparently observable” (Pettigrew, 1988).  In this instance, choosing 

case study communities where the experiences of CCS might suggest different contexts for 

understanding implications for community interactional fields was a primary consideration.  

Accordingly a multiple case study approach was chosen for this research based on the areas’ 

experience with CCS projects.  Insights about residents’ perceptions of CCS or energy system 

development can be obtained by examining differences and similarities between cases.   

 

Positionality of the Researcher 

The purpose of this section is to provide a description of my background, particularly any factors 

that may influence my understanding and views of community and place. My interest in how 

place and community influences risk perceptions stem from my upbringing on a farm near a 

small community in Northern Alberta.  I was born and raised on a cattle and crop farm and still 
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spend much of my time in rural Alberta.  Our family farm was homesteaded in 1913 by my 

great-great grandparents. My family still farms and lives on this land.   My grandmother is Dane-

zaa (First Nation) from the Peace Country of Northern Alberta.  My Dane-zaa-Metis heritage and 

background in farming has fostered an understanding and appreciation of the land.  My interest 

in rural ‘community’ stems from my upbringing in Northern Alberta in the Municipal District of 

Fairview.  This provided me with an understanding and informed view of rural community.  This 

understanding was particularly useful when I was conducting research in Fairview (the case 

community where there was no CCS development).  This unique identification with the area and 

community allowed for an understanding of culture and norms.  This positioning allowed me to 

develop nuanced understandings of community and place based experience.    

 

Case Study Selection 

I chose to interview community residents in the three communities shown in Images 5.1 based on 

the status of CCS projects operating near those locations. 
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Images 5.1. Location of Case Studies 
 

 

Map Source: Natural Resources Canada 
 
 The objective behind the selection of the three case studies is to determine: 1) whether 

the perceptions of CCS in each community differ, given that projects in each location are at 

different stages of implementation; and 2) how community members perceived the project will 

(or has) affect(ed) their community and sense of place and how these factors influence collective 

perceptions (see Table 5.1).  Weyburn, Saskatchewan was selected as a case community because 

it has an existing carbon injection project.  It is also the longest running carbon storage 

demonstration project in Canada.  The Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project was established in 2000.  

The company managing the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project (Cenovus, formally Encana) holds 
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regular community meetings regarding the project and it had been met with little community 

controversy (especially in comparison to projects such as the one that had been proposed for 

Barendrecht, Netherlands25) before 2011.  The second location selected was Priddis, Alberta 

where a University of Calgary CO2 monitoring project was planned, but was later cancelled.  

Community members opposed the CO2 project and it serves as an interesting counterpoint case 

study to Weyburn. Fairview, Alberta, was selected as a third comparison community for study 

because it does not have a CCS project planned. This third case community is intended to 

provide insight into how a community that does not have a carbon injection project perceives 

CCS and what residents in the area know about CCS.  Fairview also was chosen because: 1) the 

community has had much controversy over energy developments in the area including natural 

gas extraction, nuclear power, and a hydroelectric project; and 2) I am originally from Fairview 

and have both contacts and a homestay which decreases the expenses incurred by the project; 

and 3) there is no proposed or current CCS project in the area.  An in-depth discussion of these 

communities and local energy developments, including CCS, is provided in chapter 6.  

 

Table 5.1. Synopsis of Case Study Locations 
 
 Project 

Location 
Project Name Date 

Initiated 
Date 

Halted 

Established CCS 
Project 

Weyburn, SK Weyburn- 
Midale CO2 
Project 

2000 N/A 

Planned CCS Priddis, AB U of C FGSR N/A 2011 

                                                

25 The Barendrecht CCS Project was a proposal to store approximately 10 million tonnes of CO2 over a period of 25 
years from Shell’s Pernis Oil Refinery in a depleted gas field near the port of Rotterdam, under the town of 
Barendrecht.  Reports from Bellona (2010) indicate that the project was cancelled “due in part to persistent 
opposition from the local community.  This unfortunate outcome shows the extent public reluctance can represent a 
hurdle to CCS deployment.” 

Project Stage 

Completion 
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Project but 
Discontinued 

No CCS Project 
Currently 
Planned 

Fairview, AB N/A N/A N/A 

 
 

Data Collection 

A mixed method approach was used to gather the data in each community.  Community 

members and CCS project stakeholders were interviewed using a semi-structured interview 

protocol. Questions were modified and added based on observations and interviews.  During the 

interview process I stayed in the communities and attended meetings and gatherings of 

community members.   The following figure (Figure 5.1) illustrates the timeline and design of 

the research process to better explain the methods used for interviews in each of the three case 

study sites. Interviews were completed over the course of two visits.  The first community visit 

(a week in duration) was used to introduce myself to members of the community, begin 

interviews, determine what events and meetings I should attend and recruit participants. All other 

interviews were completed during a second, longer community visit (three to four weeks in 

duration).  During my community visits I would observe community members by attending 

events and visiting local residents or stores.  I would observe place by walking or driving around 

the area to get a physical sense of the three locations. I also examined each of the communities’ 

socio-demographic profiles and report them in chapter six.  The following section of the chapter 

describes the process of recruiting, observing networks in each community and interviewing 

participants.   

 

 

No Plans 
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Figure 5.1. Case Study Research Process and Interviews 
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Interview Methodology 

Face-to-face interviews are an effective method for understanding community and/or individual 

perspectives towards energy development (Devine-Wright, 2005).  This section provides a 

description of interviews and participants.  I also explain how participants were recruited and the 

geographical boundaries used for participation recruitment. I then discuss the background CCS 

information provided to the participants, as it was sometimes necessary to provide such 

descriptions to those who have little or no knowledge of the technology.  

 

Overview of Interviews 

Interviews involve the gathering of in-depth data to better understand human behavior and the 

factors that influence such behavior. The strength of interviewing as a method lies in the ability 

to explore respondents’ subjective interpretations of life events, the personal meaning that they 

create, and the feelings and cognitions that are involved (Denzin and Lincoln, 1994).  

Researchers can often acquire a more comprehensive understanding of participant views if 

respondents are allowed to answer in their ‘own voices’ through narratives, unconstrained by the 

limitations of forced-choice answer categories (Banyard and Miller, 1998). Interviews can 

include general samples of a community or stakeholders with specialized knowledge and 

experience. This research utilizes participants from both the aforementioned samples to better 

understand how a community responds to CCS development.   
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Interviews with Community Members26 - Interviews with community members are useful when 

researchers want to understand community patterns more broadly or make preliminary 

identification of aspects that define a given community or their perspectives. Interviews with 

community members have provided understanding of developments such as wind turbines 

(McLaren Loring, 2007) and nuclear power (Pidgeon et al. 2008; Parkhill et al., 2010).  In this 

research I interviewed members of the three case study communities to identify resident 

perspectives of CCS, how people communicate (e.g. more generally or about CCS and other 

energy systems), and the underlying social networks of the people who live in the area.   

 

CCS Project Stakeholders - Stakeholder interviews are recognized as a way to tap the views of 

particular members of a community who have specialized knowledge of an issue  (Patton, 1999).  

Such key informants are often invited based on their experiences, skills and knowledge in the 

local communities (in this research it was based on their knowledge and experience with CCS 

projects).  They often have access to information and perspectives that researchers do not (Goetz 

and LeCompte, 1984).  Stakeholders are able to provide in-depth comments on the interviewer’s 

questions and clarify emergent views or subsequent findings (Elwyn et al., 2000). Community 

stakeholder interviews have been used to better understand competing concerns over potential 

community-based projects such as energy development from wind turbines (see for example 

Devine-Wright, 2005) or biomass (Upreti, 2004). While one could argue that all community 

members have a stake in a CCS project, there are some who may be more involved in the 

                                                

26 A community member is anyone who lives within the case study area.  Additional information on case study 
borders is located in the participant recruitment section.  
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approval of or opposition to a project. It is critical to understand the views of those who have had 

a say in why a project is implemented or opposed (Devine-Wright, 2005).  

  Priddis project stakeholders included local government officials, individuals who wrote 

about the project in local media, people who were publicly against the project, and landowners 

near the proposed project. In Weyburn, specific individuals included those who reported an 

alleged leak associated with the project, farmers who live on the injection site, and a community 

relations official for Cenovus.  Since there is no CCS project in Fairview, no specific project 

stakeholders were interviewed in that area.  

Beyond the primary semi-structured interview protocol, I tailored additional probing 

questions based on respondents’ answers or particular experiences.  For example, those who 

alleged that there was a CO2 leak on their property were asked about how they felt the situation 

was handled, how they thought the risks were communicated and what type of problems they 

have experienced. 

  
Rationale for Individual and Group Interviews 

I originally planned to use group interviews (also called focus groups) to observe interactions 

between residents about CCS and condense the amount of information that would be collected. 

However, I soon realized that I needed to use group and individual interview combinations.  The 

two main reasons why group interviews could not be the sole data collection method include:  

1) Participants were often uncomfortable with discussing controversial or community 

issues in groups (for more information on this issue see Krueger and Casey, 2009; 

Morgan, 1996).  In small communities, people often know each other and are 

uncomfortable with saying negative things about their community or work place, 
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especially when I could not guarantee that participants would not discuss the group 

interview with others. 

2) The smaller population of the rural communities studied make it very difficult to get a 

group of people together at the same time and place.  There is a smaller population to 

select from in rural areas compared to the larger urban centres.  It was also difficult to 

get a group together during my data collection period (May-November) because of 

summer events; farmers were busy seeding and harvesting, and many residents were 

away on summer vacation.  

That said, it was also necessary to talk to some groups of people simultaneously  

(whether it be two people or five). There were some participants who requested to be interviewed 

with others.  For example, Jane and Cameron Kerr, the couple from Weyburn who alleged that 

CO2 from the project was leaking and causing harm to their property, wanted to be interviewed 

together. Interviewing groups was also necessary because of time and budget constraints.  

Interviews were often lengthy and it took time to get from one interview to another.  I also spent 

10 to 20 minutes at the beginning and end of each interview establishing rapport and developing 

relationships.  

While researchers often do combine group and individual interviews (Barbour and 

Kitzinger, 1999) there are some disadvantages to this approach.   During group discussions there 

is social interaction among study participants and concepts and concerns may emerge in focus 

groups that may not be as likely to occur in one-on-one interview settings.  There also is the 

potential for one participant to influence the opinion of another participant in a group interview. I 

attempted to mitigate this issue by ensuring that I asked all individuals their thoughts and 

opinions on each question (rather than only encouraging participants to focus on talking to one-
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another as is common in focus groups).  To facilitate participant discussion about specific or 

controversial issues, I would provide my business card (with my address, phone number and 

email) as advised by Kruger (1994).  Participants were encouraged to call me after the interview 

if they thought of additional responses or if they felt uncomfortable saying something in front of 

the group.   

When determining whether it is beneficial (or possible) to combine the results of group 

and individual interviews it is necessary to take into account: 1) if the individuals participating in 

individual interviews are different, in relation to the issue of interest, than those participating in 

group interviews; 2) if the research goals and questions are similar for both individual and group 

interviews; and 3) the rationale underpinning the combination of methods (e.g. is it practical or 

necessary to combine methods) (Lamberta and Loiselle, 2008). A review of the participants and 

research goals in this study indicate that: 1) there were no major differences among residents 

participating in the individual and group interviews; 2) the research objectives could be 

examined using both individual and group interviews and the research questions did not change; 

and 3) as discussed previously, it was necessary to combine methods in order to collect the data 

for this dissertation. Therefore it was both beneficial and necessary to combine individual and 

group interviews in this research study. 

 

Participant Recruitment 

A combination of theoretical and snowball sampling was used to select study participants. 

Theoretical sampling is an approach in which subjects are selected not randomly, but rather on 

the basis of their knowledge or experience in a particular domain (Lindlof and Taylor 2002). 

Snowball sampling is a method where participants in the study recommend additional 



 

94 

participants (Biernacki and Waldorf, 1981). This also provided perceived credibility of the 

research among community members because those living in the area would refer me to others 

(consequently, I was perceived as less of a stranger).  The Internet or phone listings were also 

used to find initial interview participants.  It was important to get a cross-section of respondents 

in each community with potentially different views about CCS or energy development more 

generally.27 Efforts were made to ensure a variety of participants in terms of demographics (age, 

gender, education), location (rural or urban), and job-type (agriculture, oil industry, government, 

business, other). Table 5.2 provides a breakdown of the participants’ demographics, location and 

job-type.  An in-depth summary of demographic statistics for each community is provided in 

chapter 6. 

 

Table 5.2. Summary of Participant Demographics, Location and Job-Type  

  Priddis Weyburn Fairview 
Demographics 

      Age 
         18-29 1 5 5 

      30-39 3 4 6 
      40-49 7 8 9 
      50-59 11 9 10 
      60-69 10 8 5 
      70 and over 4 3 6 
      Unknown* 2 1 3 

                                                

27 A cross-section of respondents was ensured by: 1) Maintaining a tally of respondents’ demographics and job-type 
throughout the interview process.  If, for example, there were no respondents from the oil industry I would ask 
participants to identify other residents who worked in the oil industry. 2) I would ask participants to recommend 
various residents (i.e. not just their close friends). 3) During initial interviews, I recruited from a number of different 
sources to ensure that participants would be more likely from different social networks (Heckathorn, 2002).  4) 
Participants were also recruited through a local newspaper advertisement in Fairview and Weyburn (there is no local 
Priddis newspaper).      
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   Gender28 
         Male 16 15 20 

      Female 22 23 24 
   Education 

      No certificate; diploma or degree 2 6 4 
   High school certificate or equivalent 4 8 10 
   College; or other non-university certificate or diploma 9 11 14 
   University certificate or diploma below bachelor level 7 4 4 
   University certificate; diploma or degree 
   Unknown 

14 
2 

8 
1 

10 
2 

Location** 
      Rural 37 16 21 

   Urban 1 22 23 
Job-Type 

      Agriculture 3 11 12 
   Fossil Fuel Industry 6 5 6 
   Government 1 3 4 
   Business (Other than Fossil Fuel) 10 7 10 
   Other 8 12 12 

* “Unknown” indicates that the participant did not disclose the requested information. 
** Location refers to where the participant lives (not where he or she works). 
*** Participants may have had more than one job type (e.g. owned a business and was the mayor 
of the town).  If they had more than one job they were asked which job they spent the majority of 
their time at.  
 

 Although I sought to use similar recruitment methods in each location, the specific 

context of each community required slight modifications to my methods. For example, 

participants could be recruited in Fairview through the local newspaper, but there was no local 

newspaper for the Priddis area29.   Participants were asked for their opinions regarding the best 

way to recruit others to interview during the first week of initial interviews in each community.  

The final methods for recruitment are discussed in Table 5.3. 

                                                

28 There were a larger number of female participants in this study. In risk perception studies it is acknowledged that 
women often perceive hazards as more dangerous than males (Finucane et al., 2000).  However, the results of this 
study demonstrate that there were no major differences between male and female risk perceptions of CCS. 
29 The local newspaper, the Western Wheel, covers the entire M.D. including Okotoks, Black Diamond, Longview, 
and other towns and hamlets in the area. 
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Table 5.3. Summary of Recruitment Methods for Communities 
 
Fairview • Newspaper advertisement in the Fairview Post (See Appendix B) 

• Newspaper tweets requesting participants (See Appendix B) 
• Theoretical and snowball sampling 

Priddis • Researchers with the University of Calgary project provided the 
contact information for CCS project stakeholders 

• Theoretical and snowball sampling 
Weyburn • Newspaper advertisement in the Weyburn Review (See Appendix C) 

• Contacts provided during Priddis interviews 
• Theoretical and snowball sampling 

 
 It was critical to define a specific geographic location or identify borders to delineate 

each case study region.  These borders served as a guide to define who was (and was not) 

interviewed (geographic location is also an important aspect of interactional field theory).  The 

‘Priddis division’30 of the Municipal District of Foothills was chosen for the Priddis case study 

region.  This area was selected because the proposed University of Calgary carbon storage 

research project was located in the Priddis division.31   The Municipal District (M.D.) of 

Fairview was chosen for the Fairview case study region.  The Weyburn case study included two 

Rural Municipalities (the Rural Municipality of Weyburn and Rural Municipality of Lomond).  

There are four reasons why two R.M.s were selected for this case study: 1) the carbon injection 

site is located in the Rural Municipality (R.M.) of Lomond; 2) Weyburn is the area that is most 

often cited as the location of the carbon injection project (City of Weyburn, 2010); 3) Cenovus 

and the Petroleum Technology Research Council use the location of Weyburn in their press 

about CCS (CCS101, 2011); and 4) as discussed in chapter 3, additional effects of CCS projects 

                                                

30 A ‘division’ is a specified section of a Municipal District. 
31 There may have been a few residents who lived on the border of the Priddis division and the Millarville division, 
as it was difficult to distinguish the exact border.    
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can include economic and social impacts for local neighboring communities (i.e. R.M.s of 

Lomond and Weyburn) from nearby projects.  

 

Information Provided During Interviews 

Carbon capture and storage is in its infancy and therefore few members of the public have high 

levels of awareness of the technology, or its risks and benefits.  In anticipation that some 

interview participants may not understand the basics of CCS and to provide greater context, I 

showed an image and provided a description of CCS to those who were completely unaware of 

the technology and process. The first question in the CCS section of the semi-structured 

interview protocol was: “Have you ever heard of carbon capture and storage?”32 Respondents 

who had not heard of CCS were provided with the information (see Figure 5.2). The image was 

pretested during a national online survey to determine if it was clear and people could understand 

the image (Boyd and Einsiedel, 2011). Two experts – an academic and an industry member –

provided input on the description to ensure a balanced depiction of CCS. The following figure 

(Figure 5.2) includes the illustration and description provided during interviews.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                

32 In Weyburn I also asked, “Have you heard of carbon injection?”  This was because some participants were 
unfamiliar with the term “carbon capture and storage” but knew the term “carbon injection.”  This is discussed 
further in the results and discussion chapters.  
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Figure 5.2. Description and Illustration of CCS 

 

* The sentence about government and industry funding to provide support for four large-scale 
projects was only provided to those residing in Alberta (i.e. Priddis and Fairview). 
 

Interview Questions 

Questions that were asked during the interviews were guided by the three primary principles of 

‘community’ (introduced in Chapter 4).  Interactional field theorists conceive of community as 1) 
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created by various social actors who interact frequently across interest lines to solve common 

problems, 2) rooted in a particular locale that social actors imbue with meaning, and 3) defined 

by various social networks and interpersonal relationships that are agreed upon and valued by 

participants (Flint et al., 2010).  For this reason initial questions that focused on interactional 

field included the respondent’s perceived membership in the community; attachment to place; 

the strength of ties within the community; and the overall perceptions of the community.  

Additional initial themes examined aspects that factor into decision-making and perceptions 

around energy systems. The following two tables summarize some of the topics and provide 

sample questions to illustrate the categories of questions based on interactional field theory 

(Table 5.4) and perspectives of energy developments (Table 5.5) addressed. The complete 

interview protocols for each community are provided in Appendix F (Fairview Protocol), 

Appendix G (Priddis Protocol), and Appendix H (Weyburn Protocol).  

 
Table 5.4. Questions based on Interactional Field Theory (Chapter 4) 

 
Examples of Questions Based on Interactional Field Theory 
Theoretical Connection Theme Sample Questions 
Geographic Location 
 

Membership 
in locale 

• When people ask you where you live, 
what do you say? Tell me about the area 
you live in? 

Attachment to Place33 Place 
attachment 

• What do you like about where you live? 
What do you not like about where you 
live? 

• What do you think about the surrounding 
land or area? 

Interaction Information 
networks 

• When you want information about 
something where would you go or who 
do you talk to?   

                                                

33 Attachment to place is rarely understood by one question.  It is something that is uncovered through discussion of 
the location and how they react to developments or disturbances in the area. 
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Community 
organization 

• Do you have many interactions with 
people in this area?  

• What types of groups or organizations 
are there in this area? Do you belong to 
any of them?  

Community  Perceptions of 
community 

• Describe the community you live in? 
• Why do you live here? 
• What characterizes the people who live 

here? 
Community 
agency 

• How well do members of your 
community work together to solve 
problems?  

• Can you give me an example of an issue 
that the community came together to 
solve?   Can you give me an example of 
a conflict that has split or upset the 
community?   

 
Table 5.5. Questions based on Perceptions of Energy Systems and CCS Literature   

(Chapter 3) 

Literature Connection 
and Theme 

Sample Questions 

General Risks and 
Benefits of Energy 
Development 
 

• What are some of the benefits of the development of energy 
sources in the region (i.e. nuclear, hydro, oil)? 

• What are some of the risks of the development of energy 
sources in the region (i.e. nuclear, hydro, oil)? 

Risks and Benefits to 
Community 

• How have people in this community responded to the 
development of energy sources in the region (i.e. nuclear, 
hydro, oil, etc.? 

• How has energy development affected your community 
wellbeing, if at all? 

Knowledge about CCS • Have you ever heard about carbon capture and storage?  If 
yes, what can you tell me about it? 

Perceptions of CCS • What is your first reaction to hearing about CCS?  
• Tell me some of your thoughts on CCS? 

Risks and Benefits of 
CCS 

• What would be some of the benefits of having CCS in your 
community? 

• What would be some of the negative issues of having CCS in 
your community? 

• How would your community as a whole react to a CCS 
development nearby? 

Trust in Developer • What do you think of the companies who are doing the 
carbon injection (asked only in Weyburn)? 
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Observation and Journal Entries 

Observation has been described as “the fundamental base of all research methods” in the social 

and behavioral sciences (Adler and Adler, 1994).  Social scientists are observers of both human 

activities and of the physical settings where such activities take place (Denzin and Lincoln, 

1994).  Informal observation was used to examine the relationships and networks among 

community members and the relationships between people.  This is particularly important when 

examining communities who may be affected by a technological development as the observer 

can get a better understanding of the perceived risks and benefits without posing questions (e.g. 

listening to concerns at community events). This may be especially important when researchers 

are concerned about “social desirability,” or the tendency for respondents to provide answers 

they think researchers want to hear or which help them avoid a socially undesirable image (Adler 

and Adler, 1994).  Researchers examining the collective mobilization of communities commonly 

utilize observation in their methodological approach to better understand community interactions 

and concerns (Brandenburg and Carroll, 1995).   

 During my data collection I attended community events. I was invited to and attended a 

council meeting (Fairview and Weyburn) or community meeting (Priddis) in each case study 

area.  The mayor (Fairview and Weyburn) or a councillor (Priddis) introduced me at each 

meeting and described my research to those in attendance.  Attendance at other events provided 

the opportunity to view interactions between people and understand nuances in the community in 

Focusing Event 
(Alleged Weyburn CO2 
Leak) 

• Have you heard of any problems with injecting the carbon?   
• Do you think it is leaking?  Do you feel like it is causing any 

harm? 
• How and when did you hear about the alleged CO2 leak? 
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question, life in the area, and who may be the (formal or informal) community leaders. All of 

these observations provided insight for additional or modified interview questions.  Appendix D 

describes the events and gatherings that I attended during the data collection period.  As part of 

my participant observation, I kept a journal recording the research process, questions asked, 

interactions and reflections on the research process.  During the six months of data collection, the 

sheer number of formal interviews, meetings attended and informal conversations made journal 

entries a necessity to clearly remember specifics of data collection.  I made notes during 

interviews and event attendance.  I then collated these notes and made additional reflections each 

evening.  These entries became particularly important during data analysis as they provided 

initial themes and reflections on interviews. 

 

Summary of Interviews and Participants 

I interviewed a total of 120 respondents (both in group and individual interviews).  All 

interviews were completed face-to-face so I could better gauge whether participants understood 

questions.  Participants were informed of the research goals and objectives and were asked to 

read and sign a consent form before the interview (see Appendix E).  Interviews were conducted 

using a semi-structured questionnaire. A semi-structured approach was used to allow for 

additional questions exploring a particular problem or individual experience (Ansay et al., 2004).  

During the interviews, participants were asked to clarify or expand upon their responses if they 

brought up topics not covered in the questionnaire.  This is one of the benefits of interviews over 

forced choice surveys.  Interviews lasted between 40 minutes to approximately 8 hours over a 

two-day period.  The shorter interviews were often because the participant was brief in their 

responses or did not elaborate greatly in follow-up questions.  The long interviews were most 
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often with participants who had specific dealings with CCS (i.e. those who were actively 

involved in opposing or developing sites) or those who elaborated with stories, books or pictures. 

During the interviews I made preliminary notes, which I then wrote in my research journal.  The 

interviews were transcribed for analysis. The following table (Table 5.6) illustrates the 

classification of participants in each community involved in the interview process.   

 

Table 5.6. Summary of Participants in Research Project by Community 

 Fairview Priddis Weyburn Total 
Community Members* 

One-on-one interviews 19 13 25 57 
Group interviews with: 

2 people 
3 people 
4 people 
5 people 

 
3 (6 people) 
2 (6 people) 
2 (8 people) 
1 (5 people) 

 
2 (4 people) 
1 (3 people) 
2 (8 people) 
1 (5 people) 

 
2 (4 people) 

 
14 
9 
16 
10 

Community Members  36 33 29 98 
CCS Project Stakeholders 

Total CCS Project Stakeholder N/A 5 9 14 
Total Number of Participants 44 38 38 120 

* Table 5.4 demonstrates the number of one-on-one interviews (individual interviews) and group 
interviews.  The group interview column demonstrates the number of people in each group 
interview.  For example, in Fairview there were 3 group interviews with 2 people present (total 
of 6 people) (highlighted in table to demonstrate example).  
 
  Participants were also provided with a short demographic survey to ensure a diversity of 

different age groups, employment, and gender in the community studied.  Participants were 

asked how long they had lived in the area, their location (rural or urban), age, gender and highest 

level of education.  The number of interviews varied slightly for each community.  I interviewed 

people until a saturation point was found. In qualitative research, a saturation point is achieved 

when emergent patterns in the data stabilize and no novel information is gained from additional 
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respondents (Glaser and Strauss, 1999). One hundred and twenty-two people were invited to take 

part in an interview and in total 120 agreed to be participants in the study.   

 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis consisted of analytic induction and thematic analysis guided by interactional field 

theory. Analytic induction involves identifying patterns through initial observations or notes and 

refinement through the continual testing against any new observations.  This process is referred 

to as ‘progressive falsification’ (Strauss and Corbin, 1990).  Thematic analysis is a 

complementary coding strategy as it allows for themes, in this case guided by the interactional 

field theory framework, to emerge through the reading and interpretation of the data (Boyatzis, 

1998). These themes then become the categories for analysis (Rice and Ezzy, 1999).   This 

approach is commonly used in qualitative research to analyse and understand themes in 

interviews (Aronson, 1994).   

  Both deductive and inductive approaches were utilized to carry out the processes of 

analytic induction and thematic analysis described above. A deductive approach utilizes existing 

research questions and theories to guide the elaboration of themes (Corbin and Strauss, 2008). In 

the case of this analysis, I used existing insight from studies using interactional field theory and a 

literature review of perceptions of energy technologies and CCS to consider initial themes that 

were verified by the process of “progressive falsification” described above.  The major 

categories were based on the three primary tenants of community as discussed in the previous 

methods section about interview questions.   

  The deductive approach was complemented with an inductive analysis.  This allowed for 

themes to emerge from the data collected to better explain the interactional field theory 
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framework (Corbin and Strauss, 2008).  An inductive approach is particularly useful in 

community research as there are phenomenon and important issues not known to the researcher 

that will emerge during data collection (LeCompte and Schensul, 2010).    

  All data, including interviews and other written data, were imported into the qualitative 

data analysis software NVivo to be coded and analysed. The following steps demonstrates the 

process of coding used: 

1. All interviews and written texts (including follow-up emails or letters) were read before 

coding to get an impression of the interview and conception of possible themes. 

2. A codebook was developed in NVivo by coding several interviews until no new codes 

were discovered.  These categories were reflective of observed patterns in the data. This 

codebook was used for each community, but the process was reiterated for each 

community, as each case study had different characteristics of energy development and 

community perspectives.  

3. Each interview was coded for themes and sub-themes. Common themes were analysed 

throughout the three case studies, yet unique themes and categories existed in each case.  

This is a process dubbed as the ‘discovery’ stage.  Themes will be further discussed in the 

results chapter. NVivo affords the ability to highlight phrases in order to examine text 

and remove codes that were not similar to others in the theme.  Whenever possible, a 

quantitative count was used to examine how many participants responded in a certain 

way.  For example how many people in Priddis had heard about the carbon injection 

project or how many people in Weyburn thought that there was a CO2 leak in the 

injection area.  I coded all text relevant to community, place and energy development.  

Aspects where participants went on a tangent unrelated to this study were not coded. 
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4. Observed abnormalities or apparent contradictions in the theme patterns identified in 

proceeding steps were presented to peers.  Regular peer debriefings took place with social 

researchers who were experts in public perceptions of CCS research as well as 

researchers familiar with interactional field theory.  The peer debriefings served to verify 

the integrity of research methods and the analysis and interpretations of data collected for 

this dissertation (a form of inter-coder reliability). Themes were also validated by 

comparing emergent results to other literature and research on community and energy 

development (Aronson, 1994).   

5. The most representative quotations of themes were selected through multiple stages of 

increasingly restrictive coding.  The final themes and quotations are presented for each 

case study in chapter 7 and discussed further in chapter 8.  

 

Chapter Summary 

The methodology selected for this dissertation includes case studies and mixed methods, 

including individual and group interviews, attendance at community events and participant 

observation to examine how locally affected communities perceive CCS.  The studies were 

tailored to community characteristics yet structured so that lessons could be drawn from each of 

the locales.  Participants from three rural Canadian communities with different experiences 

regarding CCS were selected as part of the research.  Communities chosen for study are located 

in an area with either: 1) an established CCS project; 2) a CCS project that was planned but 

cancelled due to local opposition; and 3) a community with no plans for a CCS project. 

 Interviews were completed with community members and CCS project stakeholders who 

lived in the area.  This provided an understanding of the general views of those who lived in the 
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area and those who were particularly active in the approval or opposition of a project. 

Participants were recruited through both theoretical and snowball sampling; ensuring that a 

cross-section of community members were interviewed (based on demographics, job-type and 

location).  Data analysis included analytic and thematic analysis to identify themes that were 

relevant to the research questions and interactional field theory to better understand how all three 

communities perceive CCS and other nearby energy developments.   

The following chapter (Chapter 6) provides an in-depth description of the case-study 

communities and a background of the local population and current economic conditions.  I also 

provide a discussion of energy developments in each of the three areas and a description of the 

proposed University of Calgary research project in Priddis and the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project 

in Weyburn.   
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CHAPTER SIX: COMMUNITY PROFILES, HISTORY OF ENERGY 
DEVELOPMENTS AND CCS PROJECTS 

 

Introduction 

Community history, local industry, and economic conditions provide an important context for 

understanding local residents’ risk perceptions of developments (Kasperson et al., 1988).   In this 

chapter, I describe the local conditions for each case study area included in this dissertation. This 

is the context in which these carbon capture and storage or other energy projects are located.  For 

each case study location, I provide an overview of the community, including demographics of 

local populations and a discussion of the local economy.  I also describe the history of energy 

developments in each area, with a focus on fossil fuel extraction industries.  This includes the 

Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project and an overview of the proposed University of Calgary 

Geoscience Field Research Station in Priddis, including a description of the events that led up to 

its cancellation. A discussion of recent allegations about a CO2 leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 

Project also is included in this section. Case study descriptions are presented in the following 

order: 1) Priddis, 2) Weyburn and Goodwater, and 3) Fairview.  

 

Priddis, Alberta 

Priddis is a small southern Alberta hamlet situated in the Municipal District of Foothills No. 31 

(see Images 6.1). The community is located on the eastern slopes of the Rocky Mountains 18 km 

west of Calgary on Highway 22X.  Other nearby population centers in the municipal district 

include the Towns of Okotoks, High River, and Black Diamond; the Village of Longview; and 

the Hamlets of Aldersyde, Blackie, Cayley, De Winton, Hartell, Millarville, Naptha, and Priddis 
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Greens.  The Municipal District (M.D.) of Foothills No. 31 has 7 divisions.  Priddis is located in 

Division 4 of the M.D.34 

Many residents live in the outskirts of 

Priddis on acreages or larger parcels of land.  The 

topography of the Priddis area consists of rolling 

hills and is primarily described as ‘ranch country’ 

(Priddis, 2012).  The area is an increasingly 

popular place for commuters to live because of its 

proximity to the City of Calgary (Priddis, 2012).   

 

 

Community Overview and Present Local Economy 

The Municipal District of Foothills had a population of 19,736 in 2006.35  The population has 

increased 18.9% since 2000.   The Priddis area had a 2006 population of 964 residents, with 383 

occupying private dwellings and 335 census families. There was an average of 2.6 people in each 

family and the average number of children at home was 0.7.   

As illustrated in Table 6.1, the education level for Priddis residents is higher than the 

provincial average.  For example, only 15% of residents have no educational certificate 

(including a high school certificate) compared to 23% of Albertans. Priddis-area residents also 

have completed more post-secondary education than other Albertans. Thirty-two percent of 

Priddis residents have completed education above a university degree, compared to only 17% of 

                                                

34 See Images 5.1 in previous chapter for a map of Canada illustrating the locations of the three communities. 
35 All demographic information in this chapter was obtained from Statistics Canada. 

The sign on the right indicates hamlet limits.  It reads: 
“Entering Hamlet of Priddis” 

Images 6.1. Entering the Hamlet of 
Priddis  
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the provincial population. Approximately 49% of Priddis area residents are 50 and older, while 

only 28% of the provincial population is 50 and older. 

 

Table 6.1. Gender, Age and Education Demographics for Priddis, M.D. of Foothills and 
Province of Alberta 

  Priddis 
M.D. of 
Foothills 

Province of 
Alberta* 

Total Population 964 
 

19,736 
 

3,290,350 
 Gender (Male) 475 49% 9,945 50% 1,646,800 50% 

Age Characteristics 
     0-9 70 7% 2,075 11% 406,705 12% 

10-19 125 13% 3,140 16% 462,705 14% 
20-29 70 7% 1,595 8% 491,905 15% 
30-39 70 7% 2,020 10% 472,155 14% 
40-49 160 17% 3,990 20% 543,025 17% 
50-59 235 24% 3,740 19% 426,730 13% 
60-69 165 17% 2,015 10% 236,115 7% 
70-79 70 7% 900 5% 158,390 5% 
80 and over 5 1% 265 1% 92,610 3% 
Median Age of Population** 43.1 

 
36.0 

 
Education Attainment (age 15 and over)***840 16,195 

      No certificate; diploma or degree 125 15% 3,015 19% 614,865 23% 
   High school certificate or 

equivalent 210 25% 4,685 29% 688,140 26% 
   Apprenticeship or trades 

certificate or diploma 100 12% 1,775 11% 285,815 11% 
   College; CEGEP or other non-

university certificate or diploma 110 13% 3,070 19% 472,210 18% 
   University certificate or diploma 

below the bachelor level 75 9% 635 4% 105,680 4% 
   University certificate; diploma or 

degree 270 32% 3,020 19% 458,425 17% 
   * Statistics for M.D. Foothills and Province of Alberta displayed to provide comparison. 

**The dissemination area for Priddis does not provide a median age for population. 
*** Total population 15 years and over: Priddis = 4,895; M.D. of Foothills = 16,195; Province of 
Alberta = 2,625,145. 
 



 

 111 

The majority of people who live in the Priddis area are at least third-generation residents.  

There were 560 residents (66.7%) who claimed they were at least third-generation residents of 

Priddis.  Twenty-one percent (n=175) claimed they were second-generation residents and 13.1% 

(n=110) claimed they were first-generation residents.  

Income levels in the Priddis area are high when compared to the rest of Alberta.  The 

2005 average family income in Priddis was $119,328; almost double the provincial average of 

$63,988. The number of residents who work in ‘management positions’ is almost triple the 

Alberta average and only 2% percent of Priddis residents work in ‘the trades,’ compared to 18% 

of Albertans (see Table 6.2). The unemployment rate in Priddis is 1.9%. 

 

Table 6.2. Residents’ Occupation and Industry for Priddis, M.D. of Foothills and Province 
of Alberta 

  Priddis 
M.D. of 
Foothills 

Province of 
Alberta 

Occupation*  535 
 

12415 
 

1,928,635 
 Management occupations 145 27% 2,085 17% 187,240 10% 

Business; finance and administration 
occupations 120 22% 2,250 18% 340,430 18% 

Natural and applied sciences and related 
occupations 65 12% 930 7% 144,240 7% 

Health occupations 35 7% 440 4% 103,620 5% 
Occupations in social science; education; 

government service and religion 30 6% 595 5% 136,610 7% 
Occupations in art; culture; recreation 

and sport 25 5% 350 3% 45,160 2% 
Sales and service occupations 70 13% 2,045 16% 438,105 23% 
Trades; transport and equipment 

operators and related occupations 10 2% 1,730 14% 350,360 18% 
Occupations unique to primary industry 35 7% 1,790 14% 117,500 6% 
Occupations unique to processing; 

manufacturing and utilities 0 0% 205 2% 65,365 3% 
 
 
 535 

 
12420 

 
1928635 
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Industry 

   Agriculture and other resource-based 
industries 70 13% 2,405 19% 228,520 12% 

   Construction 10 2% 1,520 12% 169,420 9% 
   Manufacturing 20 4% 620 5% 138,365 7% 
   Wholesale trade 10 2% 545 4% 85515 4% 
   Retail trade 20 4% 985 8% 206,655 11% 
   Finance and real estate 60 11% 735 6% 97,465 5% 
   Health care and social services 45 8% 595 5% 175,200 9% 
   Educational services 30 6% 630 5% 120,460 6% 
   Business services 105 20% 2,445 20% 354,265 18% 
   Other services 115 21% 1,940 16% 352,760 18% 
* Total experienced labour force 15 years and over: Priddis = 535; M.D. of Foothills = 12,420; 
Province of Alberta = 1,928,635. 
 

History of Industry and Developments 

There have been relatively few industrial or energy developments in Priddis.  Industrial, 

residential or recreational developments are often discouraged in the area and there are a number 

of initiatives and groups that focus on the preservation of the land in a ‘natural state.’  There also 

are many conservation initiatives and environmental conservation organizations active in the 

Priddis area, including the Cross Conservation Area, Foothills Land Trust, Nature Conservancy 

of Canada, Western Sky Land Trust and the Southern Alberta Land Trust Society.  These 

initiatives primarily focus on the establishment of conservation easements that create a legally 

enforceable land preservation agreement between a landowner, government agency or qualified 

land protection organization. Conservation easements often restrict real estate development and 

commercial or industrial uses to a mutually agreed upon level.  Development in the Priddis area 

has been a concern of residents for many years, as demonstrated by the story behind Ann and 

Sandy Cross donating the land for the Cross Conservancy: 

 As they settled into life on Rothney Farm together, they watched the expanding City of 
Calgary approach, and new acreages divide the farmland around them.  Concerned about 
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what the future held for the land, they decided to act.  In 1987, Ann and Sandy donated 
nearly 2,000 acres of their land to the Province of Alberta.  At the time it was the largest 
private land donation in Canadian history. Sandy wanted the land to be preserved the way 
it was for future generations to enjoy.  (Cross Conservation, 2012) 
 
Praxis Research administered a 2007 survey to 344 residents in the Priddis area to better 

understand development concerns (Holroyd, 2008).  The survey results indicated that more than 

85% of respondents were ‘very concerned’ about diminished water quality in local wells, springs 

and aquifers.  There were 58% respondents who were ‘very concerned’ with the reduction in 

wildlife numbers due to land fragmentation and loss of habitat and 57% of residents were ‘very 

concerned’ about the loss of visual scenery due to developments (Holroyd, 2008).  The same 

survey asked residents what they could ‘afford to lose’ over the next few decades, in either a 

visual or production sense, to protect the water supply and setting.  The suggestions as to what 

could be lost were attributed to factors that included “oil and gas development, recreational use 

of the ecosystem (specifically OHV [Off Highway Vehicle] use), and urban sprawl, including 

acreages (Holroyd, 2008, p.92).” 

 Few oil and gas extraction developments have taken place in the Priddis area.  There have 

been some negative experiences with drilling in the area, including the exploration of a natural 

gas well that contaminated residents’ drinking water.  The Court of Queen’s Bench of Alberta 

found a gas drilling company (Impact Energy Inc.) liable in 2009 for contaminating a water well 

on the Blatz property.  The Blatzs are multi-generational residents of the Priddis area. The Blatzs 

had to drill a new water well as a result of the contamination that resulted in health problems 

such as diarrhea, mouth sores, and bladder infections. The court ordered the gas drilling 

company to pay for the construction of the new well ($30,000).  A Blatz family member was 

awarded $4,000 for lost wages due to time spent dealing with the contamination and seven other 
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family members were paid $1,000 for the health problems they suffered (Court of Queen’s 

Bench of Alberta, 2009).  

 

Proposed University of Calgary Geoscience Field Research Station 

During the fall of 2010, the University of Calgary planned to establish a field research and 

training center on university land, nine kilometers southeast of Priddis.  The goal of the project 

was to conduct research on technology used for the measurement, monitoring and verification of 

carbon storage and to provide training for geoscience and engineering disciplines (Lawton, 

2010). The site was to include two 500-meter depth wells spaced about 50 meters apart.   One of 

the wells would act as an observation well and the other would be used for periodic injection of 

small volumes of CO2. The project was planned to inject approximately 600 tonnes of CO2/year 

(Lawton, 2012).  

The Rothney Astrophysical Observatory (RAO), managed by the University of Calgary, 

was adjacent to the proposed carbon storage research and training site.  The RAO has very strong 

and positive connections with the community.  They host school trips and open houses for the 

University of Calgary. The RAO also is involved in the community through the ‘dark night 

initiative’ that aids the M.D. of Foothills in becoming more aware of the night environment and 

minimizing the impacts of lighting yards, streets, and commercial and industrial activities (M.D. 

of Foothills No. 31, 2012).  Early in the proposal of the carbon storage research site, proponents 

recognized that it would be important to build upon the relationship that the community has with 

the RAO and not to damage existing relationships with the new project.   
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A major concern was any impact of the project on the quantity and quality of water in the 

area (Holroyd, 2008).  The Paskapoo Aquifer was beneath the proposed research site.  It is one of 

the most extensively used aquifer formations in west central Alberta (NRCan, 2012).  

 

Opposition to and Cancellation of the Geoscience Field Research Station 

The University of Calgary held multiple meetings with community members and those managing 

the Rothney Astrophysical Observatory about the carbon storage research site.  Professor Don 

Lawton (the lead of the project) discussed the project with Terry Waddick (the councilor for the 

Priddis area) during the summer of 2010. Professor Lawton also met with councilor Suzanne Oel 

after she replaced councilor Waddick.  These initial meetings were generally seen as positive, 

although both councilors discussed local community concerns about developments and water 

quality and quantity.  Professor Lawton met with the M.D. of Foothills Council in High River 

(attended by approximately 15 people) in early February. Residents voiced concerns and asked 

questions. After the community meeting, support for the carbon storage project appeared to 

wane.   

 

The Cross Family Speaks Out 

Sandy Cross donated the quarter section (160 acres) of land to the University of Calgary in 1971 

and was a major contributor for the large telescope at the observatory.  He and his wife, Ann, had 

also donated 2,000 acres (the Ann and Sandy Cross Conservation Area) just south of Calgary, 

adjacent to the University of Calgary quarter section.  The Cross Conservation area is dedicated 

to “protecting habitat and providing space for native species of wildlife” and “offering 

conservation education programs” (Cross Conservation, 2012).  Sandy Cross was a prominent 



 

 116 

community member and was the son of A.E. Cross (one of the Calgary Stampede’s “Big 

Four”36) and Helen Rothney MacLeod (a prominent resident of the Calgary area). 

Marshall Abbott, the stepson of Sandy Cross, voiced his opposition to the location of the 

proposed project in the local newspaper (see Images 6.2).  Abbott stated that his stepfather would 

be “rolling in his grave” if he knew of the University’s intentions for the land:  

“This provides a footprint and dangerous precedent,” Abbott said. “Once there is one 
kind of industrial usage, what’s going to stop that from being repeated with other 
research efforts and ultimately industrial development?”… “An industrial footprint 
would go against the grain of what his intentions for the land to be,” Abbott said. 
“Talking to my mom (90-year-old Ann Cross), I know she is appalled with what the U 
of C has done here.” (Campbell, February 16, 2011) 

 Marshall Abbott was not necessarily 

against the project idea, just the location of the 

project.  In the article, he states a preference for 

the project to be conducted “in an area already 

with a large amount of industry” (Campbell, 

February 16, 2012).   

 

 

 

Local Media Reporting and Project Cancellation 

There were a number of negative news reports about the proposed University of Calgary carbon 

storage project in the local newspaper, the Western Wheel.  The President of the Priddis and 

                                                

36 The “Big Four” refers to four of the pioneer ranchers in the Calgary region who together founded the Calgary 
Stampede (Cross Conservation, 2012).   

Images 6.2. Western Wheel Article on 
Cross Family Concern About Proposed 
CO2 Storage Project 
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Millarville Residents Association (PMRA) wrote a letter to the editor stating some of the possible 

ecological risks to “the community and its people living in the area” (Western Wheel, February 

2, 2011).  She stated that Sandy Cross would not have wished his land to be used for this type of 

project: 

As an indication of his strong feeling to protect nature and the land, Mr. Cross also gave 
land now known as the Ann and Sandy Cross Conservation area, protecting native 
wildlife and grasses. This area is a centre of learning to thousands of students and one of 
the sanctuaries for herds of elk and other wildlife. Sadly, those attendees at the 
presentation [at the M.D. of Foothills meeting] only heard about the academic and 
technical benefits to the university on a project made possible through land given to 
them by a rancher. Mr. Cross felt the importance of protecting the community and the 
land on which it currently thrives. (Dover, February 2, 2011) 

An additional community meeting to discuss the carbon storage research project was 

scheduled for March 15, yet was never realized.  A private meeting was organized to debate the 

location of the carbon storage research project.  The meeting was held at the University of 

Calgary with faculty, administration and community members, including representation from the 

Cross family.  The Geoscience Field Research Station project in Priddis was ultimately 

cancelled.  Professor Don Lawton stated in the Western Wheel (March 30, 2012): 

We engaged in consultation and discussion with many stakeholders in the area, 
including members of the Cross family, which donated the land to the university back in 
1972. Much of the feedback we received was that the proposed research involves a 
footprint that is considered to be inconsistent with the goals of the original donation of 
the land to the university. The proximity of the site to the Cross Conservancy land and 
residents’ concerns about possible impact on the wildlife corridor and ecological habitat 
were also important factors in the decision.  We respect these sentiments. So in the best 
interests of the community and the university, we have decided to look elsewhere for a 
site to pursue this important research and education initiative. 

The University of Calgary is attempting to find another location for the carbon storage research 

site.  
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Weyburn and Goodwater, Saskatchewan 

The communities of Weyburn and Goodwater are located in southeastern Saskatchewan (see 

Images 6.3).  Weyburn is located 116 km southeast of the City of Regina and 75 km north of the 

American border.  Goodwater is a smaller hamlet located 41 km southeast of Weyburn.  

Weyburn is the economic and business center for the region and provides goods and services to 

nearby hamlets and towns.  Goodwater is situated in the Rural Municipality (R.M.) of Lomond 

and Weyburn is located in the R.M. of Weyburn.  The area is comprised mostly of flat farmland 

and there is little variation in topography.    

 

Community Overview and Present Local Economy 

The case study of Weyburn and Goodwater included the City of Weyburn, Rural Municipality of 

Weyburn and Rural Municipality of Lomond.  The 2006 population of this area was 10,622.  The 

City of Weyburn had 4,045 private dwellings in 2006 and 2,605 families with an average of 2.9 

people in each family. The R.M. of Weyburn had 320 private dwellings, 255 families and an 

Left: One of the welcome signs for the City of Weyburn.  It reads: “Working together for a healthy 
community.” Right: Sign indicating Goodwater hamlet limits.  It reads: “Welcome to Goodwater.”  

Images 6.3. Entering the City of Weyburn and the Hamlet of Goodwater   
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average of 3.1 people in each family. The R.M. of Lomond in 2006 had 115 private dwellings 

and 95 families with an average of 2.9 people in each family unit.   

The education level of residents in the City of Weyburn mirrors provincial averages for 

Saskatchewan (see Table 6.3).  Residents of the surrounding rural municipalities have a lower 

education attainment level when compared to the province.  Six percent of residents in the R.M. 

of Weyburn have completed a university degree and no residents37 living in the R.M. of Lomond 

have a university degree. Meanwhile, approximately17% of Saskatchewan residents have 

completed a university degree. Forty-eight percent of residents in the R.M. of Lomond ended 

their formal education at a high school certificate. 

 
Table 6.3. Gender, Age and Education Demographics for City of Weyburn, R.M. of 

Weyburn, R.M. of Lomond and Province of Saskatchewan 

  
City of 

Weyburn 
R.M. of 

Weyburn 
R.M. of 
Lomond 

Province of 
Saskatchewan* 

Total Population  9,433  
 

888 
 

301 
 

 968,157  
 Gender (Male)  4,510  48% 465 52% 170 56%  475,240  49% 

Age Characteristics 
        0-9  1,080  11% 115 13% 30 10%  118,565  12% 

10-19  1,270  13% 150 17% 40 13%  144,030  15% 
20-29  1,100  12% 100 11% 25 8%  125,490  13% 
30-39  1,040  11% 105 12% 30 10%  111,490  12% 
40-49  1,330  14% 155 17% 50 17%  147,105  15% 
50-59  1,130  12% 125 14% 60 20%  128,460  13% 
60-69  830  9% 85 10% 30 10%  80,820  8% 
70-79  860  9% 55 6% 15 5%  64,285  7% 
80 and over  785  8% 15 2% 10 3%  47,920  5% 
Median Age of Population  42.0  

 
39.1 

 
44.1 

 
 39.0  

 
Education Attainment (age 15 and over)**85 730 

 
250 

 
 766,235  

    No certificate; diploma or degree  2,295  31% 210 29% 50 20%  231,730  30% 
   High school certificate or  1,980  27% 220 30% 120 48%  205,495  27% 

                                                

37 Due to the fact Statistics Canada randomly rounds the demographic figures there could be a 
few residents with a university degree, but Statistics Canada reports that there are zero. 
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equivalent 
   Apprenticeship or trades 

certificate or diploma  920  12% 120 16% 45 18%  86,310  11% 
   College; or other non-university 

certificate or diploma  1,225  17% 90 12% 20 8%  111,770  15% 
   University certificate or diploma 

below the bachelor level  285  4% 40 5% 15 6%  32,180  14% 
   University certificate; diploma or 

degree  675  9% 45 6% 0 0%  98,755  13% 
* Province of Saskatchewan statistics displayed to provide comparison. 
**Total population 15 and over: City of Weyburn = 7,385; R.M. of Weyburn; R.M. of 
Lomond = 250; Province of Saskatchewan = 766,235. 

  

Most of the people in the Weyburn and Goodwater area are at least third-generation 

residents.  In the City of Weyburn, 75.1% (n=5,545) of people identified as at least third-

generation residents, 19.6% (n=1,450) identified as second-generation residents and 5.2% 

(n=385) identified as first-generation residents.  These numbers are similar in the R.M. of 

Weyburn.  Eighty-two percent (n=605) of people identified as at least third-generation residents, 

15.1% (n=110) claimed to be second-generation residents and only 1.4% (n=10) first-generation 

residents.   In the R.M. of Lomond, 84.0% (n=210) identified as at least third-generation 

residents, 10.0% (n=15) identified as second-generation residents and 4.0 % (n=10) identified as 

first-generation residents. 

The primary industries in Weyburn include agriculture and the oil industry.  In addition 

to the area’s significant oil resources, the area also has the country’s largest privately owned 

inland grain terminal.  Many residents in the rural municipalities work in ‘occupations unique to 

primary industry’ (e.g., the oil industry or farming) including 38% in the R.M. of Lomond and 

26% in the R.M. of Weyburn. These proportions are high when compared to the provincial 

average of 13% employed in ‘occupations unique to primary industry’ (see Table 6.4).  Only 

10% of those living within the City of Weyburn work in ‘occupations unique to primary 
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industry.’ Approximately 41% of residents in the R.M. of Lomond and 35% of residents in the 

R.M. of Weyburn worked in ‘agriculture and other resource-based industries’ compared to the 

provincial average of 16%. 

 
Table 6.4. Residents Occupation and Industry for City of Weyburn, R.M. of Weyburn, 

R.M. of Lomond and Province of Saskatchewan 

  
City of 

Weyburn 
R.M. of 

Weyburn 
R.M. of 
Lomond 

Province of 
Saskatchewan 

Occupation*  4895 
 

555 
 

20
0 

 
517475 

 Management occupations 395 8% 55 10% 0 0%  41,595  8% 
Business; finance and administration 

occupations 720 15% 80 14% 20 10%  80,525  16% 
Natural and applied sciences and related 

occupations 165 3% 15 3% 0 0%  21,765  4% 
Health occupations 390 8% 40 7% 20 10%  32,205  6% 
Occupations in social science; education; 

government service and religion 400 8% 35 6% 0 0%  42,840  8% 
Occupations in art; culture; recreation and 

sport 100 2% 15 3% 0 0%  10,960  2% 
Sales and service occupations  1,320  27% 100 18% 40 20%  120,600  23% 
Trades; transport and equipment operators 

and related occupations 690 14% 60 11% 15 8%  83,245  16% 
Occupations unique to primary industry 475 10% 145 26% 75 38%  67,660  13% 
Occupations unique to processing; 

manufacturing and utilities 250 5% 10 2% 10 5%  16,075  3% 

Industry 4895 
 

560 
 

19
5 

 
 517,475  

    Agriculture and other resource-based 
industries 780 16% 195 35% 80 41%  84,305  16% 

   Construction 280 6% 35 6% 0 0%  29,940  6% 
   Manufacturing 245 5% 25 4% 10 5%  29,865  6% 
   Wholesale trade 175 4% 15 3% 10 5%  19,100  4% 
   Retail trade 695 14% 60 11% 15 8%  56,730  11% 
   Finance and real estate 180 4% 10 2% 0 0%  25,280  5% 
   Health care and social services 715 15% 60 11% 40 21%  58,405  11% 
   Educational services 340 7% 35 6% 0 0%  40,315  8% 
   Business services 595 12% 45 8% 20 10%  70,545  14% 
   Other services 885 18% 80 14% 15 8%  102,990  20% 
* Total experienced labour force 15 years and over: City of Weyburn = 4,895; R.M. of Weyburn = 555; 



 

 122 

R.M. of Lomond = 200; Province of Saskatchewan = 517,475. 
 

There is a relatively low unemployment rate in the rural municipalities compared to the rest of 

Saskatchewan.  The unemployment rate is 1.8% in the R.M. of Weyburn and average family 

income is $74,736.  The unemployment rate in the R.M. of Lomond is 0%, but average family 

income, $49,893, is lower than in the R.M. of Weyburn.  The City of Weyburn has an 

unemployment rate of 5%, which is closer to the provincial average of 5.6%. Weyburn also has a 

slightly higher than average family income ($64,165) when compared to the surrounding rural 

areas and is above the provincial average of $58,563. 

 

History of Oil Industry 

There is a long and extensive history of oil extraction in the Weyburn and Goodwater area.  

These communities are located within the Bakken formation, which provides a large amount of 

oil for both Canada and the United States.  The Bakken formation is an area that occupies 

approximately 520,000 km2 and underlies parts of Montana, North Dakota, Saskatchewan and 

Manitoba.  The Weyburn area has become an established oilfield service center due to the large 

oil reserves underlying southern Saskatchewan. More than 600 wells operate in the immediate 

area (City of Weyburn, 2011).   

The Central-Del Rio Company drilled the first oil well in the Weyburn area38 during the 

fall of 1954 (Weyburn R.M. #67, 1986).  The same company then drilled wells north and west of 

the discovery well and did not find additional oil resources. They moved to the Goodwater area 

                                                

38 The legal land description of the discovery well was NW-6-7-13-W2 (i.e. the North West quarter of Section 6, 
Township 7, Range 13, West of the second meridian).  
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where the majority of the wells are located. The primary oil companies in the area have evolved 

through many mergers and divisions – from Central-Del Rio to PanCanadian, then Encana and 

most recently, Cenovus.  The history of these changes begins with the merger of Central-Del Rio 

with Canadian Pacific Oil to form PanCanadian. PanCanadian then merged with Alberta Energy 

Company to form Encana. More recently Encana divided into two companies: Encana, which is 

primarily focused on gas exploration and Cenovus, which focuses on oil extraction.  Of 

particular importance to this research is the acknowledgement that “the oil companies may have 

changed but the employees have not” (Walkeden, 2012).   

Cenovus operates the Weyburn field and has a 62% ownership stake.  The company 

currently employs about 80 people in the Weyburn area (Walkeden, 2012) while the Apache oil 

company employs approximately 28 in the Midale area (Apache, 2011).  Other oil companies in 

the area also employ locals.   

The Weyburn oil field is made up of three municipalities: 1) R.M. of Weyburn No. 67; 2) 

R.M. of Cymri No. 36; and 3) R.M. of Lomond No. 37.  The majority of the producing wells are 

located in the R.M.s of Lomond and Cymri. Much of the CO2 injection project is located in the 

R.M. of Lomond (which contains Goodwater) (Weyburn R.M. #67, 1986). The amount of oil 

recovered through primary and waterflood recovery methods has decreased since initial use of 

these methods (Cenovus, 2012).  Cenovus announced a plan in 1998 to implement a large-scale 

enhanced oil recovery project using CO2 from a coal gasification plant in North Dakota (PTRC, 

2012).  Later in the year, they began pipeline construction.  The following section provides an 

overview of the carbon injection project in the Weyburn and Midale fields.  
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Weyburn-Midale Enhanced Oil Recovery and Carbon Capture and Storage Project 

The Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project has played an important role in the development of CCS, as it 

is one of the earliest and largest demonstration sites in the world (Cenovus, 2012). The project 

sparked early interest (1998) from the International Energy Agency as an opportunity to study 

and better understand subsurface CO2 injection, migration and monitoring. The Saskatchewan 

Ministry of Energy and Mines (now Saskatchewan Ministry of Energy and Resources), the 

federal Department of Natural Resources, and PanCandian (now Cenovus) initiated CO2 

injection in 2000 at the Weyburn Unit.  The Petroleum Technology Research Center (PTRC) 

manages the research project and more than 30 international research organizations have applied 

scientific procedures and techniques to assess the integrity of the geological storage system, 

monitor CO2
 in the subsurface and test for evidence of anthropogenic CO2 at the surface (PTRC, 

2012).  Funding for the research came from both private and public sources and is supported by 

both Canadian and US governments.  The research project runs parallel to the EOR operation 

operated by Cenovus.  

Carbon dioxide from the project is transported from a coal gasification plant in Beulah, 

North Dakota. The CO2 travels 320 km by pipeline across the Canadian-US border. In 2000, 

Cenovus began injecting 5,000 tonnes/day of 95% pure CO2. Apache Canada joined the project 

in 2005 and began injecting approximately 1,300 tonnes/day of CO2 for EOR at the adjacent 

Midale field.  By 2006, Cenovus was injecting 6,500 tonnes/day and Apache was injecting 2,000 

tonnes/day.  Weyburn is currently producing 27,000 gross barrels of oil per day and projects 

approximately 26 million tonnes of CO2 to be stored in the area (Cenovus, 2012). 
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In 2011, a CO2 leak was claimed to have occurred at a farm near Goodwater.  While not 

central to the primary focus of this dissertation, it is briefly recounted here as the incident 

provides additional insights into understanding this region and area residents’ views on CCS.39 

 

Alleged Leak at Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project 

The first public allegation of a leak from a CO2 injection project was made with regards to the 

Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project.  Jane and Cameron Kerr, long-time residents of the Goodwater 

area, alleged that CO2 from the Weyburn Project was leaking onto their farm (see Images 6.4). 

The Kerrs indicated that there was CO2 degassing, animal 

deaths and water issues beginning in 2003 stemming from a 

gravel pit they excavated behind their residence (Kerr, 2011). 

The Kerrs and their lawyer held a press conference in 2011 

outlining results from tests analyzed by Petro-Find 

(consultants Kerrs hired to test their property for 

anthropogenic CO2).  After the press conference, media 

outlets from Canada and other countries reported about 

possible leaks on the Kerr property (Boyd et al., 2013).  

After the public announcement of the alleged leak, a 

number of organizations, including Cenovus, International 

Performance Assessment Centre for Geological Storage of 

                                                

39 This case has been more fully described in Boyd et al.,2013.  Appendix A provides a time line of the history of 
testing on the Kerr farm, the press release regarding allegations of a leak and the resulting media reports and final 
reports. 

Jane Kerr and the gravel pit (now a 
dugout) at the Kerr farm where the 
alleged CO2 leak from the Weyburn 
CO2 Project occurred. 

Images 6.4. Location of the 
Alleged CO2 Leak from the 
Weyburn CO2 Project 
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CO2 (IPAC-CO2), and PTRC reported that they would commission site assessments to test for 

anthropogenic CO2.  Testing was delayed until August 2011 due to high water levels.  Cenovus 

and IPAC-CO2 released reports in late 2011 stating that there was no anthropogenic CO2 present 

at the Kerr farm.  An additional report by the PTRC and the British Geological Survey also 

found similar results but was not publicly released (Sacuta, 2012).  

 

Fairview, Alberta 

Fairview is a small town in northwestern Alberta situated in the Peace Country (see Images 6.5).  

It is located approximately 561 km north of Edmonton.  Other large population centers include 

Grande Prairie 115 km to the south and Peace River 82 km to the northeast.  Main access to the 

community of Fairview is from Highway 2 and it is located near Historic Fort Dunvegan (a 

provincial park) on the Peace River.  The outlying areas include farmland, boreal forest and 

wetlands.   

 

Images 6.5. Entering the Town of Fairview   

One of the welcome signs for the M.D. of Fairview.   
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Community Overview and Present Local Economy 

The Town of Fairview had a population of 3,297 in 2006 and the Municipal District had 1,432 

residents.  The population of the Town of Fairview grew 4.5% between 2001 and 2006, while the 

Municipal District had a 20.5% decrease in population between 2001 and 2006. There were a 

total of 1,389 private dwellings and 880 families in 2006 in the Town of Fairview.  There were 

far fewer private dwellings (n=571) in the Municipal District. A total of 395 families lived in the 

Municipal District.   

 The majority of Fairview residents have lived in the area for three or more generations.  

In the Town of Fairview, 68.4% (n=1,740) identified as third-generation residents of Fairview, 

25.7% (n=655) identified as second-generation residents and 6.1% (n=155) identified as first-

generation residents.  These numbers are similar in the Municipal District of Fairview.  

Approximately 71% percent (n=775) identified as third-generation residents, 25.2% (n=275) 

identified as second-generation residents and 3.7% (n=40) identified as first-generation residents.  

The breakdown of age, gender, and education attainment is provided below in Table 6.5. 

 
Table 6.5. Gender, Age and Education Demographics for the Town of Fairview, M.D. of 

Fairview and Province of Alberta 

  
Town of 
Fairview 

M.D. of 
Fairview 

Province of 
Alberta 

Total Population 3,297   1,432   3,290,350   
Gender (Male) 1,595 48% 745 52% 1,646,800 50% 
Age Characteristics 

      0-9 455 14% 170 12% 406,705 12% 
10-19 465 14% 255 18% 462,705 14% 
20-29 410 12% 110 8% 491,905 15% 
30-39 410 12% 180 13% 472,155 14% 
40-49 440 13% 270 19% 543,025 17% 
50-59 385 12% 220 15% 426,730 13% 
60-69 265 8% 125 9% 236,115 7% 
70-79 280 8% 80 6% 158,390 5% 
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80 and over 190 6% 30 2% 92,610 3% 
Median Age of Population     37.8        40.1               36.0    

Education Attainment (age 15 and over)** 
        No certificate; diploma or degree 900 35% 380 35% 614,865 23% 

   High school certificate or equivalent 560 22% 165 15% 688,140 26% 
   Apprenticeship or trades certificate or 

diploma 390 15% 185 17% 285,815 11% 
   College; CEGEP or other non-

university certificate or diploma 410 16% 265 24% 472,210 18% 
   University certificate or diploma below 

the bachelor level 95 4% 15 1% 105,680 4% 
   University certificate; diploma or 

degree 185 7% 75 7% 458,425 17% 
* Province of Alberta statistics added to provide comparison. 
**Total population 15 and over: Town of Fairview = 2,545; M.D. of Fairview = 1,090; 
Province of Alberta 2,625,145. 

   

 There are lower levels of education attainment in Fairview when compared to the rest of 

the Alberta population.  For instance a smaller proportion of the Fairview population has 

completed a  ‘certificate, diploma or degree’ when compared to the rest of the province.  

Approximately 35% of residents in both the M.D. and Town of Fairview had not completed any 

certificate, diploma or degree while 23% of Albertans had.  The Fairview area also contains a 

smaller proportion of people who have completed a University Certificate (7% in both the M.D. 

and Town of Fairview compared to 17% of Albertans). 

Major industries in the Fairview area include gas extraction40 (primarily managed by 

Devon) and agriculture.  Many local residents work in ‘agriculture and resource-based 

industries’ (see Table 6.6).  Approximately 21% of residents in the Town of Fairview and 40% 

of residents in the municipality work in ‘agriculture and resource-based industries’ compared to 

                                                

40 There is oil extraction in the M.D.; however, oil extraction accounts for only 5-10% of fossil fuel extraction in the 
area (McIntyre, 2013).  
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12% of the Albertan population.   Other major employers in the area include the Grande Prairie 

Regional College (Fairview Campus) and the Woodmere tree nursery. 

 
Table 6.6. Residents Occupation and Industry for the Town of Fairview, M.D. of Fairview 

and Province of Alberta 

  
Town of 
Fairview 

M.D. of 
Fairview 

Province of 
Alberta 

Occupation*  1785 
 

810 
 

1928635 
 Management occupations 135 8% 40 5% 187,240 10% 

Business; finance and administration 
occupations 255 14% 135 17% 340,430 18% 

Natural and applied sciences and related 
occupations 70 4% 20 2% 144,240 7% 

Health occupations 85 5% 45 6% 103,620 5% 
Occupations in social science; education; 

government service and religion 125 7% 40 5% 136,610 7% 
Occupations in art; culture; recreation and 

sport 15 1% 10 1% 45,160 2% 
Sales and service occupations 455 25% 115 14% 438,105 23% 
Trades; transport and equipment operators 

and related occupations 430 24% 150 19% 350,360 18% 
Occupations unique to primary industry 130 7% 250 31% 117,500 6% 
Occupations unique to processing; 

manufacturing and utilities 70 4% 0 0% 65,365 3% 
 
 
Industry 1785 

 
810 

 
1928635 

    Agriculture and resource-based industries 375 21% 325 40% 228,520 12% 
   Construction 170 10% 35 4% 169,420 9% 
   Manufacturing 50 3% 25 3% 138,365 7% 
   Wholesale trade 70 4% 20 2% 85,515 4% 
   Retail trade 180 10% 60 7% 206,655 11% 
   Finance and real estate 95 5% 50 6% 97,465 5% 
   Health care and social services 150 8% 60 7% 175,200 9% 
   Educational services 175 10% 60 7% 120,460 6% 
   Business services 215 12% 95 12% 354,265 18% 
   Other services 300 17% 75 9% 352,760 18% 
* Total experienced labour force 15 years and over for town of Fairview = 1,785; M.D. of 
Fairview = 810; Province of Alberta = 1,928,635 
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The unemployment rate for the Town of Fairview was 6.1%, which was slightly higher 

than the provincial average of 4.3%.  The unemployment rate for the Municipal District was 

slightly lower at 3.1%.  The average family income in the Town of Fairview was $76,081 which 

is slightly higher than the provincial average. The average family income for the M.D. of 

Fairview was $61,163. 

 

History of Gas Extraction Industry and Other Energy Developments in the Area 

Fairview has many resources for energy development, including large natural gas reserves and a 

river suitable for the construction of hydroelectric projects. Large natural gas fields below 

Fairview provide employment opportunities for many in the area. Hydroelectric projects have 

been discussed in the area for some time.  The town website states, “In addition to the potential 

for recreational opportunities afforded by the Peace River, future hydroelectric power generation 

stands to create further economic development” (Town of Fairview, 2012).  The Fairview 

community also was involved in the North Peace nuclear power debate concerning the proposal 

to build a power plant 50 km northeast of Fairview.  Discussions about CCS and these energy 

systems provide insights into how locally affected people make decisions about energy 

developments in their area. 

 

Natural Gas Extraction 

J.C. Anderson41 discovered the Dunvegan natural gas field on September 19, 1970.  It is reported 

that the “vast Dunvegan field was one of the largest findings in Alberta gas history” (Canadian 

                                                

41 J.C. Anderson currently lives in the Priddis-Millarville area where he owns almost 3,000 acres of land. 



 

 131 

Petroleum, 2010). The Dunvegan field has produced more than 1 trillion cubic feet of gas and is 

expected to remain productive for years to come (University of Texas, 2010). It was managed 

and operated by Anderson Exploration before Devon acquired the company in 2001.  There are 

approximately 250 existing wells in the Fairview area (Devon, 2012). The company employs 

approximately 115 people in the district and 45 people in the Dunvegan field.   

 

Other Proposed Energy Projects  

Dunvegan Hydroelectric Project Proposal - TransAlta (through its wholly owned subsidiaries, 

Canadian Hydro Developers, Inc. and Glacier power Ltd.) has proposed to build a hydroelectric 

project across the Peace River.  The project would be located upstream of the bridge crossing at 

Dunvegan in the M.D. of Fairview (26 km south of the town of Fairview).  The proposed project 

would generate approximately 600,000 MWh of electricity per year.  Construction was planned 

to last three-to- four years and would generate approximately 500 person-years of employment.  

The proposal of a project at Dunvegan is not new to Fairview residents.  In the mid-1980s the 

area was studied as a possible site for a ‘Dunvegan Dam and Reservoir.’   Glacier Power held a 

public open house in Fairview on August 22, 1999, regarding a proposed hydroelectric project on 

the Peace River. Canadian Hydro received formal project approval from the Natural Resources 

Conservation Board and Alberta Utilities Commission on May 7, 2009 to construct and operate a 

Hydro Facility and Power Plant (Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency, 2009).  More 

recently, TransAlta reported that they are undertaking further investigations and monitoring of 

the area before they can build a hydroelectric project at the Dunvegan site (TransAlta, December 

6, 2011).   
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Bruce Power Nuclear Power Plant Proposal - Cardinal Lake (approximately 50 km from 

Fairview) was announced in 2007 as one of the locations considered for a nuclear power plant. If 

approved, the four reactors would have been functioning as early as 2017 and producing up to 

4,000 megawatts of power per year.  Bruce Power (previously Energy Alberta Corporation) 

announced in 2008 that the company had taken the first steps toward building the power plant by 

filing an application with the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission.  However, Bruce Power 

announced an alternate site for the plant in 2008 located 30 km north of Peace River at the 

Whitemud site.  A few months later Bruce Power withdrew its application to construct a nuclear 

power plant at Cardinal Lake.  In December 2011 Bruce Power decided to completely cancel the 

project at all proposed locations in the Peace Region.  Residents in the region were divided about 

the proposed nuclear power plant. Some residents who supported the plant created groups such 

as the “Committee for Sustainable Regional Socio-Economic Development.”  Other local people 

and groups greatly opposed the nuclear proposal, such as the group entitled “Earth Alternatives.” 

The Town of Fairview hosted several information sessions and meetings with Bruce Power 

(previously Energy Alberta Corporation) and the Canadian Nuclear Association.  

 

Chapter Summary 

Each of the three communities discussed in this chapter have local cultures and histories that 

influence community views on energy system developments.  The Priddis area has few industrial 

or fossil fuel extraction developments. Residents also have a very high average family income, 

high levels of education attainment, low unemployment rates and many work in managerial 

positions. Community members focus on land conservation and do not rely on local natural 

resources for economic sustainability. There are a number of prominent community members in 
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the area, such as the Cross family, who have lengthy associations with environmental 

conservation and who played a prominent role in community discussions around the proposed 

CCS project. In addition, there is a history of concerns about water quality in the region.  These 

factors contributed to the rejection of proposed University of Calgary research project in the 

Priddis area.     

 In contrast, the majority of Weyburn and Goodwater residents work in primary resource 

industries such as oil extraction and agriculture. Education levels and family income are on par 

or lower than the rest of Saskatchewan and residents rely on local natural resources for economic 

and community stability.  The long and extensive history of oil development in the Weyburn and 

Goodwater area contributed to the development of an enhanced oil recovery project in the area.  

As conventional oil extraction methods began to fail, EOR helped extend oil extraction and 

increase community and economic stability in the area. This project would become one of the 

first large-scale carbon injection and storage demonstration projects in the world.  

Fairview resembles Weyburn in that the major industries in the area include agriculture 

and natural gas extraction. This rural area is decreasing in population and has seen a decline in 

major industries such as forestry. There is no CCS project proposed for the Fairview area; 

however, there has been a long history of natural gas extraction and energy development 

proposals in the region.  Residents are familiar with the natural gas industry and the fossil fuel 

industry employs many in the area. The demographic characteristics, local economy and reliance 

on primary resources in this community sets the stage for support of energy developments and 

other projects that can provide economic and community sustainability.   
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CHAPTER SEVEN: COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVES OF CCS PROJECTS 

 

Introduction 

Public views on any controversial technology can factor into its successful introduction or 

implementation.  Locally affected residents’ perceptions of CCS are particularly critical to the 

successful deployment of controversial energy technologies, including carbon injection projects. 

This chapter examines: 1) community members’ awareness of CCS; 2) residents’ overall 

assessment of a CCS development in their area; and 3) factors that contribute to the community’s 

assessment of CCS in the three case studies selected for this research. More specifically, I outline 

how various factors within the community contributed to the opposition to or support for a CCS 

project or energy development. In this chapter I endeavor to identify and elucidate the socio-

cultural contexts influencing perspectives and decision-making in each community as these 

factors are critical to evaluating locally affected residents’ views of CCS developments.   

The results presented here include three case studies of how communities perceived 

energy developments or proposals in their region. This includes a community that already has a 

CCS project in place and a community that had a planned CCS project which was halted. 

Communities in the Weyburn and Goodwater area supported the large-scale EOR project. The 

Priddis community actively opposed the proposed carbon injection research project.  The third 

case study, Fairview, did not have a proposed CO2 storage and monitoring project.  Insights from 

Fairview can offer lessons about risk perceptions, particularly because the community has had 

much experience with several other energy development proposals (including natural gas 

extraction, nuclear and hydroelectric projects).   This case community can also provide valuable 

insights into residents’ awareness of and views towards a potential CCS project in the region.  
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The results of these case studies include community observations and both the one-on-one and 

small group interviews. Insights from all data collection strategies are included here to provide a 

holistic understanding of community members’ views as there was little difference in the 

responses between the two methods used.  The first section of this chapter discusses the 

framework developed to understand local risk perceptions.  I then use this framework to compare 

results from the three cases and discuss how local characteristics influenced support for or 

opposition to CCS development.  

 

Examining Local Risk Perceptions Through the Lens of Place and Community 

This study utilizes the lens of interactional field theory to examine how locally affected 

communities perceived a CCS development in their locality.  Emergent elements affecting 

community perception of CCS development are organized broadly into three conceptual 

categories adapted from Wilkinson’s conceptualization of community as an interactional field 

(see Flint, 2009):  1) demographic and community characteristics; 2) place-based knowledge and 

experience; and 3) interactions and relationships among residents. In the following paragraphs, I 

briefly describe these broad conceptual categories and describe why these categories help 

organize the results for this study. 

Demographic and community sustainability characteristics – This category largely 

includes quantifiable characteristics that describe and aggregate attribute data about residents in a 

community.  It includes such factors as community growth or in-migration.  It can also include 

indicators such as how many generations have lived in the area. This is important as research 

demonstrates that residents who have parents or grandparents may feel more strongly attached to 

the place in which they reside.  Other factors include the proportion of residents employed in 
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different sectors of the local economy, dependency on local industry and vibrancy of the 

economy. 

Place-based knowledge and experience – This category describes attributes of residents 

that are not as easily quantified such as “sense of place” or “place attachment” as defined 

previously in this chapter.  These characteristics can include appreciation of the local 

environment or perceived quality of living as a function of the physical landscape that is part of 

the community. The knowledge aspect can include long-term observations about or experience 

with the management of or modification to local ecosystems. It can include connections to the 

land, particularly from those in occupations that involve working with or taking care of the land 

(i.e. land managers, farmers, ranchers, trappers).  

Interactions and relationships among residents – This category includes communication 

and interactions between local organizations, community groups and individuals. Interaction 

characteristics may include the importance of and frequency of interrelationships between 

residents in a locality and whether these relationships contribute to a broader affinity for the 

social system (i.e. community) that they identify with. Expressions of this category may include 

past instances of community mobilization (in this case I especially examine cases of past 

mobilization on development issues). This category also can include information about local 

leaders (or champions) in the area and how they respond to and communicate about proposed or 

current developments.  

Each case study section presented below begins with a discussion of community 

awareness for CCS and overall support for or opposition to the technology.  The three categories 

discussed above are then used to organize and examine interrelationships between specific 
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community and place characteristics in Priddis, Weyburn and Fairview that contributed to 

support for or opposition to CCS.   

 

Case Study: Priddis, Alberta 

Awareness of Carbon Capture and Storage 

The Priddis area was to host a small carbon storage research project (see Images 7.1). The 

project ultimately was cancelled in early 2011 due to local opposition.  Thirty-eight residents 

were interviewed in the Priddis area from July 15 to September 8, 2011. Participants were asked 

two questions to better understand residents’ awareness of CCS: 1) have you heard of carbon 

capture and storage; and 2) have you heard about the University of Calgary project that was 

proposed for the region?  All but three of the interview participants included in this study had 

heard of CCS and could provide a basic description of carbon capture and geological storage.  

Only four participants were unaware of the proposed University of Calgary carbon storage 

project. While most residents were able to provide a basic understanding of CCS, there was some 

confusion about the relationship between CCS and hydraulic fracturing.42  Four participants 

stated that they thought CCS was similar to hydraulic fracturing projects. All four who thought 

carbon injection was similar to hydraulic fracturing had very negative perspectives of CCS.   

 

 

 

                                                

42 Hydraulic fracturing is also commonly known as ‘fracing,’ ‘fraccing’ or ‘fracking.’ Hydraulic fracturing produces 
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Community Perspectives of CCS 

There were two general reactions to the proposed carbon storage project in Priddis: 1) 

ambivalence, or 2) opposition.  The majority of respondents – 30 out of 34 who were aware of 

the proposal – were opposed to the proposed research project.  There were no participants who 

stated that they were in favor of the carbon storage project in the proposed location.   

 Many community members interviewed stated that they had not vocalized their 

opposition to the project because of an upcoming community meeting that was never held.  A 

resident who worked in the service industry stated:  

We sort of expected right from the very beginning [that there would be opposition] and 
there was supposed to be an open house that never came to fruition and had that 
happened, yeah I’m pretty sure there’d a been a lot of people there but because it didn’t 
happen there was no ground swell (PR30)43. 
 

                                                

43 All interview files were assigned a code and names were removed to provide participant anonymity. All direct 
interview quotes in this dissertation are labeled for ease of reference.  Codes include a two letter location and 
participant number. Two letter location codes include: PR=Priddis, WG=Weyburn and Goodwater, FV=Fairview. 
For example, PR30 is a quote from participant number 30 in Priddis.  

Left: The Rothney Astrophysical Observatory. Right: The view from the University of Calgary land. 

Images 7.1. Location of the Proposed CO2 Injection Research Project near Priddis  
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Many residents indicated that they would have attended the meeting had it been held. One retired 

resident suggested, “it would have been a royal bloody fight (PR07).”  The majority of the 

residents interviewed stated that they thought the project should not be located in a populated 

area. For instance one resident said: “why wouldn’t they do that in a more sparsely populated 

area? You know, it didn’t make sense to have it here (PR11).”  There were primarily negative 

perceptions associated with the proposed carbon storage project.   The benefits and 

disadvantages perceived by residents in the Priddis area are illustrated in Table 7.1 to provide a 

snapshot of the general risk perceptions.  They are discussed in depth in the following section.  

 
Table 7.1 Priddis Residents’ Perspectives of Positive and Negative CCS Attributes in the 

Community  
 

CCS in The Community 
Positive Negative 

Increased use of University of Calgary land Increased traffic  
 Increased noise 
 Threat to drinking water 
 Possible earthquakes 
 Threat to nearby conservation area 
 Threat to wildlife 
 Possible leaks (ground and water) 
 Possible industry growth and development 

 

 While most residents were opposed to the proposal, four were ambivalent about the 

carbon injection project.  As one retired resident explained: “The reason for me being ambivalent 

is that there is a lot of people who derive a very satisfactory living from the oil and gas industry 
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here (PR20).”  Two residents explicitly stated that they were ambivalent until the Cross family44 

spoke out against the project.   

 

An Examination of Factors Influencing the Perspectives of CCS 

Interactions and Relationships Among Residents 

Community identity and relationships 

One of the most common themes in the Priddis interviews was the importance of “community.”  

Most residents discussed their connections to people and relationships in Priddis and the greater 

Foothills area.   Thirty-four of 38 residents indicated that the interrelationships between people in 

the area were important to them and a reason for living in the area. A resident who worked in 

construction discussed this in one of the interviews:  

I don’t just have a family at my core of who I am, I have a community and it’s a 
connectedness that you don’t just get by sharing an address.  You have to share a connection, 
a personal type connection or an ethical connection or a cooperative connection.  The larger 
group can all have the same address but if you connect, then you’re part of the community.  
When a crisis hits, they’re [the community] there, they will step up to the plate…you have to 
recognize that there is the core and then there is the fringe that supports the core…yep, that’s 
how I see my community (PR35).  

 

Many interviewees indicated that they felt a strong attachment to others living in the area, and 

expressed a desire to protect the sense of community and reduce conflict among individuals. This 

protection of community was indicated by 12 people as a reason why residents may not support 

developments that could cause disputes between people in the area (see Images 7.2).   

 

                                                

44 As discussed in the previous chapter the Cross family were some of the first ranchers in Priddis, donated land to 
the University of Calgary and are influential residents of the Calgary region.  
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Communication networks 

There are strong informal and formal communication networks within the community and the 

greater Foothills region. Many Priddis residents indicated that they obtain much of their 

information through formal communication networks such as the Internet, TV, and newspapers, 

among other mass media.  However, informal communication networks such as interpersonal 

communication (e.g. neighbor-to-neighbor communication) was considered by three-quarters of 

respondents (n=28) as an important means to get information about the community.  Informal 

communication networks were critical to the rejection of the carbon injection proposal site 

because community members spread information about the potential drawbacks and 

consequences of the proposal through these channels. These included both word of mouth and 

letters written among residents (including letters written to the local newspaper and municipal 

government). Half of the interviewees (n=12) who knew about the project indicated that they 

heard about the university proposal from another community member.  When discussing CCS, 

one service industry resident stated:  

I know he [Dr. Lawton] had gone around and was talking to people and they all [the 
community] know what’s going on.  They all talk amongst themselves, it’s a very close knit 
community…I just have to say one thing, like we’re having a BBQ this night and then all 
sorts of people show up because its just this network communication that exists (PR15). 

Images 7.2. Events Attended in the Priddis Area  

Left: Millarville Farmer’s Market. Center: The Priddis Fall Super in the Priddis Community Hall.  
Right: Local rodeo competition.    
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I observed firsthand the strong communication networks in the Priddis community. A few 

participants knew whom I was interviewing next even though I had not told anyone.   

Community members also cited the importance of social media as a means to mobilize 

the community. Ten interviewees cited social media as a method to disseminate information and 

to mobilize the community.  For example, some residents have used Facebook to mobilize 

community members to support local functions.  As one retired resident explained:  

There was a crisis because the board running the Millarville Agricultural Society decided that 
they were going to cancel the fair.  Well, within days you have like a thousand people who 
are supporting the fair…This was probably the first time that a real, electronic blitz became 
part of any negotiation in the community and it was resoundingly successful (PR20). 
 

 
Presence of local champions 

Respondents made it clear that one of the most important reasons for the rejection of the carbon 

injection research project was the presence and voice of the Cross family (see Images 7.3). The 

Cross family opposition to the project was outlined in chapter 6. Three quarters of the 

interviewees (n=28) spoke of the Cross family [particularly Sandy Cross, the man who donated 

the Anne and Sandy Cross Conservation Area]: 

Cross is a powerful guy.  You know who the Cross family is don’t you?  One of the big 
four…in the brewery – huge, big man in the Ranchman’s Club, big guy in the Stampede, 
powerful person, alderman for many years, formidable personality, money, elite, married into 
Colonel Macleod’s family, books written about him.  This is Calgary elite, this is Calgary 
aristocracy, that’s who you’re talking about.  The Calgary aristocracy, not just Calgary 
money, Calgary aristocracy (PR36). 
 

Other Priddis residents emerged as local leaders who were willing to spend time and effort to 

ensure that the carbon injection research project did not proceed.  For example, members of these 

influential families wrote letters to the editor and talked to the university administration about the 

opposition of the project in the area.  Residents within the area were particularly aware that the 
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Abbots (Marshall Abbot is Sandy Cross’s son-in-law) were influential in the cancellation of the 

carbon injection proposal, “Obviously, once the Abbotts spoke out…which you don’t see very 

often of people of their level of prominence.  They tend to keep a low profile, but I think that was 

when momentum may have changed (PR06).”  More than a quarter of interviewees (n=11) 

indicated that they became more actively opposed to the proposal because these influential 

people were against the project. 

 

Community Networks 

Priddis residents have utilized community networks to collectively mobilize regarding issues 

such as environmental protection, subdivisions or other developments. One resident in the 

service industry stated, “in the Millarville, Priddis area….they’ll really band together to get stuff 

accomplished (PR27).”  Another participant from the oil industry stated, “it’s nice to see people 

with that kind of heart and determination and I’ll tell you when the Millarville-Priddis group 

Left: A building located on the Cross Conservation area. Right: The Cross cabin where Sandy Cross lived 
before he married Ann and moved to a nearby location. The Cross family donated 4,800 acres for 
educational programs, to protect habitat for native species of plants and wildlife (Cross Conservation, 2012).     

Images 7.3. Ann and Sandy Cross Conservation Area 
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decide something, they can move mountains when they all get together, there’s no question about 

it (PR26).”  

Almost all of the interviewees (n=35) commented on the ability of community members 

to come together and use local networks for or against a project.  A number of residents provided 

examples of when Priddis residents had mobilized in the past.  The majority of examples were 

efforts to reject subdivision proposals.  A typical example included stories of people who wanted 

to subdivide their land:   

 It just became a huge issue in the M.D. and the people that had been there for three, four 
generations were totally opposed to seeing this area developed…the total community just 
rose up against it and once they did that, they just band together strong and the M.D. finally 
had to say no we’re just not going to let it happen (PR30). 
 

The mobilization of Priddis residents has included the formation or utilization of 

community organizations (discussed further below). For instance one resident recounted that The 

Priddis Millarville Residents Association was formed because one “of the prime concerns was 

developments, and the pressure it’s likely to bring (PR12).” These findings reflect classic notions 

that when a community that exhibits strong ties to place feels threatened, they will often band 

together for collective action (Fritz, 1961).  

 

Demographic and Community Sustainability Characteristics 

Access to financial resources 

The average family income in the M.D. of Priddis is almost double the Alberta average 

(Statistics Canada, 2006). Residents indicated that the potential for increased jobs or visitors to 



 

145 

the area as a result of the CCS project45 were not seen as an incentive for the community because 

there was not a demand for the influx of resources from the proposed project.  Many people who 

live in the area have significant financial resources and residents suggested that many in the area 

do not concern themselves with economics/environmental tradeoffs (e.g. tradeoffs between 

increasing income for the use and possible degradation of land) (see Images 7.4).  As one 

resident described: 

These guys they band together and there is some of the most beautiful land in the world 
just west of here and there’s big tracts that will never be developed because they got the 
money, the money doesn’t lure them, somebody comes in and say we’ll give you 
$250,000 a quarter or we’ll give you $1,000,000 a quarter -- sell us this land…not going 
to happen (PR22). 
 

 
A respondent suggested that people want to live in the Priddis area because there are few 

industrial developments in the area, “there are those who have spent two to three million dollars 

to have a home to be a part of this rural atmosphere and that’s what they paid for (PR08).” Hence 

                                                

45 Due to the nature of the project (a University research project) it was unlikely there would be local job creation.  

Images 7.4. Priddis Land Value and Proximity to Calgary  

Left:  The land in the Priddis area is highly valued. Right: A view of the City of Calgary from the 
Priddis area.   
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the potential increase in visitors or services associated with the CCS project were not perceived 

as benefits; rather, they were seen as a negative impact on their existing community.   

 

Multi-generational residents 

Ownership of land in the Priddis M.D. often extends for many generations – 67% of residents in 

Priddis are third or more generation residents. Members of these families are often seen as local 

leaders or trendsetters due to their connections in the community and their influence (see section 

above on local champions).   For example, descendants of the Cross family and the McEwan 

family have lived in the community for many years and are well respected.  One in four 

interviewees (n=12) expressed a desire to respect the wishes of Sandy Cross about the land he 

donated to the University of Calgary (i.e. residents stated that he would not have wanted a CCS 

project on the land). As one resident explained:  

Sandy Cross donated all that land and he’d be just spinning in his grave and so all of his 
descendants are saying no you can’t do that...That’s not the intention, he went to a lot of 
effort and everything to make sure that this land was going to be protected for a lot of years 
after he was dead and gone (PR20). 
 

Ten respondents indicated that their own family members (not necessarily prominent 

members of the area) had lived in the area for many generations and that this motivated a current 

desire to protect the land against risks and developments such as the carbon storage project. 

Residents wanted to preserve the unique and undeveloped nature of the area that those families 

had begun: 

It’s the way that I was brought up, it’s [the land] is meant to be kept raw and natural, a lot 
of people that live out here now feel very strongly in the same way…I think I’m more that 
way because that’s how my Dad thought so I’ve been engrained or I’ve be taught to you 
know, you just keep it that way (PR12).  
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Desire for population growth and economic sustainability 

There were no participants who stated that they wanted community growth or that they needed 

economic growth to sustain their community.  Population growth due to the project was not 

discussed because of the nature of the University research project – it was unlikely that there 

would be population growth associated with the project.  The project would have likely been 

viewed even more negatively if there had been population growth.  As discussed in the section 

on community relationships, residents in the Priddis area have fought against subdivisions and 

population growth in the area.  A retired resident stated, “people around here do not want 

growth, ironically even the new people don’t want anybody else coming in, they want to be the 

last ones to move into the community (PR29).”  

 

Place-Based Knowledge and Experience 

Local peoples experience with development 

Priddis is an area where developments are rarely welcomed.  Both housing and industrial 

developments have been and continue to be a major source of controversy in the area.  A quarter 

of the interviewees (n=11) stated that the CCS project was perceived as “industrial” activity. 

This “industrial” activity was seen as having the potential to change the character of the local 

area, which residents appreciate in its current state.  For example, “it’s an area where these 

families have hung onto the property in large blocks to protect its aesthetic value and then to 

have industrial activity happening virtually in your backyard… I think that was something that 

upset people (PR10).”  Other interviewees thought the CCS project would lead (i.e. open the 

door) to more industrial activity in the area if they agreed to this project.  They felt that other 

projects would follow:  



 

148 

It was viewed in part as almost an industrial activity and this is a bedroom community and 
there isn’t really any indigenous industry here other than the pipelines which you can’t see 
and I think…okay what are [we] walking into? Are we going to start to look like Aldersyde46 
or some place where there’s a fair bit of oil and gas activity going on? I’ve moved out from 
the city to get away from this so I don’t want it here (PR25). 

 

Residents of Priddis have little experience with oil and gas or other energy developments 

in the community.  However there was one natural gas well that had caused much concern for 

those who live in the area and this negativity has affected perceptions of further developments 

(discussed previously in chapter 6). The natural gas well allegedly contaminated an aquifer and 

resulted in a lawsuit.  Nine interviewees indicated that the drilling and injection of CO2 could 

contaminate the aquifer like the natural gas well had. As one retired resident stated: 

I don’t know anybody around here if they were approached that would allow a well, there 
may be exceptions, but I don’t know any personal contacts that would say oh yeah go 
ahead you can drill on my back forty.  I just don’t think it’s going to happen, because 
everybody out here knows [name] experience [referring to the water well contamination] 
(PR13). 
 

Respondents also indicated they did not trust companies that would drill for oil or gas (or inject 

CO2) in the area because of the negative experiences surrounding the existing oil well in the 

municipal district.   

 

Place attachment 

Residents’ relationship with and attachment to their locality was one of the most important 

factors in the community response and perceptions of the carbon storage project. Most 

interviewees (n=34) commented on the “picturesque” landscape of the area and often described it 

as “God’s Country.” Three in four interviewees (n=28) indicated that one of the reasons they 

                                                

46 Aldersyde is a community near Priddis also in the M.D. of Foothills #31. 



 

149 

lived in the Priddis area was because of the natural state of the land. As such many people were 

opposed to projects, such as the CCS project, which were perceived as disrupting that natural 

state.   Priddis is a bedroom community for Calgary and residents reported that they live in the 

M.D. of Priddis because of the lifestyle and area.  A resident in the service industry described:  

I know hundreds of people here that work in downtown Calgary and you know, the hell 
they go through to get there every day is more than I would want to do but they do it 
because of the quality of life when they’re home (PR07). 

 

Local independence and pride 

Residents suggested that the history of the Priddis area and the pride residents have for the area 

contributes to the perceptions of developments such as the CCS project.  As one resident said, 

“there’s a very strong rural center around here and very strong proud people… (PR01)” 

Residents had pride in their traditions such as the Priddis Millarville Fair. If these traditions 

were viewed as being threatened it is likely to evoke a community response and be a cause for 

conflict or opposition.  For instance at one point in time some organizers of the annual Priddis 

Millarville Fair attempted to cancel the event.  A participant stated:   

Everyone was up in arms, how dare they cancel our fair, it was quite a to-do and in fact the 
fellow that was on the Board…he is a real-estate person…I’m surprised that he did that 
because he has history here too…I don’t think he sold a piece of land or listed another piece 
of land since he did that…everyone was upset with him!  I think people are strongly 
community minded here and don’t mess with our traditions (PR24)!   
 

Of particular significance was pride in the land and areas of special importance such as 

the local Anne and Sandy Cross Conservation Area.  Residents commented that the conservation 

area should be protected and 12 mentioned they were especially troubled that the University 

wanted to develop it for reasons that were ‘contrary to Sandy Cross’s wishes’ (i.e. implement a 

carbon storage project). 
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Concern over ecological and health issues 

There were two major concerns surrounding a CCS in the Priddis area: 1) concern about the 

groundwater, and 2) the effect on local wildlife.  The safety and sustainability of the 

communities’ water is a major issue and is a concern for many in the area (see Images 7.5).  This 

community has had a history of water issues, especially with subsurface wells that have dried up.  

Residents are particularly concerned about the quantity and quality of water in the area (Holroyd, 

2008) and do not want anything in the area that could potentially cause harm to their water 

sources. The majority of participants (n=31) indicated that water was a major concern in the area, 

and 15 stated that they were concerned that the proposed project would threaten the groundwater.  

For instance one retired resident explained:  

I think the main concern [of the CCS project] was potential impacts on groundwater… 
There’s one issue that always looms large over everything - that is water.  Specifically 
ground water and that was one of the big concerns that people had was about the aquifer in 
the area…there doesn’t seem to be a whole lot of hard data on just how much water is in the 
Foothills…I knew that for residents out in the area that is going to be a big issue (PR32). 
 

Others discussed the problem of CCS leaks in general (not necessarily tying it to water): 

“there’s no proof of what it’s going to do down below and I know the Professor assured that it 

would be done safely, but it’s in its early stages…look at what’s happened there with methane 

gas.”  Fifteen were concerned about leakage, for example:  

It can cause damage…and CO2 is a dangerous gas when it releases to the surface and it has 
been known to kill all kind of biological plants and animals and there have been cases where 
humans have been killed by accidental release of CO2 from ground storage (PR35). 
 

More than half of the interviewees (n=25) indicated how important it was to have wildlife 

in the area and near their homes (see Images 7.6). Uncertainty surrounding the impact of the 

CCS project on local wildlife and a perception that the project may harm local wildlife were seen 
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as a potential detriment to the community. One resident discussed the importance of the 

University of Calgary land for the migratory paths of animals in the area: 

There is a resident elk herd right now of about 300, there’s beavers all up and down Pine 
Creek… there’s whitetail, mules, I’ve seen lynx, bobcat, everything you can imagine out 
there.  So it’s a pretty special spot and the community recognizes that.  There is a wildlife 
corridor and there’s currently an elk herd moving around, they hang out on the conservation 
and one of their main migratory pathways is right through here and they come through this 
little gap [referring to the University of Calgary land] (PR22). 
 

Linked to the concern about animals 

was apprehension that the project would 

affect the conservation area.  One in four 

interviewees (n=10) mentioned their 

concern about the impact of the project on 

the conservation area.  A rancher in the 

area said, “anything that taps into the 

watershed would affect the conservation 

area (PR31).” Another indicated that “its is 

just so close to the conservation and to the 

head waters of Pine Creek which is responsible for a bunch of biodiversity in the area, it just was 

the wrong place (PR35).” 

Fewer (n=4) residents mentioned their concern about how CO2 storage might affect the 

stability of the area and the possibility of an increase in earthquakes.  As a retired resident stated: 

“Because you certainly understand when you think about all the stuff that’s down there why we 

have earthquakes and all that.  We don’t have much of that here, but we could (PR19).” 

Images 7.6. A Herd of Elk in the Priddis Area  

Elk are common in the Priddis area.  Residents were 
concerned about how the CO2 storage project would affect 
local wildlife. 
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 The increases of traffic and noise that would accompany a CCS project concerned five 

residents.  A resident was worried that there “would be increased traffic and increased 

noise…and trucks would be coming in (PR05).”  Another resident suggested, “anything that 

brings increased activity must be viewed with skepticism (PR06).”   

 

Concerns about focusing events (in this case the alleged CO2 leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 

Project)  

Results suggest that the alleged leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project was particularly 

influential regarding negative perspectives of carbon injection in Priddis as the announcement of 

the alleged leak coincided with the announcement of the university research project.  A resident 

stated that he “remembered that a couple of people did bring that [the alleged leak] up as a 

concern because it was roughly the similar time (PR19).”  Another stated, “Yea, then there was 

some bad timing like there’s that one incident in Saskatchewan (PR21).” 

 Three in four interviewees (n=28) recalled the allegations of a leak at the Weyburn-

Midale CO2 Project during the interviews. However, it remains unclear if the allegation of a CO2 

leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project was a major factor in opposition to the CCS project 

(e.g. if the project would have gone ahead if there were not allegations of a leak).  Almost a third 

of interviewees (n=12) commented that the alleged Weyburn leak was a major concern, others 

suggested that it did not affect their opinion of CCS.  There were four residents who had not 

heard of the alleged leak and they were still vehemently opposed to the carbon injection project.  

While some residents in Priddis had heard about the alleged Weyburn leak, there were residents 

who did not believe CO2 leaks would necessarily be a problem in the Priddis area. For instance, 

one resident suggested that people used the leak as a point in their argument against the  
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CCS project, even if they didn’t necessarily think there was a leak in Weyburn or that it would 

leak in Priddis:  “we used it [for our argument], but there wasn’t a similarity…you can’t say okay 

cause they had leakage we’re definitely going to have leakage.  We didn’t know that, but yes the 

timing from our point of view was perfect (PR20).”  While there was concern about ecological 

and health issues that could result from a possible leak, some residents used the allegations as 

part of their arsenal of arguments against CCS, even if they did not believe there was a concern.  

 

Case Study: Weyburn and Goodwater, Saskatchewan 

Awareness of Carbon Capture and Storage 

The second case study presented is the Weyburn/Goodwater area.  The Weyburn/Goodwater area 

hosts one of the world’s largest enhanced oil recovery (EOR) with CCS demonstration project 

(see Images 7.7).  Interviewing participants from this area can provide reasons why this project 

has been successfully integrated into the community.   

 

 

 

 

Images 7.7. CO2 Injection in the Weyburn Field   
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Thirty-eight residents from the Weyburn/Goodwater area were asked two questions about 

their awareness of CCS and the Weyburn EOR project: 1) have you heard of carbon capture and 

storage; and 2) have you heard of the carbon capture and storage (or carbon injection) project in 

the area (see Images 7.8).  For the latter question, participants were asked using the phrase 

‘carbon capture and storage,’ and if they did not understand I would ask again using the phrase 

‘carbon injection project.’  The majority (n=32) of participants interviewed in 

Weyburn/Goodwater had heard of CCS (or carbon injection) and could describe that it was 

injecting CO2 underground.  Six respondents had not heard of the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project.  

Four of these six respondents had lived in the area less than three years and did not work in the 

oil industry.  Most residents interviewed understood that the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project is a 

‘carbon injection’ project and could explain that it was prolonging oil recovery and production in 

the area.   None of the respondents interviewed described the Weyburn project as a form of 

carbon mitigation (i.e. the purpose was to remove CO2 from the atmosphere).   

Images 7.8. CO2 Education in the City of Weyburn   

Left: Videos and information about the Weyburn CO2 Project are displayed in a room at the Weyburn 
City Hall building.  Information is provided about Apache, Cenovus, IEA GHG, enhanced oil recovery, 
the number of people employed by oil companies, the amount of CO2 stored from the project, etc.    
Right: International papers that discuss the Weyburn-Midale CO2 project are displayed for the public.    
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Community Perspectives of CCS 

Among the 38 residents interviewed, almost all (n=36) respondents from the Weyburn and 

Goodwater area indicated that oil (and therefore EOR) was a positive asset to the community. 

However, they did not necessarily distinguish between the oil industry and CCS, meaning they 

had high support for CCS because they also supported the oil industry.  This positive reaction to 

CCS was primarily due to the fact that the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project is an enhanced oil 

recovery project and increases (prolongs) oil production in the area.  Residents within the city of 

Weyburn were especially positive about CCS development (i.e. they were more likely not to 

state that there were any risks or negatives of the project).  This may be because they were 

further from any possible health consequences of CCS and were more likely to benefit from the 

results of increased oil production and growth. As a local government member expressed: 

I’ve never really heard…gee I don’t want to be in that area because it’s CO2 storage, I just 
don’t trust it, I don’t believe in it.  I’ve never heard any of those kinds of comments.   I’m not 
aware of anything that has been negatively impacted. I’m not necessarily involved with the 
R.M. [rural municipality] around Weyburn or other rural municipality districts…but I’ve 
never heard of that (WG03). 
 

Participants in the Weyburn/Goodwater area perceived the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project as 

much more positive than the preceding Priddis case study.  Table 7.2 outlines respondent’s 

perspectives of CCS in the Weyburn and Goodwater area. The perspectives outlined here are 

discussed further in the following section. 
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Table 7.2 Weyburn and Goodwater Residents’ Perspectives of Positive and Negative CCS 
Attributes in the Community  

 
CCS in The Community 

Positive Negative 
Increase jobs Increase traffic 
Increase oil production (EOR) Possible earthquakes 
Positive perceptions of the area Possible leaks (health and safety issues) 
International fame and recognition  
City growth  
More money for rural municipalities  
Benefits for local industry  
Growth of surrounding communities   
Additional income source for landowners  
 

 
  The only participants interviewed who stated they were very against the Weyburn-Midale 

CO2 Project were those who alleged that there was a CO2 leak on their farm.  Those who lived in 

the rural areas were on average more concerned about the overall project than those in the urban 

populations.  While most participants did state that they doubted that there were CO2 problems, 

four acknowledged that there were some concerns such as rusty granaries, or other chemicals 

that were associated with the oil industry (including the injection of CO2). However there was an 

acknowledgement amongst almost all (n=36) rural and urban participants in Goodwater and 

Weyburn that EOR was beneficial to the local communities and region.  A local resident the 

service industry stated:  

It’s just going to be more pump jacks you know. They realize that it is just another way of 
extending the life of this field because…the success of this operation really links back to the 
success of their farming operation so a lot of them really want there to be that steady pace of 
development and with increasing technology comes that steady pace so nobody wants to see 
this field shut in.  They know that as long as this field is kept busy then it’s going to support 
them which is going to support the ag [agriculture] industry and going to support the City of 
Weyburn (WG17).  
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An Examination of Factors Influencing the Perceptions of CCS 

The carbon injection project near Weyburn has successfully operated for a decade with little 

public opposition.  The following section will describe the factors that respondents indicated as 

contributing to public support for the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project. These factors are organized 

using the three factors discussed as important in the interactional approach for community 

(demographics and community sustainability characteristics; place-based knowledge and 

experience; interactions and relationships among community).  Results demonstrate that 

participants perceive the carbon injection project, Cenovus and other oil field operators as part of 

the community. This makes community members unlikely to oppose the carbon injection project 

because they view the company and its operations as vital to community sustainability.  

 

Interactions and Relationships Among Residents 

Community identity and relationships  

Community members in Weyburn and Goodwater described strong bonds between neighbors 

and how individuals watched out for each other’s interests (see Images 7.9).  Through these 

descriptions the importance of neighbors and the community became clear: “in our community 

you have the strong family bond, but then the extended family of your neighbors (WG07).”  The 

majority of interviewees (n=30) indicated that their neighbors or others in the community 

worked in the oil industry – many indicated that it was important to support community members 

by also supporting the oil companies they worked for.  Residents often mentioned that the oil 

company is part of the community and that the “community couldn’t function without Cenovus 

in the area (WG34).”   
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Communication networks 

Strong formal and informal communication networks were described as existing among 

community members in Weyburn and Goodwater.  These included communication in and among 

formal groups (e.g. Rotary, Young Fellows, Lions Club) and informal discussions among 

community members.  More than a third of interviewees (n=15) specifically discussed how 

strong informal communication networks could be utilized to achieve local purposes, “when you 

want something done, but don’t want to talk to local officials, you talk in the coffee shops, then 

everyone will know (WG38)!” Informal communication networks, such as interpersonal 

communication (e.g. neighbor-to-neighbor communication), were stated by the majority of 

participants (n=31) as the most common means to get information about the community.  

Cenovus has attempted to address potential conflicts between the company and locals 

(e.g. sour gas smell, potential leaks) through their community relations’ official who was born 

and raised in Weyburn.  It was clear in discussions with those in the area that this community 

relations’ official was well trusted in the community and people felt they could talk to her or 

others in the company. For example one respondent said that it was easy to talk with people in 

the oil field, “if we ever wanted to talk about the oil industry and geology I could phone up a 

geologist and say let’s have a chat about something.  I don’t understand this can you explain this 

to me (WG10).”  The alleged CO2 leak in Weyburn has proved an exception to these clear 

Images 7.9. Events in the Weyburn Area 

Left: Weyburn Multi-Cultural Days celebration. Center: Weyburn and District ‘Communithon,’ where 
residents raise money for United Way.  Right: Weyburn Farmer’s Market.  



 

159 

communication channels. Four residents in the Goodwater area commented that since the leak 

they are more concerned about talking about the oil companies’ operations. For instance locals 

were wary about reporting potential impacts resulting from the oilfield operations (e.g. rapidly 

rusting grain bins) in the area because they didn’t want to be perceived as “trouble makers like 

the Kerr’s.”     

 

Presence of local champions 

Approximately one in four respondents (n=10) acknowledged that there were a number of local 

champions in the community and that these local champions contributed to support for the EOR 

project. One participant described the importance of local leaders in influencing community 

perception of local issues:   

[What] makes a strong community? The people.  There are champions within the 
community who build that community.  They set the enthusiasm and the attitude within the 
community.  These people build it and see a vision and they’re the ones who support it 
(WG32).  

 

Specific people and positions were mentioned as local champions.  These included people such 

as the reeve, mayor, local government, business owners and other informal leaders around the 

community.  Those who worked in the oil field were also frequently mentioned as local 

champions via their membership on boards, roles in organized events or help in mitigating 

disasters.   

We had a one in a hundred year flood this year…some of the oil patch people have donated 
all kinds of equipment to the municipality, man power, money, all kinds of stuff to help.  
We need these people in the community (WG16). 

 

Community Networks 
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It was clear in discussions that residents of Goodwater and Weyburn have used community 

networks to mobilize against risks in the area, particularly in response to natural disasters.  One 

of the most common examples included the large floods that had occurred in early 2011 (see 

Images 7.10).  A retired resident stated, “I think a strong community is based on how everybody 

works together in the community.  I think everybody pulls together and really works hard 

together…Weyburn is definitely that way (WG24).” There were plenty of examples of the 

community mobilizing without the oil industry. For example, residents mobilized to rebuild their 

neighbors’ homes if they were damaged, or to raise money for those with cancer. Yet 

respondents also described how the oil industry had contributed to the mobilization of 

community resources or in the raising of funds. In this respect, the oil company was functioning 

in its role as a member of the community.  “It’s oil and gas down here so they’re very 

responsive…especially when the community needs something…so very responsible corporate 

citizens but also very giving (WG19).” 

Images 7.10. Remnants of the 2011 Spring Flood  

Left:  The main highway between Estevan and Weyburn. Six months after the spring floods water 
remains in the field. Right: Road closed signs were a common sight in the area due to flooding and road 
damage.  Many farmers in the area were unable to plant crops due to the floods.     
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Demographic and Community Sustainability Characteristics 

Presence of multi-generational residents 

More than 75% of the residents in the Weyburn and Goodwater area are third or more 

generational residents.  A quarter of the residents interviewed (n=10) stated that they wanted to 

heed the wishes of their ancestors and keep (or look after) the land their family owned.  Those 

who made a living off of working the land (e.g. farming) commonly discussed the importance of 

keeping their land for future generations, often by permitting oil extraction on their land. A 

farmer in the Goodwater area described this desire to perpetuate farm life in the area:  

Well I live out on a farm… the land’s been in the family for generations, they settled on 
this land so no I’m not going to give it up.  It’s sentimental value; it’s not necessarily value 
from like commercial wise.  No this is where my parents grew up and my kids are going to 
grow up and their kids are going to grow up and their kids, kids (WG35). 

 

Desire for population growth and economic sustainability 

Participants in Weyburn and Goodwater suggested there were numerous benefits of the carbon 

injection project related to their community.  Much of this benefit involved community growth. 

Over half of the interviewees (n=18) discussed how oil recovery (i.e. the carbon injection 

project) would provide benefits to local businesses: “the oil industry brings a lot of business here 

for offices and vendors (WG22).”  Residents mentioned benefits such as an increase in new 

stores, full hotels, increased business for stores and benefits to the local college.  Three-quarters 

of the interviewees (n=30) indicated that development and city growth were a major benefit of 

the project to the city and nearby area.   One city employee discussed the growth in jobs and 

other benefits that oil production brought: 

Most people are excited to see the growth and development.  People are excited to see new 
stores opening up and new jobs.  People are excited when their kids are coming home from 
Calgary to work… I know lots of people who have moved back…You know they left in the 
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80’s and 90’s to go out to Alberta and they’re coming home now cause there’s good jobs 
here.  Love that and it’s huge.  Our shopping experience is better…The city just this week 
allotted a big swath of land for another football field.  A huge new football field.  Big new 
soccer field being built this year.  Crescent point [an oil company] just gave the city a swack 
of cash last year.  Our rink was massively upgraded.  It is beautiful in there.  Huge new high 
school…People like the jobs, people like the fact that their property values tripled.   People 
like the fact that the wages are going up and their kid’s wages are going up right.  It’s good, 
it’s good (WG05).  

 

The oil industry was also important to a number of smaller communities surrounding 

Weyburn.  These smaller communities are dependent on the larger city center (i.e. Weyburn).  

As an example, Goodwater is 40.2 km from Weyburn and yet it has no gas stations, grocery 

stores, or restaurants closer than Weyburn.  These smaller locations are at least partially 

dependent on the oil industry because of the resources it brings into Weyburn and the job 

opportunities it provides.  One respondent stated that with the presence of the oil industry: “the 

smaller communities are going to survive, the two or three hundred population communities now 

have grown to five hundred and they can still have that community (WG25).” A government 

representative in the area indicated: “Every town I have visited [in the area] is doing a new 

subdivision … Communities that do not have the oil patch are dying and the only growth 

business in the area is the funeral homes (WG08).”  Another resident in the oil industry noted: 

Lots of the smaller centers, the farms, they wouldn’t be around if it weren’t for this [oil 
industry growth].  You look at Stoughton, would Stoughton be able to support the forty-
three suite hotel that was built last year?  Without the oil field Stoughton is gone (WG014). 
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Dependence on industry 

Community dependence on oil companies such as Cenovus was one of the most common themes 

in the interviews – mentioned by 36 of 38 participants – and permeated almost all other factors 

discussed in this case study.  Almost all interviewees discussed the importance of the presence of 

Cenovus and other oil related industries in the community. As stated in the previous section oil 

companies were perceived as bringing money, jobs, resources and growth to communities (see 

Images 7.11). It was also credited as allowing younger residents to remain or return to the area.  

Many stated that the community would “have died” or “disappeared” without the oil fields.  

Another resident encapsulated this sentiment by articulating, “in my opinion Weyburn would not 

be here without the oil patch so they can 

drill holes wherever they want [referring to 

both carbon injection and oil extraction] 

(WG30).” Twenty-five residents mentioned 

the importance of the agricultural industry, 

but also admitted that the oil industry was 

one of the reasons for the stability of the 

agriculture industry because it allowed 

farmers to have supplemental incomes.   

 

Place-Based Knowledge and Experience 

Local people’s experience with developments 

There is considerable experience and history with the oil industry in the Weyburn and 

Goodwater areas.  The majority of residents interviewed indicated that oil industry developments 

Images 7.11. Wor-kin Shop Truck Donation

Many residents discussed Cenovus’ truck donation to the 
‘Wor-Kin Shop’ as an example of how they help the 
Weyburn community.  The Wor-Kin Shop is a non-profit 
charity that provides work opportunities for residents with 
developmental and intellectual disabilities.  
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have been very beneficial to the area with the exception of the small minority who claimed that 

the CO2 had leaked and done irreversible damage to their farmland.  While the majority of 

respondents interviewed for this research reported positive experiences with the oil companies, 

12 residents acknowledged risks such as oil spills.  These acknowledgements also commonly 

came with the recognition that the companies usually reconciled damages.  One service industry 

resident from Weyburn stated, “You’re are going to have the odd spill…that stuff happens, but 

for the oil patch generally speaking we got some of the best corporate people around…and 

they’re pretty conscious about what’s going on (WG33).”  Another retired resident described the 

good relationship between the public and oil companies: 

I do think that we have good regulations and good people involved in the oil companies… 
everybody seems to be very conscious. That’s not to say that accidents can’t happen or that 
environmental spills couldn’t happen but I do believe we all accept that.  There is some 
risk to everything we do in life…and what is important is that there’s people monitoring, 
watching over and that there’s regulatory powers that are doing what there supposed to be 
doing (WG01). 

 

Place attachment 

The majority of the interviewees (n=21) in Goodwater and Weyburn articulated an affinity for 

the area they live in.  This was particularly true of those who lived in the area for many years, 

have parents or grandparents who lived on the same land, or those who live on farms outside of 

Weyburn.  Many discussed not only the flatness of the land, but also the beauty of the area (see 

Images 7.12).  One resident in the service industry stated, “most people just drive through the 

area and think what a flat place, but there is a beauty to this area and I think you have grown up 

here to truly know how special this place is (WG27).” 
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 When asked if oil developments (e.g. pump jacks, CO2 injection, pipelines, and roads) 

affect how residents think about the area, over half of the respondents (n=25) answered that it did 

not affect their perceptions of the area or landscape.  A number of residents acknowledged that 

the oil industry had been present in the area for a long time and that they were used to the sight 

of wells and pump jacks.  As one farmer described, “I grew up with all of this [oil] industry, it’s 

not new to me and doesn’t affect how I see the land, but this all came in when my dad was 

farming and he didn’t like it, he didn’t ever get used to it (WG02).”  Others (mostly from town) 

stated they liked seeing the oil wells and pump jacks because that reminded them of the 

prosperity of the area (see Images 7.13).  

Images 7.12. Landscape of the Weyburn and Goodwater Area 

Left: A lake south of Weyburn. Right: This view of railroad tracks demonstrates the topography in the 
region.  

Pump jacks located in the Weyburn and Goodwater areas.       

Images 7.13. Oil and the Landscape   
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Local independence and pride 

International notability and fame was discussed by one in two respondents (n=18) as one of the 

benefits of having the CCS project in the Weyburn area.  The project has brought international 

scientists, politicians and researchers to the area.  As an oil worker described, “the project is very 

significant in the world and one of the bigger things that is happening out there (WG14).”   A 

few respondents specifically mentioned that the United States president knew about the project: 

“The average guy in Toronto probably couldn’t tell you where Weyburn, Saskatchewan is, but 

Barack Obama can…when he first came to Canada he spoke about Weyburn Saskatchewan, 

that’s a pretty big deal (WG38).”  Four residents also suggested that CCS could not only increase 

the well being of the area but would help the province and Canada get through the recession.  

Others were proud that there was a possibility of developing a technology that can be used 

internationally:  

I think people see it as a good thing because of the technology being used you know, there’s 
worldwide interest in it and environmentally the interest is in using that technology to reduce 
greenhouse gas…I think most people see it largely as a positive (WG031). 
 

 Five people thought that the technology development occurring in the 

Weyburn/Goodwater area was important for the sustainability of resources for generations to 

come:  

Developing this kind of industry is valuable to everybody. I really think that when they 
develop these areas and technology for oil development people see that as not only adding 
income but they see us doing good with that and we have enough resources for these people 
that live and not only for us but whoever else that they're selling to…we have to continue to 
do this to be able to ensure that our generations of people have these resources (WG27). 
 

 The carbon injection project was certainly framed as an enhanced oil recovery project 

and not as a strategy to reduce CO2 emissions from entering the atmosphere.  This is possibly 
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why the project was seen as a positive.  There were six participants in the Weyburn and 

Goodwater area who mentioned the environmental benefits of the carbon injection project.  

However, the large majority – five of six – of these respondents were very adamant that climate 

change is not occurring.  Reasons that the EOR project is perceived as ‘environmental’ by 

interviewees include that it does not use as much water resources as other oil recovery methods 

or that it will reduce greenhouse gas emissions. However the same residents would state that 

climate change was “a hype (WG05),” “bogus (WG16),” or “hocus pocus (WG31).”  Two 

suggested it is good to reduce greenhouse gases and therefore help “combat the ozone hole 

(WG34, WG08)”, repeating a frequent misconception of the greenhouse gas problem as being 

the same as the ozone hole problem.  One suggested that they trust experts about the need to 

reduce CO2 but could not explain why we need to reduce CO2.  

 Many residents commented on how proud they were to be from a rural area and the desire 

to remain self-sufficient in their communities (see Images 7.14). Six residents stated this was a 

reason why they desired the oil industry in 

Weyburn, because it was a way for them to “stay 

rural” and live in the area.  Many stated how hard 

times were in the 1930s and they try to make a 

good living off of oil and agriculture in case 

another depression should arise.  One resident 

summed up this pride and the hard times of the 

1930s:  

 

Images 7.14. Old Farm Building   

Residents in Weyburn discussed pride in their 
‘rural roots.’  
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…In the thirties they had to be tough because of the terrible winters, all the agricultural land 
being swept away by storms and winds and everything.  They haven’t forgotten that. They 
haven’t forgotten that and even though they couldn’t bang pennies together in the thirties 
and now they pay for coffees with twenty-dollar bills, but their mentality is the same. That 
hasn’t changed.  Because it’s kind of like okay, we’re waiting for the next wave of difficult 
times to come.  Right now they’re in the middle you know just an amazing boom and that 
allows them to forget you know about for a while of how harsh the place can be and how 
harsh it’s been.  There’s a kind of loyalty here but it’s mainly from people who are here of 
long standing (WG20). 

 

Concern over ecological and health issues 

While growth was considered a positive for Weyburn and Goodwater residents, there were some 

negatives as well; “there’s a lot of pulls on resources like labor and people and management. It’s 

growth right, there’s challenges (WG05).”  The two concerns mentioned most with regards to 

enhanced oil recovery associated growth were the increase in traffic and housing shortages.  In 

total, 13 residents indicated that the increase in traffic was a negative associated with the oil 

industry in the area and 25 expressed concerns about housing shortages in southeastern 

Saskatchewan. Housing shortages were particularly a concern for those who did not have a large 

income (e.g. working in the service industry). As a resident who worked at a local hotel 

explained, “I can’t afford to live here (WG31).” Another local government official stated they 

can’t keep up with housing: “housing does remain a problem which leads to the problem of 

there’s a lot of jobs but can you provide a place for them to live if you bring in people (WG15).” 

There were very few concerns about ecological or health issues in the area.  Almost all of 

the interviewees within the Weyburn city limits stated that there was no health concerns 

associated with the project.  However, there were a few people who lived in the nearby rural 

municipalities who thought there could potentially be issues, either with CO2, with the chemicals 

already in the ground or other chemicals used in the injection of CO2. As one rural resident 
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described “I’m more concerned about the H2S than the CO2…and I’ve expressed that, it’s funny 

how wire on fences are rusting in this area and stainless steal rusts before the CO2 ever came in, 

H2S is scary in our minds (WG28).”   Concern over ecological and health issues is linked to the 

alleged Weyburn leak; therefore, the discussion is continued in the following section. 

  

Concerns about focusing events (in this case an alleged CO2 leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 

Project)   

The majority of interviewees – 31 of 38 – did not think there was a CO2 leak from the Weyburn-

Midale CO2 Project.  There were two residents who acknowledged that there could be a leak, 

three who indicated that there was likely a leak and two who chose not to respond to the 

question.  Two of those who thought there could be a leak or that the project was likely leaking 

suggested that they were confident that Cenovus would fix the problem:  

Obviously Cenovus is dealing with it and the scientists are there and the outcomes will be 
what they are but I’m confident with Cenovus that they will come out and prove that this 
project is okay. I am not losing any sleep at night. None (WG12). 
 

One of the biggest reasons respondents believed there was not a leak was the high level 

of trust in Cenovus to operate the carbon injection project.  This sentiment was due to the large 

number of workers Cenovus had in the area.  Over half of the interviewees (n=23) specifically 

acknowledged that they trusted the oil companies in the area. As a resident stated, “Cenovus 

would do everything in their power to make sure there was not a leak because many of their 

workers live in the community (WG31).” Another resident described the trust he had in Cenovus 

and the scientists: 

Cenovus did extensive testing before hand to see what CO2 was being emitted from the 
ground and they’ve done extensive testing after the fact and I believe there is actually less 
CO2 coming out of the ground in that area of question than there was before.  They didn’t 
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just put CO2 in the ground to see if it worked.  It’s scientifically tested and retested and 
retested.  No oil company is going to put people’s lives at risk for the sake of profits and I 
truly believe that.  For the most part all companies, oil companies included have the best 
interests of their community at heart (WG18).   
 

 Two in five respondents (n=15) indicated a high level of trust in scientists and researchers 

to monitor the development of EOR technology (including the Petroleum Technology Research 

Council, IPAC-CO2 and independent investigators).  One resident explained it this way, “Can I 

say it’s not going to come up? No, but there’s a lot smarter people than me that developed it and 

telling me its not going to happen so I’m not scared (WG13).”   

Conversely, there was little belief in the Kerrs’ claims of the alleged leak, especially 

among those who lived within the city limits.  Within the community many questioned the 

credibility in the Kerrs’ statements (e.g. they were “forum shopping (WG06),” “paranoid 

(WG18),” “looking for a pay out (WG34)”).   However, there were some living within the 

Goodwater area who were sympathetic to the Kerrs’ concerns:  

I’ve known Cam all our lives.  I really believe what Cam thinks is right in his mind and he 
doesn’t care what anybody else thinks…and if there’s something wrong, if he is absolutely 
right, I’ll be so glad that he has done what he has done…let him have peace of mind when 
it’s over (WG28). 

  

There were five participants within the rural municipalities who stated that they were 

glad that the Kerrs’ said something (even if they didn’t think that the Weyburn project was 

leaking), just to get the issue examined.  A couple of residents near Goodwater indicated that 

they did not want to bring up concerns that they had about the carbon injection or oil field 

operations: 

There is one family that has been quite outspoken about the CO2 project and it’s kind of 
made the rest of us not want to say anything because we don’t want to be labeled like a 
trouble maker…even at a public meeting nobody really wants to say anything because they 
don’t want to be labeled (WG09). 
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Therefore, residents were supportive of independent tests (even if they did not think there 

was a problem) because they felt it would help reduce concerns and reduce conflict in the 

community, especially between the Kerrs and the other residents. 

 

Living off the land 

For some farmers, the presence of the oil industry, and the extra income it provided through 

secondary job opportunities or the leasing of land for wells and pump jacks, provided a way to 

retain the land and the lifestyle they sought to perpetuate.47  As one resident in the service sector 

stated,  “people might think the oil patch is ugly and dirty… my dad essentially lost his farm, I 

would rather see 10 pump jacks on my land and keep my farm afloat (WG21).” 

 Eight farmers (retired or currently 

farming) discussed how important the oil 

industry was to the sustainability of farming (see 

Images 7.15).  The additional income was 

especially critical during the past few years 

because there had been trouble planting the crops 

because of flooding. A local government official 

in Weyburn commented on the importance of 

the oil industry to the agriculture industry: 

 

                                                

47 This area has a large agricultural industry; therefore, this category overlaps with the previous ‘multi-generational 
residents’ category. 

The Weyburn Inland Terminal, located south of 
Weyburn, is one of the largest grain terminals in 
Canada (Weyburn Inland Terminal, 2012).  There 
are many residents who farm in the area.     

Images 7.15. Weyburn Inland Terminal 
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You know a lot of those people that have the oil activities opened up to them, you know as 
tough as agriculture is… it's just one more thing that has helped them stay where they are and 
enjoy that lifestyle. It’s not easy on the farm.  You know but they choose that lifestyle to live.  
So I think that they have thought that's really great.  I think generally the oil activity has been 
a blessing in the area that it has not only for the individual farmer but those smaller 
communities that maybe weren't going to survive and are now surely going to survive 
(WG23). 

 

Case Study: Fairview, Alberta  

Awareness of Carbon Capture and Storage 

Interviewing Fairview residents provides an opportunity to examine the knowledge base about 

carbon capture and storage among a rural population that is not directly affected by it.  Forty-

four residents in the municipal district of Fairview were interviewed during the course of six 

weeks. Of the 44 people interviewed, 29 stated that they had heard of CCS. However, only half 

of the interviewees (n=21) were able to provide a very basic description of this technology (i.e. 

the subsurface injection of carbon dioxide).48 

 Overall, community members had relatively little understanding of CCS as compared to 

the other two communities.  There was some confusion among residents when asked, “have you 

heard about carbon capture and storage?” Four residents assumed carbon capture and geological 

storage was the same as carbon sequestration by forests and plants.  There also was uncertainty 

about why carbon dioxide in the atmosphere needed to be reduced.  For example, a resident 

asked, “why are you taking carbon out of the air?  Isn’t it good to have it in the air (FV05)?”  

Another resident assumed it was a technology used in hydraulic fracturing operations. 

                                                

48 The disparity between the number of residents who indicated knowledge of CCS versus those who could actually 
provide a general description could be attributed to ‘demand characteristics,’ which refers to when a participant 
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Interviewees articulated a number of conceptions about why carbon dioxide needed to be 

reduced.  For example, three interviewees stated that CO2 in the atmosphere needs to be reduced 

only because it contributes to the ozone hole – not to mitigate climate change.  Others (n=7) did 

not know why CO2 should be reduced, but stated that CO2 should be reduced and this would 

improve the environment.     

 

Community Perspectives of CCS 

Fairview residents gave three primary responses when asked about the community’s reaction to a 

possible large-scale CCS project in the area: 1) twelve residents stated that the community would 

support and actively pursue this development in the area; 2) seventeen said that the community 

members would be indifferent or ambivalent; and 3) seven suggested the community would 

actively oppose the development (eight residents were not clear in their response of whether they 

thought the community would support or oppose a project).  Fairview had the most diverse 

responses to a possible CCS project among the case studies included in this research.  The 

advantages and disadvantages of a large-scale project in the community are illustrated in Table 

7.3 and discussed in depth in the following section.  

 
Table 7.3 Fairview Residents’ Perspectives of Positive and Negative CCS Attributes in the 

Community  

CCS in The Community 
Positive Negative 

Increase jobs Increase traffic 
Increase oil production (EOR) Decrease land values 
Positive perceptions of the area Possible earthquakes 
Town and M.D. growth Possible leaks (health and safety issues) 
Additional income source for landowners  
CO2 for plant growth (from leaks)  
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 Those who were most likely to support a CCS project in the area were those who 

believed there was little risk involved and assumed that there would be economic benefits for the 

town and surrounding areas.  Those who owned land were more likely to support a project if they 

would also gain money from the injection of CO2 on (or under) their land. A farmer from the 

area stated:  

They’d [community residents] be all over it like a dirty shirt.  Oh Sure!  Pump some air 
down the ground if you like.  We’ll take your money.  If you’re dumb enough to pump air 
down the ground we’ll take your money (FV14). 
 
Residents (particularly business owners) were predominantly supportive of a CCS project 

in the area if it would bring the town growth, jobs or economic benefits. A business person 

stated, “Fairview would take anything...if it would create employment and opportunities for our 

youth to stay in our community.  Yes, Fairview would take just about anything (FV25).” 

 More than a third of interviewees (n=17) stated they would be ambivalent or would not 

care if there were a CCS project in the area.  Those who showed ambivalence often cited that it 

would probably be a normal oil field operation.  Seven of the 17 residents also suggested that 

CCS would be more accepted if the project were managed by Devon (the gas extraction 

company in the area).  A farmer stated, “people will be indifferent, they couldn’t care less, we 

have holes drilled around here all the time…people won’t care especially if it is run by Devon 

(FV22).” 

 One in six interviewees (n=7) were against the idea of a CCS project in the area.  People 

who lived outside of town were usually more negative than those living within town limits.  One 

retired farmer stated, “well, I’d certainly want to know more about it…anything that messes with 

mother nature cannot be good (FV38).”  Others were against CCS because they did not believe 
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in anthropogenic influences on climate change.  A resident in the service sector stated: “if its just 

a natural phenomenon that our temperature changes then it doesn’t matter whether the CO2 is 

floating around, in fact plants love carbon dioxide (FV09).”  The following section will provide a 

greater explanation of the reasons for and against CCS in the area.  

 

An Examination of Factors Influencing the Perceptions of CCS 

Fairview does not have a CCS project planned or proposed for the area. However studying this 

community affords an opportunity to understand the factors that have led to community 

perceptions about other energy systems (in this case oil and gas, nuclear, hydroelectric projects).  

In that respect it provides insight on how such a community may respond to a CCS development. 

The following section will describe the factors that respondents indicated as contributing to 

public support or opposition to past or future energy developments in Fairview. Factors are 

organized using the framework used in the other two case communities (demographics and 

community sustainability characteristics; place-based knowledge and experience; and 

interactions and relationships among residents).  

 

Interactions and Relationships Among Residents 

Community identity and relationships  

Almost all – 43 out of 44 – of the residents interviewed in Fairview described the importance of 

community bonds in the area (see Images 7.16).  The bonds between people in Fairview and their 

attachment to the community were also cited as a primary reason for residents to live in 

Fairview. As one long time resident of Fairview (service industry) described: “I live here 

[Fairview] mostly for the community, it just feels like home here (FV25).” The strong sense of 
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bonds between people and a desire to enhance their collective well being were also discussed as 

a reason to resist future developments.  For many it was important to be perceived as a “good 

neighbor” and to not cause conflict between residents. Implicit in these feelings was the 

perception that some energy developments may harm neighbor relations or the livelihood of 

residents.   

The effects of energy development on existing community dynamics and functioning 

were a primary concern of approximately a third of the residents (n=16) interviewed. The 

following quote from a Fairview resident clarifies this concern: “Issues like the hydro dam, 

nuclear energy, that type of thing, a reason why we stay out of these things more than we should 

is because we don’t want to hurt the community (FV12).”  Another resident discussed why they 

would not want a nuclear power plant in the area, “no one would dare build a nuclear plant in 

Friedenstal [smaller farming area within M.D.], it would cause ripples and fights, and if you 

were a good neighbor you wouldn’t allow that (FV37).” 

 

 

Left: Fairview hosts the 2011 Alberta Senior Summer Games. Right: Annual “Fly-In Breakfast” at the 
Fairview airport.     

Images 7.16. Events in the Fairview Area   
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Communication networks 

The most common information source cited by Fairview residents – 40 out of 44 – were informal 

communication networks. This was especially true when residents sought information about 

what is happening in the community (including possible developments).  As one resident in the 

service industry described, “when people in this community want information they usually go to 

their neighbors, that may not be the best, but perhaps your neighbors have heard something… 

most people stay within the community [for information] (FV16).”  Half of the interviewees 

(n=22) cited coffee shops as the most common place to get and share information, partly because 

they did not want to share their views publically.  One farmer stated, “most of the town issues get 

solved in the coffee shops (FV14).”  Another resident stated:  

Sometimes they [councilors, mayors, chamber of commerce] can be intimidating to people, 
when it comes to a point where people feel strongly enough about it they will speak out and 
maybe not in a formal way, but they’ll talk in the coffee shops and that always gets back to 
everybody.  There are no secrets in the coffee shops (FV29). 
 

Others developed more formal groups to share information about local energy 

developments.  For example, a group of local residents had developed an information exchange 

where they shared articles, publications and other information on nuclear developments in the 

area through a list serve. Others used Fairview-specific information sources such as the local 

RCMP, town council, the local ‘Devon49 Land Man,’ or The Fairview Post.50  

 

Presence of local champions 

                                                

49 Devon is the major natural gas extraction company in the Fairview area. 
50 The Fairview Post is the local Fairview newspaper. 
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“If the community wants something, it doesn’t always happen – it just depends on who is put in 

charge (FV22).”  This quote exemplifies Fairview residents’ perspectives about the importance 

of local champions in mobilizing support or opposition of local developments, including energy 

developments. A third of interviewees (n=15) noted the importance of local champions when 

challenging or encouraging a development in the area.  Of particular importance was the 

description of “informal” leaders, who are typically not elected officials, but rather are influential 

citizens who others respect.  For example one resident described how informal leaders emerge in 

times of need:  

There’s good people in office…but in a crisis situation the people that may be in the 
leadership roles right now will not turn out to be the leaders, I think that’s what happens in 
a crisis, the real and true leaders show up (FV40).   

 
 
Community Networks 

Residents of Fairview have organized informal groups in the past to address perceived problems. 

One previous instance was to discuss support or opposition of the nuclear power plant.  When a 

problem or risk event occurred, residents indicated that these organizations would influence 

perception and address the problem.  Fairview residents were confident that their community 

would develop collective perception regarding issues that concern residents, “I think a group of 

people would lead. I think everybody would just band together and say this is what we need to 

do (FV26).”  They also described confidence that personal issues among residents would be put 

aside and that residents would help each other if a hazard event occurred: “you know people that 

don’t get along to good, they will still come together, if there’s a disaster, they bury the hatchet 

(FV18).” It was less clear what would happen if an issue arose that caused problems amongst 
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residents (e.g. something like an energy development that benefited some and adversely affected 

others). 

 

Demographic and Community Sustainability Characteristics 

Presence of multi-generational residents 

Fairview residents who inherited land from their parents or those who were planning to pass on 

their land to their children described a greater need to care for the land and be cautious of new 

developments.  Ten residents indicated that they would be concerned about new developments 

because they wanted to pass the land down to future generations. As one Fairview farmer 

described:  

If you have a next generation child, that’s when it becomes really important to take care 
of it [the land], I think there’s people in the community that don’t have that situation and 
really don’t care that much as long as it serves their purpose and they make money 
(FV28). 
    
These multi-generational residents or those who planned on passing on their land to 

another generation were more likely to perceive additional energy development as a potential 

negative impact to their landholdings or their children’s perpetuation of their farming lifestyle. 

For instance residents discussed the importance of sustaining the land tenure and uses during the 

next generation: 

 FV39: We have to take care of it [the land]. It’s our legacy.  Like I tell my kids, I can’t 
really control what they do with the land after I’m gone, but its not going to be sold while 
I’m still alive.   
 FV40: Yeah, ours is not mine to sell either.  It’s our kids, and their kids. 
 FV39: It’s my time to work with it and my names on the title.  When it comes to the next 
generation.  Hopefully the children will keep it for the next generation.  It doesn’t mean 
they’ll be farming it.  Hopefully they keep it; they’ll keep the land. 
FV40: I agree. 
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Desire for population growth and economic sustainability 

Residents living in the town of Fairview were likely to discuss the need for economic 

development to create a ‘sustainable’ community.  Ten town residents indicated that they feared 

the community would become a ghost town or become like one of the other neighboring towns 

where there was no commerce and few people.  Residents who discussed the need for growth 

were more likely to say that Fairview needed economic development like the kind offered by 

energy developments. That being said, a smaller minority of town residents stated Fairview 

doesn’t need additional income when compared to other area towns.   

Fairview is relatively well off so if there’s a prospect of a new industry, a nuclear plant, a 
power dam or a gas plant we say that’s good, but when you run that through dead and gone, 
Alberta, somewhere where they don’t know where their next meal comes from, then a 
nuclear power plant looks pretty darn attractive so… I think we’re a little complacent here.  
Were not starving to death here so I think that’s where the perception comes…how bad do 
you need it [energy development] (FV08)? 

 

Residents of Fairview stated that there could be many advantages to hosting a CCS 

project in the area.  The most common benefit, mentioned by half of the interviewees (n=17), 

was the possibility of economic growth and jobs.   Town growth was mentioned by many 

residents, such as a business owner who stated: “a lot of people in this community would like to 

see Fairview as bigger than it is; there is a lot of people that want to see a stable economy and a 

stable community to attract more people (FV27).”  Others compared potential CCS development 

to other possible developments in the area.  As one local government official said: “It’s not like 

nuclear where we’re all afraid of it.  If it’s something…like nuclear then we don’t want it, but it 

[CCS] would bring money into the economy.  It would bring people, jobs.  If you could bring 

more people into Fairview that would be great (FV43).”    
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 Another economic benefit was the possibility of producing or recovering more oil in the 

area.  Participants speculated that CCS could bring more money into the municipality as well as 

more jobs.  As a retired resident suggested, “if it could increase oil production, that would be OK 

(FV03).” 

Fairview, like Weyburn, is the hub for a number of smaller communities and towns.   The 

greater M.D. of Fairview contains multiple smaller farming communities.  Examples of small 

communities in the Fairview area include Friedenstal, Highland Park, Vanrena and Gage (see 

Images 7.17).  Residents described how these different communities work together and depend 

on one another to maintain the well being and functioning of the area.  The following is a 

statement from a resident of a smaller farming area in the M.D. of Fairview: 

Our community is so dependent on the greater community.  You have to give credit to the 
greater community because we are able to exist because the communities around us are 
successful, good communities. We are not an island.  Our community is able to thrive 
because we are surrounded by other communities that are doing well (FV24). 
  

 
Residents commented that the sustainability of 

the larger ‘Fairview community’ was important 

– eight specifically commented that they would 

be more likely to support industry growth or 

development to protect the region. Another 

service industry resident commented on the 

need for the sustainability of the larger 

Fairview community for the health of the 

smaller communities:  

Images 7.17. Communities in the M.D. of 
Fairview  

A Fairview resident holds an old M.D. map 
illustrating some of the smaller sub-
communities in Fairview (e.g. Vanrena, 
Friedenstal, Highland Park).     
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People just want to see the betterment and sustainability of communities and that’s a scary 
thing when you’re talking about a community disappearing.  They’re disappearing all the 
time…lots of the surrounding villages and hamlets aren’t economically feasible…if it 
weren’t for their neighboring rural partners they should, they would probably disappear 
(FV34). 

 

Dependence on industry 

The majority of the interviewees (n=34) also described the importance of the natural gas industry 

in supplementing and supporting the economic vitality of the area (see Images 7.18). Some 

residents discussed their pride regarding the strength of the oil industry in Fairview and the 

benefits it provides to the community. For example one respondent went so far as to say:  “we 

think they [natural gas companies] are the backbone of the community (FV44).”  As in Weyburn, 

economic benefits associated with the oil industry extend to both farmers and the town itself.  

There was also an acknowledgement that there was a dependency on the fossil fuel industry 

(particularly Devon) for jobs in Fairview. One respondent described this dependence:  

We can’t survive without the big boys [Devon] you’ve got to have them in your backyard 
and you’ve got to have them as good corporate citizens and you’ve got to have their 
employees and their expenditures and their students in school and round and around it goes 
(FV15). 
 

Images 7.18. Natural Gas and the Landscape   

Farmland and natural gas wells often coincide in the Fairview area.      
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Respondents in Fairview demonstrated quiescence when it came to arguments against the fossil 

fuel industry. This quiescence stemmed from the importance of the oil industry to the local area. 

As one resident described:  

We had problems with one of our sour gas wells… but we didn’t know what to say because 
a lot of our community works for Devon…enough that you don’t want to hurt them, their 
livelihood.  So when it becomes personal you don’t fight too hard (FV23). 
 

One of the most common factors cited as influencing potential support or opposition of 

future energy development concerned how the existing relationship between the company 

conducting the development and the Fairview community. For instance one respondent talked 

about the existing relationship of Fairview residents with one oil company in the area, “if Devon 

came along, because they’ve been here for so long, been established for so many years, have so 

many community members working for them.  If they were the company to come in and put it in 

place the community wouldn’t even argue (FV23).”  Another farmer acknowledged that if it 

were an “outside company” conducting a CCS project it would be very difficult to gain local 

acceptance: “If you were an outsider you might be able to put a CCS project in, but it wouldn’t 

be easy.  Every cow that died in the next twenty years would be your fault if you put it in 

(FV05).” 

 

Place-Based Knowledge and Experience 

Local peoples experience with developments 

Fairview residents have had a number of experiences with proposed energy developments (e.g. 

nuclear and hydro) and the area hosts existing energy projects (i.e. oil and gas).  Dealings 

between the Fairview community and energy developers have resulted in both negative and 

positive outcomes, however most suggested that the overall outcomes to individuals and the 
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community from energy development have been positive.  As discussed previously, the fossil 

fuel industry brought both economic development and employment to Fairview in the past.   

Past instances of environmental impacts such as oil spills or pipeline problems were 

generally described by respondents as “small” and usually resolved without incident (see Images 

7.19). For instance one resident described the history of development by companies operating in 

the area: 

We were very fortunate having Devon or Anderson originally as companies that started 
developing here because if you look at other communities where other companies operate 
they don’t do nearly as good job at taking care of facilities as Devon does (FV19). 
 

These past dealings have engendered trust among many community members and energy 

developers, and thus increased the likelihood of future support.  One famer stated that, “oil and 

gas is just like the land now, we just accept it and for the most part it’s been very good to the 

community (FV36).”    

 

 

Images 7.19. Pipeline and H2S Gas Warning 

Pipeline and H2S gas warning signs in the M.D. of Fairview.  Many residents acknowledged the risks of 
natural gas extraction in the area.      
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Place attachment 

Every resident interviewed in Fairview discussed the beauty of the area and the Peace Country 

more generally (see Images 7.20).  The most common sentiment was: “Fairview is the most 

beautiful place on earth.” The beauty of the area was a major factor in residents choosing to live 

in the area and they felt that living in such an area enriched their lives.  Long-term residents or 

those with relatives who had lived in the area for multiple generations discussed how strongly 

they felt about the landscape and area.  One retired resident stated, “The beauty of the land 

makes my living worthwhile, I can look out and see those coulees and of course our wind breaks 

and things like that, it makes me feel like home I guess (FV08).” 

 

 

Another resident summed up a common feeling regarding how ties to or attachment to the 

local landscape made it difficult for some to accept energy developments in the area: 

We are living on the fringe, away from the core population.  We are tied to the land.  If 
you’re living in a remote area or semi-remote area there’s a reason why.  It’s because you 
are trying to get away from the mainstream and that relates right back to the environment 
so that’s why you get people in these remote areas in northern communities that are 
opposed to some of these projects (FV30).  
   

Left: Sky and spruce trees during late sunset. Right: Teepees at Dunvegan Provincial Park.     

Images 7.20. Landscape of Fairview Area   
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Results from six interviews indicate that there may be more approval for underground 

storage of CO2 in the area when compared to leaving it in the atmosphere. Examples of 

comments include: “it’s better than going up into the atmosphere (FV10);” “it’s less negative 

because it’s underground and you can’t see it (FV43);” “I don’t think it would be any more 

negative than having a garbage dump nearby, it might be less negative because you can’t see it 

(FV19).” 

 Fairview is very familiar with the oil industry; consequently, the injection of CO2 was 

often compared to existing oil projects.  A participant from the agricultural industry stated: 

“there’s stuff getting pumped down a hole that’s ten times worse than CO2 right now and 

nobody’s worried about it (FV22).”   Often, residents told stories of their experiences.  One 

recounted the introduction of an acid injection well and how they lobbied for underground 

storage instead of releasing it into the atmosphere.  

They were going to bring these wells to a central point and burn off the sulfur or whatever, 
put out a really tall stack so it would spread over a much bigger area.  We weren’t too sure 
how it might affect the soil but they gave us an option of putting it down this abandoned 
well.  We thought just to get rid of that it would be well worthwhile to put it down an old 
abandoned well and as far as I know they are still doing it that way too.  You see it might 
have affected our farming… and it might affect the cattle.  If it is down below it’s down there 
for good and as far as I know there wouldn’t be any repercussions (FV06).  
 

 A quarter of the respondents (n=11) stated that the risk of CO2 leakage was moot.  A 

resident commented that carbon originated from the ground, “if they can find a way to keep it out 

of the air…and put it underground, I’ll be alright with it, rather it be down there than up above 

and it was down there to begin with so what the heck (FV36).”  Another maintained, “If you can 

catch the stuff and push it down in the ground for the most part you’re replacing something that 

you sucked out as far as I understand (FV27).” 
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Local independence and pride 

A quarter of the participants in the Fairview area (n=12) discussed how others (i.e. non-residents) 

would perceive the town if they hosted a CCS project.  Of the 12 participants who mentioned 

perceptions of the community, 10 suggested that outsiders’ perceptions of the town hosting a 

CCS project would be positive. One service industry participant stated,  

it’s the public perception that matters, we are willing to put up with Devon and the oil 
because it looks like the community has money.  We perceive that there is no money in 
feedlots so we are not going to put up with that (FV09).  
 

Another self-employed resident stated, “we would want to say that we do this [have a CCS 

project] and therefore we have an attractive town (FV04).”   

Many Fairview residents took pride in the fact that they come from a rural area that they 

perceive is self-sufficient.  There were 19 interviewees in particular who mentioned pride in 

local self-sufficiency or coming from a rural area.  This was particularly true of those who had 

grandparents and great grandparents in the area. There was a robust desire to sustain the area and 

not to rely on other people.  For example, 15 Fairview residents expressed support for a 

hydroelectric plant in the area because it could produce electricity for the region.  

 A desire for independence was described as influencing Fairview residents’ need to 

protect their landscape.  One resident commented, “it’s a frontier community…people have their 

land and that’s their little kingdom and they will protect that (FV41).”  Another retired resident 

built on this sentiment: “these farmsteads are continuing on and getting bigger and better so to 

speak and the pride has never diminished though all of those generations and pride in what they 

do and what they accomplish (FV26).” 

This same pride and independence was described by 12 residents as making the 

community more aggressive and efficient at pursuing what they wanted. One resident described 
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how local independence and its roots make the community more adaptable,  “Our small farming 

communities they still have that community sprit…they come from pioneers and that pioneer 

spirit is still alive…they’re kind of more aggressive and they’re willing to change, improve 

things” (FV17) (see Images 7.21). 

 

Concern over ecological or health impacts 

One concern among Fairview residents regarding CCS development was the possibility of leaks 

and earthquakes.  Fifteen interviewees discussed the possibility of leaks and eight were worried 

about earthquakes. As one resident stated, “what if it [CCS] caused an earthquake and I became 

inundated with carbon (FV05)?” However, residents often utilized ‘local knowledge’ in refuting 

concerns about leaks.  For example, a couple of participants stated that it could not harm 

drinking water as the potable water comes from the Peace River and not underground aquifers: “I 

guess we won’t have any water issues in our area, you couldn’t do this in Whitelaw [neighboring 

town], their aquifer is a kind of sacred thing, that is one of the reasons why they couldn’t get the 

nuclear plant to go (FV42).” Another interviewee from the oil industry stated, “there’s no well 

Left: Image of Fairview in 1945 (source unknown, 1945) Right: An early ferry on the Peace River before 
the Dunvegan Bridge was built (source unknown, date unknown).      

Images 7.21. Early Days in Fairview   
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water here and if there is an escape of CO2 well no big deal (FV07).”  A resident who works for 

the service industry used his observations of the area to back up his concern about the stability of 

reservoirs by stating: “When you go into a river valley or something you see exposed strata.  At 

first they aren’t always flat, they go up and they have cracks in them, they don’t look all that 

solid to me (FV42).”   

 

Concerns about focusing events (in this case the alleged CO2 leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 

Project)  

Five interview participants in Fairview brought up the alleged Weyburn leak without prompting.  

These respondents commented on the alleged negative side effects from CCS that happened on 

the Kerr farm.  A farmer asked, “wasn’t it there in Saskatchewan where they had all of a sudden 

some cows die (FV28)?”  Another resident stated: “From what I hear about in Saskatchewan 

they don’t like it to much.  They think it can really affect the water and everything (FV02).”  

Four of the residents who heard of the allegations of the leak in Saskatchewan expressed concern 

about the possibility of a leak in Fairview.  Another resident brought up the Lake Nyos51 tragedy:  

In Rwanda they had a great carbon dioxide burp on the lake about 30 years ago…that came 
out of the bottom of the lake…and it killed like 80,000 people.  That was a natural CO2 
bubble that formed and so it can happen.  So if you pump a whole cavern full of carbon 
dioxide and it burps bad things can happen.  Hopefully the technology is good enough that 
it’s not going to.  We don’t know that (FV39).  
 

 There were three main responses when residents were asked what they thought of the 

alleged CO2 leak: 1) Fifteen residents would request verification that there was a leak: “you can’t 

discredit it until someone has measured it (FV22).”  Another resident stated, “A leak wouldn’t 

                                                

51 Lake Nyos is a crater lake in Northwest Cameroon.  On August 21, 1986 a large cloud of CO2 suffocated 
approximately 1,700 people and 3,500 livestock up to 25 kilometers away (Kling et al., 1986). 
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change my thought, I would want to hear what they are doing to check to see if it is [leaking], 

what are they doing to monitor it in regards to finding out what is causing it (FV16).” 2) Ten 

respondents suggested that people who allege leaks are often looking for money: “It hasn’t been 

proven… you see we all have a little greed in the back of our minds.  When it’s oil companies 

they believe that they have endless money and I want to get that (FV25).”  3) Nine residents 

suggested that a leak was inevitable, “if you put a pipeline somewhere it is going to leak 

(FV05).”   

 
 

Living off the land 

Agriculture is a significant industry in the Fairview area (see Images 7.22). Farmers perspectives 

on energy development were typically influenced by the following factors: 1) the additional 

income brought by surface payments (e.g. payment in exchange for allowing companies to build 

roads, place pump jacks, drill wells); and 2) the desire to take care of the land and not allow for 

the implementation of energy systems.  Many farmers already receive money from oil companies 

in exchange for placing roads, pipelines or wells on portions of their land. These farmers thought 

surface payments were very beneficial and were more supportive of energy development. As one 

service industry resident stated about the fossil fuel industry, “I don’t think any of the farmers 

really mind because they are getting compensated, and some years you really need that if it’s a 

bad year (FV09).” 
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Sixteen residents (these were mostly landowners and farmers) also indicated that they or 

other landowners could receive additional income by renting their land to a potential CCS 

project.  According to one farmer, “if you want to rent five acres from me and drill the hole over 

here, yeah I’ll sell, I’ll rent it to you cause that’s money (FV39).”  Four respondents in the 

agriculture or forestry industry commented on the possible benefits of CO2 leaks.  They 

speculated that if there was a leak it could benefit plant and crop growth in the area.   One of the 

farming participants claimed, “if it leaks or they spill it, I guess you would just have greener 

grass in the area (FV24).” Another farmer stated, “I wouldn’t mind extra CO2, they add 5-7% 

CO2 to make things grow faster so it’s kind of good for us farmers (FV14).” 

However, seven farmers were conflicted regarding energy development because it ran 

counter to their strong desire to take care of and be stewards of the land.   These farmers often 

were concerned about energy developments on their or nearby lands and what impacts it would 

have on the soil, crops, or animals.   

 

Images 7.22. Agriculture in Fairview   

Left: Cattle in a pasture outside of the Town of Fairview. Right: A field of wheat at sunset.     
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Chapter Summary 

The above results indicate there were a wide variety of perspectives regarding CCS in each case 

study location. Priddis area residents were for the most part opposed to the proposed local carbon 

storage project.  The majority of interviewees had heard of CCS and the proposed university 

research project. Results from Priddis illustrate that residents perceived a risk to their ‘place’ and 

community.  Many residents viewed the project as potentially causing conflict among residents.  

The large majority felt it was ‘industrial’ and did not belong in an area that was perceived as 

valuable ecologically and natural.  It was particularly important to respect the wishes of the 

Cross family and ancestors who protected the area from developments.  Past developments had 

brought concern and conflict to the residents – particularly a past natural gas well and 

subdivision activity.  The community of Priddis developed collective perceptions due to a 

number of factors, including the number of residents who are willing to stand up as leaders and 

organizations that are geared to environmental protection and the sense of place fostered by 

generational longevity.  The Priddis case study provides an excellent example of what happens 

when people are highly attached to an area and will protect their land and community well being 

as they defined this on their terms.  

The majority of Weyburn and Goodwater area residents endorsed the EOR operation. 

This support for carbon injection was related to oil production in the region and therefore growth 

and economic development.  Most Weyburn/Goodwater participants had a high awareness of 

carbon injection (for EOR purposes not for climate change mitigation purposes) and of the 

project in the area. Residents in the Weyburn/Goodwater area perceive the oil industry as part of 

their community. This is one of the primary reasons that the overarching theme in this case study 

was the desire for Cenovus and other oil companies to continue their operations in the Southeast 
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corner of Saskatchewan.  The carbon injection project was viewed as something that sustained 

the agricultural industry and other businesses and services in the area. Carbon injection is seen as 

enhancing oil recovery and thus perpetuating business in the area. Farmers and landowners in the 

area see oil as a part of their land and an activity that sustains their ability to continue a farming 

way of life.  Residents are proud of the oil development in the area and the wealth it brings to its 

people. Rather than disrupting attachment to place, the majority of residents viewed these 

outcomes as strengthening their affinity for the area.  

Fairview residents had varying opinions of a proposed CCS project in their community. 

There were both positive and negative factors that contributed to the community’s perspectives 

of CCS.  It also was clear that there would have to be benefits for both individuals living in the 

area and for the overall community in order for CCS to be supported. The fossil fuel industry is 

important for both the town of Fairview and the surrounding farming areas. Many residents in 

the area viewed the natural gas industry as being part of the land and community.  However this 

was not true for all in the area, especially those who saw developments as harming the land.  

Residents felt that Devon’s presence in the community was very important for jobs, growth and 

economic development.  Many suggested that projects were perceived as more positive if Devon 

was managing them. This implies that trust and good relationships with local residents are 

essential in any future energy development. The Fairview community has reacted in the past 

against (and for) things such as nuclear and hydroelectric projects. Among the primary factors 

driving this collective perception was the presence and strength of local champions, community 

organizations, and communication networks in the area.    

There are a number of factors that determine whether a community will actively come 

together to support or oppose an energy development project including demographic and 
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community sustainability characteristics; place-based knowledge and experience; and 

interactions and relationships among residents. Each of the study area communities has 

demonstrated that community reactions differ when it comes to the oil industry or a CCS project.   

The following chapter discusses some of the similarities and differences between community 

perspectives about the oil industry, CCS and the potential or actual reactions they have had to 

energy development in their locality. This discussion will build on and expand the theoretical 

framework used in this chapter.  
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CHAPTER EIGHT: ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF LOCAL RISK PERCEPTIONS 
ABOUT CCS 

 

Introduction 

In chapter seven I presented the perceptions of CCS developments among populations in each of 

the case study communities researched for this dissertation.  This chapter compares results of the 

case studies and provides a discussion about the role of community and sense of place in the 

support for or opposition to CCS projects. I examine the following original research questions 

through the lens of interactional field theory: 1) how do communities view key issues 

surrounding CCS; 2) what factors contribute to perceptions of CCS; and 3) how do locally 

affected populations view the potential impacts of CCS or other energy developments on 

community (ties to area and local relationships). Discussion of my case study conclusions about 

these research questions provides insight as to why communities may have different perceptions 

of CCS and why some projects are ultimately supported while others are opposed. 

 The discussion presented in this chapter is divided into three parts.  First, I briefly review 

the overall support for or opposition to CCS in the three case study communities.  Second, I 

compare the results from the three community case studies, including: demographic and 

community sustainability characteristics, place-based knowledge and experience factors, and the 

interactions and relationships among residents. The discussion closes with a re-visitation of the 

not-in-my-backyard argument, comparison of results to other locally-affected community 

research, and the consideration of alternative reasons influencing support for or opposition to a 

technological development.  
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A Review of Support for or Opposition to CCS in Case Study Communities 

There were significant differences among the three communities regarding participants’ overall 

support for CCS in their area. Most participants in Weyburn and Goodwater were very 

supportive of the CCS project and felt that EOR was a positive endeavor for local communities 

and the region.  In contrast, Priddis participants were generally very opposed to the proposed 

carbon storage research project in their area.  Interviewees affirmed that the CCS project was not 

consistent with their existing views of the area and the large majority thought that the project 

would not result in any community benefits.  Fairview participants had mixed views about a 

hypothetical CCS project in their area.  Some participants supported the idea of a project in the 

area and felt it would bring additional community growth and sustainability.  Others in Fairview 

opposed the idea because they thought it would bring community conflict or may cause harm to 

their local environment. These case studies clearly indicate that perceptions of a technological 

development such as CCS can vary significantly among communities.  Variation in support or 

opposition to CCS is noteworthy and provides the opportunity to study the complex perceptions 

that surround technological development.  The following section provides a potential explanation 

for the variance in views of CCS by comparing study results through the lens of interactional 

field theory. 

 

Assessing Perceptions: A Comparison of Three Communities   

Chapter three outlined the many existing studies that examine public perceptions of energy 

technologies.   This study establishes that the views of what a ‘benefit’ or ‘risk’ is might differ 

among residents and communities, particularly depending on how they viewed their ‘place’ and 

how they thought the proposed or actual development would affect their community. Given this 
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variation in perceptions of benefits or risks, the local context of a place can greatly influence 

public support of energy developments and perhaps the implementation a CCS project in a 

region.  The results presented in this study are consistent with others that compare communities’ 

support for or opposition to energy developments, such as the importance of local context on the 

acceptance of wind turbine development in the UK (Devine-Wright, 2005) or in Canada 

(Ferguson-Martin and Hill, 2011), natural gas extraction in the United States (Theodori et al., 

2007), or nuclear power in the UK (Venables et al., 2009).  In this section I focus on the 

perceived risks and benefits of CCS among members of each case study community and compare 

these views across cases to draw lessons regarding local perceptions of the technology.52 The 

discussion presented here enhances the risk perception literature by comparing three 

communities at different stages of technological implementation and divergent support for (or 

opposition to) the technology in question. Figure 8.1 provides an overview of the variables that 

factor into how communities perceived CCS or other energy developments.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                

52 Appendix I demonstrates how communities differ regarding participants views of the risks and benefits of CCS.   
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Figure 8.1 Diagram Illustrating Factors in Community Perceptions of CCS 
 

 
 
aNumbers beside variables correspond to numbers in Tables 8.1, 8.2, 8.3.   
 

Interactions and Relationships Among Residents 

This category includes characteristics that define continued interaction and relationships among 

residents in a geographic region. It includes factors such as the informal or formal networks of 

interaction, willingness to mobilize, presence of local champions and relationships among 

residents.  Table 8.1 outlines the four categories that demonstrate the interactions between 

residents and provide a conduit for developing community risk perceptions of an energy system 

development.  

 

 

 

Demographic and Community 
Sustainability Characteristics 
 
5. Access to financial resources 
6. Multi-generational residents 
7. Community growth and sustainability 
8. Dependence on industry 

 

Place-Based Knowledge and Experience  

9. Local peoples experience with developments 
10. Place attachment 
11. Local independence and pride 
12. Concern over biophysical and health issues 
13. Concerns about alleged focusing events 
14. Living off the land  

 

Interactions and Relationships 
Among Residents  
 
1. Community identity and relationships 
2. Communication networks 
3. Presence of local champions 
4. Community networks  
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Table 8.1 Summary of Interactions and Relationships Among Residents 

 

 Participants in each of the three communities described the importance of relationships 

and close bonds among locals in the community. The large majority of residents in each of the 

three areas acknowledged that their close relationships with other residents were both a major 

reason for living in the area and an important aspect of community functioning.  A major 

Priddis Weyburn and Goodwater Fairview 
1. Community identity and relationships  
• Relationships among residents are 

perceived as important and a major 
reason for living in the area.  

• Importance of relationships also 
stated as a reason to dispute 
developments because it may cause 
community tension. 

• Relationships among residents 
seen as very important.   

• Supporting oil industry seen as a 
way to support the community 
and relationships between 
residents.  

• Oil companies (particularly 
Cenovus) seen as ‘part’ of the 
community. 

• Relationships among residents 
seen as critical and a major reason 
to live in area.   

• Supporting the natural gas 
extraction industry is seen as a 
way to support community and 
relationships.   

• Importance of relationships also 
seen as a reason to dispute 
developments because it may 
cause community conflict.   

2.  Communication networks 
• Strong informal and formal 

networks, especially interpersonal 
communication networks.   

• Used communication networks to 
mobilize against project 
developments. 

• Strong informal and formal 
communication networks.   

• Clear communication channels, 
except a few participants were 
worried to speak out against oil 
industry. 

• Strong informal and formal 
communication networks.   

• Networks used to exchange 
information about developments 
such as the proposed nuclear power 
plant or sour gas issues.  

3.  Presence of local champions 
• The Cross family (local 

champions) played a notable role in 
the opposition of the CCS project. 

• Many formal and informal leaders 
in the area are from the oil 
industry. 

• Residents who work in oil 
industry contribute to community 
functioning via membership on 
boards, organizing events and 
mitigating disasters. 

• Leaders described as important 
when mobilizing support for or 
opposition to projects.  

4.  Community networks  
• Residents have established groups 

to mobilize against developments.   
• Residents hold open houses and 

host speakers to talk about water 
issues etc. 

• Could use existing groups and 
networks to challenge CCS project. 

 

• There are many organizations in 
the area that are willing to 
collectively mobilize— 
particularly against natural 
disasters (ex. floods).  

• Oil industry viewed as 
contributing to resources and 
raising funds. 

• Residents discussed ability to 
mobilize at times of need and to 
support and oppose developments. 

• Community organizations created 
to address development problems.   
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difference between the three communities was how residents viewed the role of industry in their 

community and local relationships, that is, whether residents’ viewed industry as part of their 

community.  In Priddis, residents perceived industry as separate from their community.  

Residents in Priddis had homes located in the area, yet many commute to work in the City of 

Calgary.  Industry and industrial activities were seen as something that should be located 

elsewhere.  This was due in large part to residents’ perceptions that the Priddis landscape was 

natural and untouched by industry.  Industry and developments were perceived as something that 

would cause potential conflicts among existing neighbors and community members. These 

potential conflicts were a motivation for opposing projects such as CCS developments.  This idea 

is consistent with Gross’s (1985) Australian study that linked opposition of wind farms to 

concerns about maintaining social well being among residents.  

In contrast to the Priddis case, the majority of Weyburn residents (and to a lesser extent 

Fairview residents) saw the fossil fuel industry as part of their community. The presence and 

need for industry in the area factored into local perceptions about how the community and place 

would be affected by a technological development. Weyburn residents were more likely to 

support existing and potential oil developments because they viewed the oil industry as part of 

their community.  This was partially because many of the oil industry workers were part of the 

community and that the presence of Cenovus enhanced the local economy and provided 

community sustainability.  These community perceptions are consistent with other studies 

demonstrating that residents are more likely to accept developments in their area if there are 

perceived economic benefits for the local area (Rabe, 2000). Fairview residents were more 

divided about how they viewed industry in relation to their community.  Some participants 

thought that supporting the natural gas extraction industry was a way to support their neighbors 
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who were employed by such industries.  Residents also saw new energy developments as a 

potential source of conflict among neighbours and a reason to oppose new developments – they 

previously saw local relationships degrade during the conflict that ensued over a nuclear power 

proposal.  Comparing the results from the three communities, it is clear that support for 

developments will depend on: 1) whether residents see industry as part of or separate from their 

community; and 2) how residents think a development will affect the existing functioning of 

their community and the relationships between local people.  

 Communication networks and the presence of local champions were important in 

developing cohesive bonds between residents and sharing information or perceptions about how 

developments could impact their ‘place.’  Residents in all three case study areas discussed the 

strong formal and informal communication networks present in their communities and stated that 

they used these networks to mobilize their collective efforts against various risks.  In Weyburn, 

many local champions were members of the oil industry.  Many local champions in Priddis also 

were members of the oil industry; however, these members did not extract oil in the Priddis 

area.  There are a number of influential people in Priddis, such as the Cross family, who voiced 

their opposition to the University of Calgary project in regional newspapers.  Some residents 

mentioned that they became opposed to the CCS project once the Cross family publicly 

contested the proposal.  An important conclusion is that developers must be able to identify the 

influential (and well trusted) people in a community and work with these individuals to 

disseminate information about a project. If these local champions are opposed to a proposal it 

may be difficult to implement a project because they can influence collective perceptions.  On 

the other hand, if a community does not want a project it would behoove local residents to 
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identify local champions and encourage them to speak out against the project in order to 

convince others. 

 Each of the three case study communities have strong community networks that have 

experience with past mobilization of collective efforts – residents had a history of relating to one 

another and working together to accomplish community goals.  The majority of Weyburn 

residents stated that community networks have formed to deal with risks such as natural 

disasters. A number of residents stated that Weyburn could mobilize because there were many 

volunteers in the area and also due to the large resource contributions (financial and human 

capital) from the oil industry and took into account the fact that many industry members 

functioned as part of their community.  Fairview residents also described the formation of 

community networks to mobilize against both natural disasters (e.g. flooding) and potential 

developments (e.g. pig barns, nuclear power plant proposal) but did not tie mobilization efforts 

to the natural gas industry in the area. There were no organizations in Priddis dedicated to the 

CCS project; however, there were groups dedicated to organizing in opposition to other 

developments.  For example, the Priddis Millarville Residents Association debated 

developments53 and hosted speakers to talk about water issues.  Participants stated that these 

organizations had the capacity to reorganize and focus their efforts on the CCS project.  Priddis 

residents mentioned the large number of volunteers, partially due to the many retirees and 

community groups in the area.  

This research also may help explain why ‘NIMBY sentiments’ do not automatically 

occur when residents first hear about local CCS plans.  Researchers in the Netherlands found that 

                                                

53 Debates included residential and recreational developments. 
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residents became opposed to existing CCS demonstration projects (such as the Beeskow and 

Barendrecht CCS projects) at a later point in project development (Terwel and Daamen, 2012). 

The Netherlands research is constant with findings from the Priddis case study, as it seemed that 

residents were not initially opposed to the local CCS project.  Terwel and Daamen (2012) 

provide three reasons for why opposition may begin at a later date including: 1) public 

knowledge of CCS increases as a project develops and local residents may begin to fear certain 

aspect of CCS that they were originally not aware of; 2) issues such as lack of trust in decision 

makers (e.g. issues other than the technology itself) could instill negative feelings about local 

projects; 3) poor public engagement practices could create skepticism among community 

members.  This study provides a fourth reason for opposition to CCS to begin at a later date.  

After residents hear about a project they may discuss shared concern about community and place 

with other local residents and negative (or possibly positive) perceptions of developments can 

ensue from those discussions.   

 

Demographics and Community Sustainability Characteristics 

Demographic and community sustainability characteristics include factors such as in-migration, 

access to financial resources and dependence on industry.  The discussion provided here is based 

on interviews, attending community events, observations and census data.  Table 8.2 outlines the 

four primary demographic and community sustainability factors that influenced case study 

residents’ perceptions of CCS or other energy system developments. Perceived or actual changes 

to these local factors as a result of the energy development also have the potential to impact local 

perceptions of a project.   
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Table 8.2 Summary of Demographic and Community Sustainability Characteristics 
 

 
This study demonstrates that access to financial resources (and where the communities 

financial resources come from) was a factor in perceptions of a project.  The average Priddis 

resident had a family income that is double the average Albertan’s family income; yet this 

income was not often tied to natural resource extraction or industrial development in the 

immediate area. In Fairview and Weyburn, the average resident had a much lower income than 

those living in Priddis and these financial resources may be linked to the industry developing the 

Priddis Weyburn/Goodwater Fairview 
5.  Access to financial resources  
• Family income is double the AB 

average.  
• Many residents do not rely on 

income from natural resource 
extraction in the immediate area.    

• Income is equal to SK average. 
• Many residents have gained 

financial resources from the oil 
extraction industry in the area. 

• Income is equal to AB average.    
• Many residents have gained 

financial resources from the 
natural gas extraction industry 
in the area. 

6.  Multi-generational residents  
• Many multi-generational families 

seen as local leaders.   
• Locals discussed need to respect 

ancestors’ wishes to keep land 
undeveloped and ‘natural.’ 

• Some farmers discussed the need to 
keep the oil industry in the area to 
continue family farms (additional 
oil income kept multi-generational 
farms operational). 

• Some farmers saw energy 
developments as detrimental to 
the area (e.g. need to care for the 
land and protect it from 
developments). 

• Residents discussed the need for 
additional income from gas 
extraction to keep multi-
generational farms operational.   

7. Community growth and sustainability  
• Majority did not see a need for 

additional developments in the area. 
• Population growth associated with the 

project was not discussed, as there 
would not likely be any change. 

• Most participants felt the local 
economy was stable and did not want 
additional growth. 

• Majority stated population growth 
from EOR was beneficial. 

• Population is increasing due to EOR 
(this is perceived as positive). 

• Growth of economy and jobs viewed 
as critical for ongoing sustainability 
of community.  

• Oil extraction and carbon injection 
seen as a path to continue to build 
community in the area. 

• Majority stated that population 
growth was needed for 
community stability. 

• Population is decreasing. 
• Need for community growth 

and jobs viewed as major 
reason for supporting energy 
developments. 

8. Dependence on industry  
• Low dependency on industrial 

activities in the Priddis area. 
• There is a high dependence on 

industry in the area (particularly 
agriculture and oil).   

• Oil industry supplements many 
farmers’ incomes.   

• Majority discussed the 
importance of the fossil fuel 
industry in the area because it 
supplemented incomes and 
created jobs.   
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energy project. Therefore, residents in Fairview and Weyburn would be more likely to accept an 

EOR project if it would sustain local existing industry or attract new business to the area.  

 The presence of multi-generational families was an important aspect in community and 

place based risk perceptions in the three communities (more than 67% of residents in the three 

communities were at least third-generation residents).  Residents in each of the three case study 

communities mentioned that multi-generational residents living in the area were often respected 

and would protect the community from potential risks (this is related to the local champions 

factor discussed in the earlier section). The presence of multi-generational families resulted in 

different outcomes regarding support for CCS. These outcomes can be explained by the 

framework used in this dissertation and its theoretical understanding that varying characteristics 

of a local population intersect to result in different outcomes of the same local characteristic (e.g. 

different legacies or perceptions based on multi-generational residency).  In all three 

communities it was apparent that multi-generational residents desired community sustainability 

and a continued way-of-life that they and/or their ancestors created. However, what differed was 

the way-of-life that these residents had cultivated and which current residents wanted to 

perpetuate. Multi-generational farmers in Weyburn and Fairview discussed the need to respect 

their ancestors by keeping family farms in business. Keeping the farm often meant drawing on 

oil or gas revenue during poor-yielding years, thus increasing support for energy development. 

Weyburn and Fairview, residents also expressed trepidation about young people leaving their 

communities, leading to more support for resource extraction to increase the number of jobs in 

the area and retain residents.  In Priddis, multi-generational residents commonly expressed 

concern about preserving the natural character of the landscape that their ancestor’s cherished, a 

character that was threatened by a potential increase in residents and industry. Thus it is the 
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intersection of multi-generational family presence with other community characteristics that 

influence outcomes. Another important difference between locations, and one that intersects with 

the characteristics described above are the different ties to land that exist among residents in the 

three communities. These differences further affect the outcomes observed with relation to CCS 

perceptions.  In Fairview and Weyburn there is a history and pride in the agriculture and fossil 

fuel industry. These are people who respect the practice of “working on the land,” provided it is 

done in a way that does not harm the environment.  These ties to the land, multi-generational 

practices of “working the land” and need for economic stability manifests in the acceptance (or 

encouragement) of oil industry to maintain community, ties to the land and way of life. In 

contrast, Priddis residents’ ties to the land are based on its “natural” character and their desire to 

respect their ancestors’ wishes to conserve the area. Their significant financial resources ensure 

that they do not need the added economic benefit that may come from a CCS development, nor 

do they particularly want more industry in the area. Thus while all three areas contain some of 

the same local characteristics (e.g. multi-generational families, ties to the land, desire to maintain 

ecosystem health) it is the variable expression of these characteristics, and the way they play out 

with relation to each other, that lead to different outcomes in terms of support for or opposition 

to CCS.  

The most salient factor in the ‘demographic and community sustainability characteristics’ 

category included residents’ perceived need for population and local economic growth. CCS 

developments may have the capacity to bring additional residents and commerce to the local 

area. The possibility of growth or increased visitors in Priddis was generally viewed as a 

negative. Residents chose to live on the outskirts of the City of Calgary partly to experience the 

rural ‘natural’ environment that contained fewer developments and local businesses. In contrast 
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to Priddis, an increase in population and developments were viewed as one of the greatest 

benefits tied to CCS in the Weyburn and Fairview areas.  Both Weyburn and Fairview residents 

were also concerned about the potential depopulation of the surrounding smaller communities.  

This was not necessarily a concern for Priddis residents, because Priddis is a smaller community 

and Calgary is the major business hub of the region. Economic growth was not a priority for 

Priddis residents because: 1) there were fewer local businesses, 2) it was primarily a residential 

area, 3) residents had higher incomes in comparison to other study sites, and 4) an influx of 

residents was not desirable. Both Weyburn and Fairview residents wanted community growth to 

provide economic sustainability for the city (or town) and the outlying regions.  Weyburn 

residents saw carbon injection as a way to increase oil production in the area, which would 

provide jobs and growth.  Many Fairview residents perceived a need to bring more industrial 

development to the area.  Therefore, some participants stated that they would accept any kind of 

development whether it was waste disposal, mining, or energy development – so long as it 

promoted growth.   The increase in economic development tied to CCS (or EOR) was seen as 

one of the greatest benefits of the technology in the Weyburn and Fairview areas.  This is 

consistent with other research that has demonstrated how the need for economic sustainability 

can outweigh residents concern about risks or changes to the landscape.  Examples include 

communities’ support for hazardous waste disposal sites (Rabe, 2005), tourism development 

(Perdue et al., 1990; Lankford and Howard, 1994), mining development (Esteves, 2008) or waste 

incineration facilities (Petts, 1992).  

 Local economic dependence on industry, specifically the oil or natural gas industries, was 

found to have a large influence on residents’ support for CCS.  Priddis residents did not mention 

this factor because most are not dependent on local industry. There are a large number of people 
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in Priddis who work in the oil or fossil fuel industry, but this occurs mainly outside the area they 

live in.  Hence, Priddis residents perceive their locality primarily as a residential area that they 

want to protect from development. Statistics Canada (2006) indicates that residents in Priddis are 

highly educated and work in a variety of industries (e.g. they are less dependent on one industry). 

Both Weyburn and Fairview have economies that depend heavily on the local fossil fuel 

industry.  Almost half the residents in these communities work in natural resource industries (e.g. 

agriculture and fossil fuel extraction).  There are also fewer residents who have post-secondary 

education and are more likely to work in the trades.  Therefore, it is conceivable that residents 

would be less likely to oppose additional activities from local industry. In other words, locals in 

Fairview and Weyburn do not want to oppose industries that are perceived as supporting their 

community. 

 

Place-Based Knowledge and Experience 

Factors associated with ‘place-based knowledge and experience’ include ‘sense of place’ and 

connections to the land.  This category also incorporates attachment to or reverence for local 

wildlife and the landscape or intimate knowledge of the local area or its ecology.  Table 8.3 

illustrates six place-based knowledge and experience factors that influenced case study residents’ 

perceptions of local energy system development.  

 

Table 8.3 Summary of Place-Based Knowledge and Experience 

Priddis Weyburn/Goodwater Fairview 
9. Local peoples experience with developments 
• Negative experience with a past 

natural gas drilling operation.  
• Industry, housing, and recreational 

• Great deal of experience with 
oil industry, many residents 
grew up with oil infrastructure 

• Great deal of experience with 
drilling and natural gas extraction 
industry.   
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developments are generally not 
encouraged in the area.   
 

(not a new risk).  
• Majority stated that their 

experience with development 
has been positive. 

• Majority stated that their 
experience with natural gas 
drilling has been positive.   

• Most acknowledged that problems 
with drilling and pipelines were 
resolved quickly.  

10. Place attachment 
• Almost all commented on 

‘picturesque’ landscape and desire to 
keep it in a natural state.  

• Oil infrastructure perceived as a 
source of pride and part of the 
landscape.   

• Some described the beauty of 
natural landscape; this was often 
associated with concern about 
developments.   

• Some described fossil fuel industry 
infrastructure as a source of pride 
and part of the landscape.  

11. Local independence and pride 
• Many stated that they were proud to 

live in a ‘rural’ area and be 
independent. 

• Pride in being ‘rural’ and most 
expressed a desire to continue 
with rural lifestyle.   

• Oil industry seen as something 
that would allow local 
populations to continue 
independent lifestyle. 

• Residents described a desire to be 
self-sufficient.  

• Many discussed the ‘pioneer spirit’ 
of the area and stated that residents 
were more aggressive in pursuing 
developments (like energy 
systems) to continue rural lifestyle.   

12. Concern over biophysical and health issues 
• Concerned about CO2 contaminating 

water sources.  
• Concerned about wildlife and 

impacts to local conservation area. 
• Concerned about possible 

earthquakes. 

• Very little concern about EOR 
issues.  Some concerned about 
contaminants affecting water 
sources. 

• There have been few negative 
experiences with EOR. 

•  Concerned about possible 
earthquakes. 

• No concern about CO2 
contaminating groundwater.  

• Concern about possible earthquakes 
as a result of CO2 injection.   
Residents argued that injecting CO2 
would cause underground pressure.  
 

13. Concerns about focusing events (i.e. alleged CO2 leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project) 
• High awareness about allegations of 

a CO2 leak.   
• Some residents were concerned 

about the possibility of a similar leak 
in area. 

• Some residents were not concerned 
because they did not think a leak 
would occur in Priddis. 

• High awareness of the leak 
allegations.   

• Majority did not believe there 
was a leak.   

• High trust in Cenovus. 
• Knowledge of monitoring and 

trust in many scientists in area. 

• Residents had varying concerns 
about leak.   

• Some thought pipeline leaks were 
inevitable.   

• Some thought that those who 
made leak allegations were just 
trying to get money.   

• Residents thought monitoring was 
important. 

14. Living off the land (regarding agriculture) 
• Few discussed this factor. • Many (particularly farmers) 

discussed importance of holding 
onto their farms, particularly in 
low-yielding years. 

• Oil industry supplemented 
income. 

• Agriculture significant industry in 
the area and some farmers rely on 
surface payments.  

• Some felt it was important to look 
after the land and protect it from 
developments. 
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Local residents’ past experience with industrial activities was a crucial factor in whether 

they would support or oppose a project.  The overarching question involving past experience 

was: How did past developments benefit (or harm) the community? There have been few 

‘industrial’ developments in Priddis.  One exception was a natural gas well that negatively 

impacted the health of residents.  This development tainted residents’ views of future projects 

such as CCS, even though the proposed University of Calgary project may not have similar 

issues.  Upreti (2004) discusses a similar situation in his study of biomass development in the 

UK.  He concluded that researchers must understand communities’ past experiences with 

developments in order to understand residents’ support for or opposition to local projects.   

There have been many industrial developments in Fairview and Weyburn and these 

projects were generally perceived as benefiting the communities and residents through economic 

growth and jobs.  Residents in Weyburn and Fairview acknowledged that there were problems 

with fossil fuel extraction, but most mentioned that issues were resolved quickly and satisfactory.  

For these reasons they were supportive of additional developments.  Therefore, communities 

where industrial activity has benefited the community and has been seen as positive are more 

receptive to additional activity in their region.  

Perceived stigma is often discussed as a reason for project opposition (Slovic et al., 1994).  

However, stigma towards energy development was not a factor in Fairview or Weyburn.  Both 

Weyburn and Fairview residents indicated they would be or were proud of CCS development in 

their area.  This phenomenon is similar to the case described in chapter three where building a 

waste disposal site at Swan Hills resulted in community pride (Kuhn and Ballard, 1998). In 

Fairview, residents stated that a CCS project could be perceived as beneficial because: 1) 

residents were seen as doing something “good” for the environment; or 2) other communities 
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would perceive that the community “had money” because it was associated with fossil fuels (if it 

was an EOR project). Residents in Weyburn felt pride in ongoing CCS developments because 

they ‘were pioneering’ innovative technology to help continue fossil fuel extraction. This could 

also be due to the framing of the Weyburn project strictly as a carbon injection EOR project – 

even the name ‘The Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project’ reflects that it is not framed as a GHG 

reduction technology.  Residents in Weyburn were proud: 1) of the international notability of the 

project; 2) that high profile people like Barack Obama knew of the area; and 3) that scientists 

came to the area to study the local project.  

 Residents in all three case study communities felt a strong affinity for the locality they 

live in.   The main difference between cases was the meaning that residents imbued that place 

with and what it meant to locals in that community. As described previously, Priddis residents 

viewed their area as natural or untouched and they wanted to keep it that way. This idea is 

illustrated by the communities’ support for the Rothney Astrophysics Observatory (RAO).54 The 

RAO was consistent with Priddis residents’ values (e.g. natural preservation of the landscape 

through dark skies) but CCS was inconsistent with their values (i.e. ‘unnatural’ development).  In 

contrast, Weyburn residents perceived industry and its development (e.g. oil wells, 

infrastructure) as part of their landscape, partly because many people grew up with industry and 

oil infrastructure.   

Residents of all three case study communities expressed pride that they lived a ‘rural 

lifestyle.’ However, Priddis residents did not require local jobs to continue to live in the area, 

                                                

54 The RAO is located on the same parcel of land as the proposed CCS project.  It is a research facility for the 
University of Calgary’s Department of Physics and Astronomy.  Further discussion of this project is located in 
chapter 6. 
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they could work in Calgary and ‘live’ in Priddis. This allowed them to pursue the idea of a 

‘natural’ area through conservation and restricted growth.  In Fairview and Weyburn there are 

fewer opportunities to make a living and residents perceived a need to use local resources to 

continue a ‘rural lifestyle.’  Thus this study reveals that there is a strong link between support for 

CCS in an area and the desire to ‘live off the land.’  There have been periods of flooding and 

droughts in Weyburn and many residents employed in agriculture have relied on secondary jobs 

or income. This includes working in the oil field and/or receiving surface lease payments from 

the oil industry.  In Fairview, some residents had similar sentiments about the need for secondary 

income to continue ‘living off the land.’  However, there were also those who felt that ‘living off 

the land’ meant protecting it from developments such as CCS.    

An increase in road traffic was a potential or actual negative outcome of CCS 

development in all three case study communities. Priddis residents were the most troubled by the 

potential increase in traffic.  Other research also has found that the increase in traffic is often a 

concern among residents faced with an energy development.   Examples include biomass 

developments in the UK (Upreti, 2004) and wind turbines in the Netherlands (Pederson, 2004).  

Fairview and Weyburn residents acknowledged that traffic was a negative outcome associated 

with CCS but also recognized that it was associated with growth and development.  Hence, 

population and economic growth outweighed the increased traffic associated with developments. 

Residents in Priddis also were concerned with the increase in overall noise.55 Similar concerns 

were not mentioned in Fairview and Weyburn, and could be due in part to the strong perception 

                                                

55 Increased noise was associated with more traffic, machines, equipment and people.  
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that Priddis had a ‘natural setting’—noise would disrupt wildlife and conception of a natural 

landscape. 

Priddis residents commonly discussed the pleasure of having wildlife in their backyard, 

which added to the natural setting.  The potential impact of energy development on wildlife is 

often a common concern for residents, for example wind turbines harming birds and bats 

(Devine-Wright, 2005).  Concern about wildlife was not discussed in Fairview or Weyburn.  In 

fact, Fairview residents discussed the need to reduce deer populations because of the damage 

they cause to crops. It was clear that most participants in Weyburn and Fairview recognized their 

surrounding landscape as a place where they resided and worked.  For many respondents in 

Priddis, the area was a place to reside and work was done elsewhere. 

A biophysical hazard, such as a possible CO2 leak, was a concern in all three of 

communities.  The salience of this concern could have been exacerbated by the January 2011 

allegation of a leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project. The threat of a CO2 leak contaminating 

drinking water was one of the reasons for opposition of the proposed CCS project in Priddis.  A 

couple of people in the Weyburn area were worried about the local drinking water.  No one 

mentioned the concern to drinking water in Fairview because the area does not get water from 

local ground sources; it is transported to the town and municipality by pipeline from the Peace 

River.  Thus it is important to understand: 1) what people know about their region, and 2) 

residents’ existing concerns about the area.  Wustenhagen et al. (2007) state that developers need 

to ask: “Is specific local, tacit knowledge used or is the community only expected to say ‘yes’?” 

(p. 2686).  Put another way, acknowledging local knowledge could be a factor in procedural 

fairness.  Procedural fairness was discussed in chapter three and refers to whether individuals 

feel they have had a voice in a decision making process (McLeod et al., 1999). 
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Residents in all three communities mentioned seismic events as a potential risk from 

CCS.  Fairview residents were the most concerned about seismic events.  This could be linked to 

two past earthquakes near Fairview and the fact that many residents associated these seismic 

events to fossil fuel extraction activities. The U.S. Department of Energy reports that there has 

been no harmful induced seismicity associated with any CCS or EOR project as of February 

2011 (NETL, 2013).  It is currently difficult to assess the risks of induced seismicity from CCS, 

partly due to fact that there are few large-scale CO2 storage projects (National Academies, 2012).  

However, a report from the National Academies (2012) has stated that CCS may have the 

potential for inducing seismic events due to increases in pore pressure over time suggesting that 

intuitive fears may not always be groundless.56  This again points to the importance of knowing 

residents’ history, prior concerns regarding the area and traditional ecological knowledge. 

Traditional Ecological Knowledge (TEK) is a well-established concept in Indigenous research 

(Berkes et al., 2000).  A definition of TEK is “a sophisticated knowledge possessed by a group or 

individual about an environment as a result of having lived in and observed an environment for 

generations. It is both evolving and current, and incorporates an historical, cultural and spiritual 

perspective of existence in that environment” (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2010). Many 

developments that affect Indigenous groups are either encouraged or required to take into 

account TEK in environmental assessments and technological development decisions. It could be 

argued that this concept could also be applied to rural communities with inter-generational 

residents, particularly the three communities studied as the majority of residents are third (or 

                                                

56 The risk of induced seismic events can be minimized by in proper site selection, design, and the operation of 
storage sites (National Research Council, 2012; NETL, 2013; IEA GHG, 2012). 
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more) generation residents – many of whom have a deep connection with and understanding of 

the land.        

 How residents view focusing events (such as allegations of the CO2 leak near Weyburn) 

also have the potential to impact support or opposition of a CCS project. The three communities 

viewed the allegations of a leak at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project very differently.  Many 

Priddis residents stated that the allegations affected their views of the proposed CCS project; 

particularly if a CO2 leak could cause harm to the local drinking water or to Pine Creek.  Other 

residents acknowledged that Priddis was a different ‘place’ than Weyburn and stated that a leak 

may not happen in Priddis because they recognized the differences in the two areas in regards to 

geology, industry development and other place specific characteristics. In Weyburn most 

participants stated that there was no leak.  Most participants said that they were aware of the 

extensive CO2 testing and monitoring in the area; were aware of the number of scientists who 

studied the enhanced oil recovery processes; and furthermore most residents had experienced 10 

years57 with no major problems associated with the local project. Fairview residents had varying 

concerns about the allegation. Some Fairview residents thought there would definitely be a leak 

(in Weyburn and possibly in Fairview if a project were built) – because residents had experience 

with the risks associated with fossil fuel extraction and recognized that risks (such as leaks and 

contamination) are inevitable. Residents in Weyburn were not as concerned about the allegations 

of a leak because they trusted Cenovus and believed that the company would not put residents at 

risk. 

 

                                                

57 The project had been operating for approximately 10 years at the time of this case study. 
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Towards a Theory of Community Risk Perceptions 

The framework derived from interactional field theory and used in this analysis can provide an 

increased understanding of the factors influencing risk perceptions among residents who are 

affected by energy developments.  It acknowledges that the connections between individuals in a 

community (Wilkinson, 1991) and between a community and its environment (Field and Burch, 

1988) provide important context influencing communities’ support for or opposition of CCS 

development and the reasons why reactions to the technology differ among communities. The 

research presented here extends interactional field theory and demonstrates that community 

interactions (between community members and their environment) can be the foundation for 

collective risk perceptions in pursuit of a greater well-being at the local scale (see Brennan, 

2007; Luloff and Swanson, 1995; Kemmis, 1990). In the following sections I reiterate how such 

interactions influenced risk perceptions in the three cases studied for this dissertation and how 

this framework and theoretical perspective has been extended to examine community risk 

perceptions. 

Residents in the three areas displayed shared or ‘community risk perceptions’ towards 

energy development in their area.  The Priddis case study demonstrates the role of place and 

community factors in the shared negative perceptions and ultimate opposition of the CCS 

project. Residents utilized their community networks, relationships and communication networks 

as a conduit to bond over and discuss concerns about their place and community.  In Weyburn, 

residents’ relationships and networks included the oil industry; the CCS project was seen as 

beneficial for their community and would allow residents to continue living in the area. The lack 

of action against the project demonstrates that there was a shared perception of benefit to both 

individuals and community.  In Fairview, the risk perceptions of CCS were hypothetical; yet, the 
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findings still demonstrate that through networks and relationships, the community developed 

shared risk perceptions about their community and place.   

The following diagram illustrates how shared risk perceptions emerge among those who 

share concern about their place and community. 

 

Figure 8.2. Diagram Demonstrating Process of Shared Community Risk Perceptions  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Diagram Explanation - Shared risk perceptions can emerge from interactions among 

people who care about each other and the place they live.  Residents in communities will discuss 

or interact on shared issues about CCS such as how the project will affect: 1) demographic and 

community sustainability characteristics, and 2) place-based knowledge and experience. These 

communications and interactions can cement a shared meaning of place that reinforces and 
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reflects the social construction of risk regarding CCS. The shared understanding of a risk to 

community (place and local residents) develops both individual risk perceptions (e.g. risk to 

oneself; how will a development affect me?) and a shared community risk perception (e.g. risk to 

the community; how will a development affect my place and the people living in it?).  

Furthermore, these individual and community risk perceptions reinforce each other.  In other 

words, a risk may affect community well being which may ultimately affect individual well-

being and vice-versa.  

  

Conclusions About Collective Perceptions About Place and Community 

In each community, residents’ perceptions of how a development would affect place and 

community variables resulted in different perceptions of CCS.  Future examination of how these 

variables interact and the communication practices present in different communities faced with 

energy developments could provide the basis for a systematic approach to predict how a 

community may perceive the risks and benefits of these projects. While each characteristic 

identified in this study factored into perceptions of CCS, it was the variable expression of three 

key factors that seemed to play the most significant role in community support of a development 

including: 1) the community’s relationship with and attachment to place, 2) previous experience 

with industrial developments, and 3) the perceived need for further development to maintain 

community sustainability.  By variable expression, I mean that communities often differed with 

respect to these characteristics. For instance, the relationship with and attachment to place in 

Priddis was one characterized by stewardship and a view of ‘naturalness,’ while in Fairview and 

Weyburn the relationship with and attachment to place is one of working landscapes and rural 

farming. This does not mean one attachment is stronger or more useful that the other. Likewise, 
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the form of these expressions for key characteristics drives their function on community support. 

In Priddis, the attachment observed led to opposition because it would harm the existing 

attachment to place. In Weyburn, CCS development would allow that attachment to be 

perpetuated. Thus it is important to conceive of the characteristics identified here as a variable 

continuum or axis of potential attachments, perceptions or local resources. The expression of 

these characteristics, that is, how they play out in the local context, and their combination with 

other elements, will ultimately help better understand support or opposition.  For example, would 

Weyburn be as supportive of CCS development if they did not think local oil industry was part 

of their community and rely on them for economic growth? What about if their perception of the 

landscape did not include oil extraction? Perhaps they might then oppose CCS development.  By 

examining the factors described throughout this chapter researchers may be able to better 

understand how a community is likely to perceive a project in their area.  

 

Comparison with Other ‘Locally-Affected Community’ Research About CCS 

Chapter three provides an in-depth review of studies examining locally affected residents’ 

perceptions of CCS.  This section examines how the Priddis, Weyburn or Fairview case studies 

compare to other CCS studies examining local residents’ perceptions about technical risks, 

benefits to the community, and perceived perceptions of place. 

 Similar to other studies in the United Kingdom (Shackley et al., 2005) and the United 

States (Wong-Parodi and Ray, 2009), residents in Weyburn, Fairview and Priddis were 

concerned about catastrophic leaks and induced seismicity (albeit their concern levels differed).  

Priddis residents were concerned about the experimental nature of the proposed CCS project and 

did not want to be ‘guinea pigs,’ which is analogous with residents in the United Kingdom faced 



 

220 

with a proposed CCS project (Shakley et al., 2005). Residents in Weyburn reacted differently 

from those in Priddis or the UK with regards to CCS as they thought the local project was well 

understood and perceived little technical risk associated with the project.   As such, this research 

further substantiates how perceptions of CCS may differ among communities in various 

geographic areas.   

The majority of CCS case studies have concluded that communities require local benefits 

that result from technology development (see for example Oltra et al., 2010; Wong-Parodi and 

Ray, 2009; Bradbury et al., 2009).  Research on risk perceptions in the Netherlands demonstrates 

that compensation (e.g. direct monetary payments, creation of local jobs, community 

development), while not a panacea, has the potential to help prevent or solve CCS siting 

controversies (ter Mors et al., 2012).  The Weyburn and Fairview case studies presented in this 

dissertation partially support ter Mors and colleagues’ research on compensation (2012), and also 

helps illuminate cases where compensation will not be effective or even inappropriate.  Many of 

the residents in these two communities assumed that they would receive compensation from the 

CCS developer.  This was in part due to the fact that landowners in Weyburn and Fairview 

already received payments from other energy development activities (i.e. gas extraction in 

Fairview and oil extraction in Weyburn).  Therefore, if a CCS project is located in an area where 

residents already receive land-use payments, residents may expect compensation for CO2 

injection on their land. However, it was unlikely that compensation would engender support for 

CCS development in Priddis, as residents were less interested in financial compensation for land 

use and more invested in land use preservation values.  

This dissertation research supports European studies that conclude ‘community fit’ is an 

important factor in public acceptance of a CCS project (Oltra, 2012).  Researchers (see Mahon, 



 

221 

2012) have hypothesized that local perceptions may be more positive in areas where there is a 

history that fits well with the concept of CCS – for example, a place with natural resource 

extraction history. Community fit was stated as a reason why the Ketzin CCS research project 

was accepted – the region was already familiar with the natural gas industry (Oltra, 2012).  

Similarly CCS was likely viewed as positive in Weyburn and Fairview because there was already 

a history of natural resource extraction in the areas.  

The Priddis case study provides a contrast for other risk perception research on 

experimental CCS projects (e.g. Ketzin and Hantomin).  Case study research on experimental 

(i.e. non-commercial) CCS projects concluded that there was more support for projects led by 

research institutions because they are more trusted than industry representatives (Oltra et al., 

2012).  In addition, residents who lived near the Ketzin and Hantomin projects (experimental 

CCS projects) felt their local communities would benefit from visitors, such as researchers, to the 

region (Oltra, 2012).  However, as demonstrated by the Priddis case study, it is not always true 

that a project will be accepted if it is lead by a research institution.  Even though the University 

of Calgary had strong, positive relationships with the community through the RAO and the 

geoscience field school, local residents did not support the proposed carbon storage project.  

Residents also did not perceive there would be a benefit from increased visitors to the region, a 

factor demonstrated in the other experimental CCS projects (Oltra, 2012).  This indicates that 

even communities with similar types of projects may have different perceptions about the 

benefits or risks associated with CCS.   

This research provides the opportunity to further examine how perceptions associated 

with the amount of CO2 stored in an area as part of a CCS project influences support for the 

project as a whole.  Approximately 6,500 tonnes of CO2 per day is injected in the Weyburn area.  
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It was proposed that 600 tonnes of CO2 per year would be injected at the Priddis site.  An 

interesting finding was the complete lack of participant discussion about the amount of CO2 

stored (i.e. no resident in Priddis or Weyburn referred to the amount of CO2 stored).  This 

contradicts research by Oltra et al. (2012) who concluded that residents living near the proposed 

Ketzin CCS project felt more comfortable with the project due to the minor quantities of CO2 

injected.  In this study, Priddis residents only cared that there would be CO2 injected in the area, 

not that it was a relatively small amount of CO2.  There could be two possible explanations for 

why the relatively small amount of CO2 did not engender support for the project: 1) residents 

may have difficulty comprehending the amount of CO2 injected because it is stored underground 

and cannot be seen; or 2) Priddis residents felt the practice of injecting CO2 was contrary to the 

values they placed on the land (i.e. it was natural and untouched) and even a small amount of 

CO2 would affect their views of the land.   The viewpoints of Weyburn and Priddis residents can 

be, at least partially, explained when these viewpoints are situated within the context of 

relationships to a particular place.  

 

Critique of the ‘NIMBY’ Argument 

Chapter three provided a history and summary of the not-in-my-backyard argument. Proponents 

of the NIMBY argument suggest that local populations will not support a technological risk in 

their locality.  The common belief associated with this argument is that residents who are 

resisting a development are being irrational and selfish (Mazmanian and Morell, 1990).  The 

research presented here demonstrates that this argument may not hold true for all communities.  

There were no interviewees who opposed CCS and provided no reason for opposing the 

technology or specific projects.  Rather, residents discussed what was important to them as an 
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individual and community and why the project did or did not fit with the values of their 

community or sense of place. In the following paragraphs I revisit arguments critiquing the 

NIMBY concept and discuss them in the terms of this research. 

 A major critique of the NIMBY concept is that it is a simplistic description of very 

complex positions of support or objection (Devine-Wright, 2005; Ellins et al., 2007). As 

discussed throughout this dissertation, there are very complex factors behind the support for or 

opposition to an energy development project.  This is illustrated by the fact that all three 

communities studies had different perceptions of CCS, which are in turn influenced by varying 

perceptions about local industry, different historical contexts, community sustainability and 

locals’ attachment to the landscape. There was a local context behind each community’s decision 

to accept or oppose a project.  To ignore the fact that there is a local context behind residents’ 

perceptions of CCS or other energy developments means that stakeholders will likely not 

understand the communities’ perspectives or be able to develop the communications required for 

a two-way discussion with residents.   

 Devine-Wright (2005) argues that the NIMBY argument does not account for cases that 

find positive views toward technology among people who live close to risks.  The research 

presented in this study confirms this is a valid critique of the NIMBY argument.  The concept 

behind this phenomenon (i.e. that local populations most often will not support a technological 

risk in their locality) was false among two community populations studied here. Residents such 

as those in Fairview and Weyburn were very supportive of energy development ‘in-their-

backyard’ for a variety of reasons. 

 A final critique of the NIMBY is that focus is placed on the importance of individual 

(instead of group) conceptions for health concerns and property, or what roles local residents 
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play in fostering opposition to facilities and developments (Steelman and Carmin, 1998).  The 

research presented here illustrates that ‘community’ plays a significant role in the perceptions of 

CCS.  Residents took into account the risks and benefits not only to themselves but also to the 

whole community.  This study accounts for shared community risk perceptions in the opposition 

(and support) of a CCS or other energy developments.  

This study demonstrated that in the case of CCS development, the typical NIMBY 

argument is too simplistic and may not account for community support or the complex nature of 

residents’ perceptions. Whereas the NIMBY argument is typically used to represent a generic 

opposition to a given project, the framework utilized throughout this dissertation can be used to 

highlight the specific local characteristics and relationships that help explain why a community 

reacts in a specific way to technological development. Such recognition provides a more nuanced 

understanding of support for or opposition to any development.  I argue that the continued 

utilization of the NIMBY term by academics, industry and policy makers negatively impacts 

relationships with potentially affected communities by not recognizing well-founded concerns or 

suggesting residents are being selfish or irrational (Dear, 1992).  It is important to recognize 

local contexts and residents’ concerns about their community and place rather than repudiating a 

communities’ perceptions as irrational – only then can research on local residents’ perceptions 

accurately account for support for or opposition to CCS or other potentially risky technological 

developments.   

 

Chapter Summary 

Residents’ desire for positive interrelationships and to ‘maintain the peace’ between residents 

was an important factor in the support for or opposition of CCS and other potential energy 
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developments. Communities who viewed industry as part of the community were more likely to 

be supportive of further industrial activities.  In contrast, residents who perceived industry as 

separate from the community were more likely to oppose industrial projects.  

One of the most important factors in community agency was the presence of formal or 

informal local leaders or champions.  In Priddis, the Cross family was instrumental in the 

opposition of the University of Calgary CCS project, partially because of their influence and 

respect in the community.  Residents respected the Cross family’s wishes to keep the area 

‘natural’ and were unlikely to go against the Cross family in support of a CCS project in the area. 

In Weyburn, local champions were important to mobilization, but residents often recognized the 

importance of local champions who work in the oil industry. These Weyburn local leaders, who 

also depended on the oil extraction industry for their livelihood, would be less likely to oppose 

the industry and oppose a CCS (or EOR) project in the area.  

 Demographic and community sustainability factors played a key role in a community’s 

ability to mobilize in support of or opposition to energy developments. Communities where 

residents have large incomes independent of local industry (e.g. Priddis) are potentially less apt 

to need or be dependent on the economic boost that industries can bring to an area. Residents’ 

desire for population growth and community sustainability was one of most important reasons to 

support developments.  If residents felt their community or larger region was at risk for 

becoming a ‘ghost town’ they were more likely to support a development because energy 

development could revitalize the local economy and provide jobs. Multi-generational families or 

residents were a final critical influence on ability to mobilize and opinions of CCS because 

residents wanted to support their ancestors’ wishes for the land and to maintain traditional 
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farming or rural lifestyles.  This meant protecting the land through preservation, keeping it in the 

family or continuing to farm.  

How residents viewed or valued their place was a component in the support for or 

opposition to CCS or other energy developments.  Priddis residents viewed their area as natural 

and separate from industry, as such they fought against developments to keep it this way. In 

Weyburn (and to an extent, Fairview) residents viewed their area as, at least partially, 

industrialized. Thus it is important to understand how a community views their area and if 

development is consistent with or contrary to the values they associate with their area. 

This research also demonstrates developments may be perceived positively by locals if 

they need additional economic development to maintain their rural lifestyle.  Priddis residents 

generally did not depend on or need additional development to bolster the local economy, 

whereas Fairview and Weyburn residents perceived that they required resource development 

(including energy sources) for them to continue living off the land. Even though many residents 

in Weyburn and Fairview realized the downsides of development, most perceived that the 

benefits outweighed the risks.   This highlights the importance of place-based attachment and 

community sustainability in residents’ support of energy developments in their locale.  

Participants past experience with drilling and other industrial developments are another 

factor influencing place-based attachment, and ultimately, their views on energy development.  If 

residents had past experiences with industries that were generally positive, then additional 

developments could be seen as potentially positive.  If past experiences with developments were 

negative, then additional industrial developments would be viewed as negative as well. 

Perceptions of ‘focusing events’ such as the allegations of a CO2 leak are a form in which these 

past experiences are integrated into future decision-making.  However, this research illuminates 
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that residents may perceive focusing events very differently depending on their sense of place 

and community relations with industry.   

This research demonstrates that perceptions of risks are often very complex. The results 

demonstrate the importance of sense of place and community when examining a risk.   It is also 

important that stakeholders consider the risks and benefits of technological development to both 

individuals and community.  Potential risks to community stability, whether economic or in 

terms of their way of life, may invoke residents to react to preserve local well-being. Chapter 

eight completes the discussion and analysis of this research. The following chapter concludes 

this dissertation and provides a summary of the major contributions of this research to risk 

research and CCS development. 
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CHAPTER NINE: CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

Carbon dioxide capture and geological storage has emerged as one potential component in global 

climate change mitigation strategies. However, as discussed throughout this dissertation, public 

support of CCS is a major component in the successful deployment of the technology.  Results 

from this study also reinforce the fact that people who reside near proposed or current energy 

development projects will have an impact on whether and how the technology will be 

implemented in an area.  The literature review I presented lays out the considerable body of 

research regarding how the general public perceives technological risk, yet there is less research 

on how residents living near potential or current CCS sites perceive the risks and benefits of 

these developments.  Studies of technological developments emphasize the importance of trust in 

developers, meaningful community engagement and fairness in siting procedures. There have 

also been many risk perception studies that have focused on residents’ views of biophysical 

risks, concerns about economic development and the cultural and psychological impacts 

associated with ‘risky’ technological developments. However, a gap exists in the risk 

communication and perception literature regarding the role of “community” and “sense of place” 

in the shaping of such perceptions regarding local developments.  This dissertation has 

endeavored to address that gap in the literature by focusing on how community and sense of 

place help us better understand how affected (or potentially affected) residents view energy 

development in their region and why.  I argue that an expanded focus on the concept of 

community in risk research provides a lens that affords a better understanding of the social 

context that is reciprocally shaped and influenced by the perceptions of individuals. As such, the 

more robust inclusion and conceptual development of community (i.e. relationships between 



 

229 

people in a locality and their interaction with “place”) in risk studies provides a more 

comprehensive approach to examining perceptions and broader societal trends regarding support 

or opposition for technological developments. 

 The research presented here studied three Western Canadian communities based on the 

status of carbon capture and storage or other energy developments in each area. It revealed that 

community relationships and sense of place played a considerable role in how residents viewed 

the risks and benefits of CCS. People from Weyburn saw CCS (through EOR operations) as 

benefiting not only individual residents but also their community as a whole. Enhanced oil 

recovery was viewed as a way to sustain the local rural lifestyle and allowed residents to 

continue living in the area.  The oil industry infrastructure in these areas was seen as a part of the 

land. In contrast, Priddis residents viewed CCS as a potential source of conflict in their 

community and perceived industrial infrastructure as separate from and detrimental to their 

‘natural’ area.  Residents from Fairview recognized that energy developments could potentially 

sustain their rural lifestyle, yet many thought these developments would likely cause conflict 

among area residents. These various influences on perceptions of CCS or other energy 

developments demonstrate the importance of understanding the local context in potential support 

or opposition of a project.  

Chapter nine provides closure to this study by addressing the following three 

components.  First, I elucidate the empirical and theoretical implications of this research.  

Second, I discuss the limitations of the study and some possible areas for future research on 

public perceptions of CCS and energy developments.  I conclude the chapter by providing policy 

and risk communication recommendations regarding communities affected by CCS or other 

energy developments. 
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Research Findings and Theoretical Implications 

Contributions to Risk Perception Theory and Research 

Risk perception and communication research has made significant progress towards 

understanding how residents view technological developments in their locality.  Factors that 

have been shown to influence risk perceptions include trust between stakeholders (Siegrist et al., 

2005), the engagement process (Besley, 2010), stigma of development (Flynn et al., 2001), and 

perceptions of biophysical risk (Breakwell, 2007) among other factors (for overview see 

Wustenhagen et al., 2007).  Research on “sense of place” has begun to receive more attention in 

risk literature (for example in studies of public opposition to wind turbines due to perceived 

changes in the landscape). However, the concept of “community” has never received as much 

attention or traction in risk research.   Current risk perception research has not adequately 

accounted for the significant influences that individuals or groups of people in a locality have 

upon each other with regards to risk and the actions they collectively enact to reduce it. The 

results presented in this dissertation suggest that researchers need to take into account the bonds 

that local people have in the place they live and the community risk perceptions that emerge 

from technological (or risky) developments in their area.  This includes community, sense of 

place and collective risk perceptions: 

 

Community – People not only assess risk as a danger to their individual well being, but 

also consider how it might affect their social well being—the bonds they have established with a 

landscape and the people who reside there.  Future risk perception research should take into 

account: 1) the importance of the ties that bind the local populations where a project is proposed 
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and how residents perceive that a development will affect those relationships; 2) the benefits 

(e.g. economic growth, sustainability, increase jobs) or harm (e.g. decrease populations or overall 

incomes, affect community relations) that a population thinks a development will bring to their 

community. In the case of CCS, this may also include the stated purpose of CO2 injection (e.g. 

enhanced oil recovery vs. a research project) and whom (or what) residents include in their 

definition of community (e.g. neighbors, industry). The importance of examining risk through 

the lens of community is especially important in situations where residents perceive a risk to 

sense of place, their social well being and community sustainability.   

 

Sense of Place – Sense of place or place attachment reinforces and reflects the social 

construction of risk in the local environment and can be seen as central to the way people select 

and interpret risks associated with technological developments.  This study revealed that sense of 

place goes beyond just the appearance of a technological development on the landscape (e.g. a 

wind turbine changing the visual landscape of an area).  Carbon capture and storage provides a 

unique case in the sense that CO2 is underground. There has been little research regarding how 

far ‘place’ extends.  The parameters of ‘place’ may differ in different communities. In Fairview, 

it was clear that many residents thought that CO2 would be better underground than in the 

atmosphere.  Yet, in Priddis the CO2 was considered more dangerous underground than above. 

Place for Priddis residents’ extends beyond the visible to what lies beneath the surface. The long-

held significance of the safety and adequacy of their water supply gave a different cast to 

underground storage of CO2, as did the virtues of solitude, wildlife, and preservation, all markers 

of place for Priddis residents.  The research presented in this dissertation demonstrates that need 

to better understand the tangible and intangible nature of places.  
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Examining CCS and sense of place also provides a unique case in that there are very little 

visible changes to the landscape. Therefore, the concept of place and its meaning to residents is 

extended by examining people’s deeper underlying values and attachment to the land rather than 

just perceptions of the visual landscape.  Future studies that examine sense of place should take 

into account not only: 1) how people view the appearance of a technological development and 

how they perceive a project will change the original appearance of the land; but also, 2) the types 

of developments residents grew up with (e.g. are residents familiar with or appreciate the sight of 

fossil fuel extraction infrastructure?); 3) past experience with and knowledge of risks in the area 

(e.g. earthquakes, water contamination); and 4) the perceived meanings and values that residents 

associate with a place (e.g. is the area seen as industrial or as natural).  While there has been 

some research on the first three concepts, less research has focused on how people view and 

value their land.  If a technological development does not “fit” with the existing meanings 

residents have for a place, they are more likely to see the development as a contradiction or harm 

to their connection with the area and oppose the project.  

 

Community Risk Perceptions – The dominance of risk research focuses on largely 

cognitive, individual approaches to understanding risks.  This individual approach to 

understanding risk perceptions fails to account for the significant influence individuals or groups 

of individuals have upon each other in regards to risk—during its initial conception, in the 

strategies used to live with it, and in the actions that are collectively enacted to reduce it – or to 

sustain or amplify benefits. However, as illustrated by this research, people not only assess risk 

as a danger to their individual well being, but also will form collective risk perceptions.  A 

community risk perception has a tendency to arise when people who live together interact with 
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one another on place relevant matters (Wilkinson, 1991).  These shared risk perceptions may 

arise from natural place-based disasters (e.g. when a place is affected by a hurricane, tornado, 

flood, drought, etc.) or from technological or ‘man-made’ risk (e.g. siting a nuclear waste 

disposal site, transmission towers, energy systems development, etc.).  Therefore, when 

examining how residents (especially rural residents) perceive a risk, it is not only important to 

understand individual, cognitive risks, but also collective risk perceptions.  

 

Contribution to Theory 

This study of CCS risk perceptions makes several important contributions to existing theory.  

First, this study demonstrates that locally affected communities can be examined through the lens 

of interactional field theory. This theory places emphasis on the mutually defined locality, local 

society and the ongoing processes of locally oriented collective actions or perceptions. It 

encompasses the resources community members have at their disposal, the attachments they 

form with place and the aggregate abilities they build or utilize while attempting to both sustain 

and adjust their community function (Flint et al., 2008). Conflict over development is inherently 

a geographical issue—but the geography of interest is often defined by the people and 

relationships that form among residents’ within a commonly associated place. This study 

provides an organizational heuristic to enhance understanding of how ‘interactional field theory’ 

is operationalized and how it can be utilized to examine community risk perceptions. It also 

acknowledges that not all places or communities are the same—that local social context must 

first be assessed in a given area in order to understand how they perceive a risk in the area. 

This study demonstrates that residents may integrate ‘scientific’ knowledge or 

information provided by developers into their perceptions of a development.  However, residents 
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will also incorporate their own place-based knowledge when considering the impacts of 

technological development (e.g. residents’ knowledge of ground water issues or animal 

migratory paths). Likewise, peoples’ experiences with place may influence whether they 

perceive industrial development as a threat or opportunity (e.g. past experience with natural gas 

drilling operations, area recreational activities, perceptions of the area as natural and untouched). 

The use of interactional field theory provides a framework to better understand these connections 

and a means to provide a potential explanation for how residents view specific risks associated 

with technological developments.   

  An interactional field theory approach can also help researchers and professionals 

examine a communities’ potential for collective action (e.g. mobilization in support or opposition 

for development).  The interacting and often differing expressions of factors identified in this 

study (e.g. viewing industry as a means to preserve the local way of life or as a threat to it) 

provide an expanded means and approach to understand why residents might perceive 

technological development in various ways. Using this framework can provide another scale at 

which to understand where residents risk perspectives come from, how they interact with larger 

social systems and how they determine the collective action that is often the basis for policy, 

industry and government decisions related to technological development.   

The conceptual framework developed in this study can be extended further to better 

understand collective risk perceptions.   This study has contributed to the development of 

heuristics that can better operationalize interactional field theory. Future risk perception research 

can utilize this study as a stepping-stone to develop a systematic framework for characterizing 

the factors that influence ‘community risk perceptions’ and how sense of place and community 

factors can influence residents’ views of a development in their area.   In addition to the factors 
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studied here, future studies should examine other factors that may influence risk perceptions or 

community action about CCS.  This study has examined “community” or “place” through several 

lenses: discussing individuals’ perspectives, observing community and place factors, and 

examining the demographic and historical profiles of three locales.  While this may not 

necessarily illustrate or capture all aspects of a collective risk perception, it does begin to 

demonstrate factors in community risk perceptions and is a step in the direction towards better 

understanding of how a collective of people construct and understand a risk (or benefit, as the 

case may be) to their shared area. 

 

Limitations of the Dissertation Research 

While the case study research described in this dissertation expands and enhances influences on 

residents’ perceptions and actions in response to CCS and energy developments, there are some 

limitations to the research.  First, the scope of the research is limited to mainly perceptions of 

storage (or disposal) of CO2. As discussed in chapter two, there are three main components of 

CCS including the capture, transportation and storage of CO2.  I asked general questions about 

perceptions of CCS developments in an area, yet it may be beneficial to ask questions 

specifically about carbon storage and transportation (i.e. separate the two components of CCS).  

The majority of studies have focused on the storage of CO2 (see Shackley and Dutschke, 2012) 

but there could be risks associated specifically with CO2 pipelines as discussed by a few 

residents in Weyburn and Fairview.  

It could have been beneficial to examine other types of geological storage projects – such 

as large-scale saline aquifer storage projects. It may also be advantageous to study local 

perceptions of different CO2 sources, including cement factories and coal or natural gas fired 
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power plants.  It is possible that the CO2 source could factor into perceptions of the project (e.g. 

a participant could be against the continuation of coal fired-power plants and therefore against a 

CCS project that is coupled with their local coal fired-power plant).  In addition, the case studies 

and theoretical approach used in this research recognize that communities are often unique with 

regards to residents’ history, experiences and context of CCS.  It is unlikely that the exact same 

situation will be replicable.  That being said, examining even a few communities should still 

allow for comparisons and provide valuable lessons learned about how these different local 

contexts will affect perceptions. 

There are three methodological limitations of this research. First, I did not reside in all 

three communities for the same duration of time, which was primarily due to the lack of a 

homestay in all locations.  Living in Weyburn was particularly expensive and difficult to find 

vacant hotel rooms.  As a result, the observation period in this community was not as long as the 

other two locations. In addition, while in Priddis I had to stay overnight in Calgary as I could not 

find a homestay and there are no hotels in the area. Second, a segment of the questions included 

in this research dealt with predictions regarding how residents would respond to additional 

energy developments in their locality.  This does not mean that residents will actually react to a 

development in that manner.  For example, Fairview residents were asked how their community 

would respond to CCS – this provides an insight into what may happen, yet in actuality residents 

may react differently than their stated reaction (i.e. examines perception and not behavior). 

Third, as discussed in Chapter 2, CCS can be framed and explained from a number of different 

perspectives.  The background information I provided to interviewees is one possible way to 

frame and describe CCS.  Another way of describing CCS could be to compare the costs of this 

technology to other low GHG emission energy technologies or discuss a wide range of 
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perspectives from government, environmental non-governmental organizations, industry, etc.  

Future studies could include an examination of how perspectives of the risks and benefits of the 

technology are affected by the way that CCS is framed. 

 

Future Areas of Study 

The research presented here provides a number of opportunities for future study.   This research 

examined three communities’ views of CCS.   More specifically, I was able to examine a project 

that was: 1) perceived positively and was supported; and 2) perceived negatively and rejected.  

The framework and insights from this research could be expanded through the additional case 

study of a project that was perceived negatively but was not rejected (if such a project emerges).  

This additional case study would allow researchers to better understand why communities might 

fail in halting a project.  Additional case studies could examine other CCS projects proposed for 

Canadian communities (for example, the perceptions of those living in Estevan, Saskatchewan 

towards the Boundary Dam project).58  Examining other communities could allow for a better 

understanding of how CCS can impact communities by examining other local contexts and 

situations.  Questions could include: Will a community support CO2 injection into a local saline 

aquifer (not for EOR purposes)?  How does a community view CCS if storing the CO2 will help 

save a local industry (e.g. a coal-fired power plant) that would have to be shut down if they did 

not reduce GHG emissions?  How would perceptions of a CCS project be affected if an ‘outside’ 

company developed the project and there was no benefit to current local industry?  Answers to 

                                                

58 The Boundary Dam Integrated Carbon Capture and Storage Demonstration Project will capture CO2 at the 
Boundary Dam Power Station near Estevan, Saskatchewan and utilize the CO2 for EOR purposes.  It is a $1.24 
billion partnership between the Government of Canada, Government of Saskatchewan and SaskPower. 
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these types of questions could further the development of a framework that examines how place 

and community variables affect risk perceptions and community action. 

The examination of CCS perceptions and community factors influencing them could be 

expanded by the development of a survey tool. The research undertaken in this dissertation was 

exploratory and therefore group and individual interviews were the most advantageous method to 

understanding residents’ perspectives.  Interviews can be valuable as a primary step for 

identifying potential directions for future research (Malone et al., 2009; Denzin and Lincoln, 

1994).  A survey could be deployed to the communities of Fairview, Weyburn/Goodwater and 

Priddis.  This would allow for a larger sample size and the use of quantitative measures to better 

predict residents perceptions and community action.  This survey could also be utilized for other 

communities where CCS is proposed to better understand residents perceptions of the 

development and perhaps if they ultimately support or oppose the local project.   

Third, the theoretical framework and approach used in this research could also be used to 

examine other energy systems and technological risks.  While there are specific risks involved 

with carbon capture and storage, the examination of risks using an interactional field theory 

approach could shed new light on studies of other technological and energy system 

developments with regard to community perceptions.  This conceptualization could be utilized to 

examine residents’ perceptions about wind turbines, hydroelectric power plants and nuclear 

power in ways that incorporate community and sense of place. 

Fourth, additional follow-up studies could take place in Weyburn.  Terwel and colleagues 

(2012) discuss the benefits of follow-up studies in communities where technological 

development is occurring.  These benefits include: 1) monitoring any change in local awareness 

or perceptions; 2) better understanding how perceptions change (or stay the same) should events 
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occur (e.g. a CO2 leak, change in company ownership, etc.); or 3) monitoring how general CCS 

and project specific knowledge develops to aid in evaluating or developing communications.     

 Finally, the timing of the alleged CO2 leak at the Weyburn CCS project afforded me the 

opportunity to examine how these allegations may affect perceptions of CCS developments.  

While the CO2 leak allegations were not the major research focus of this dissertation, future 

research could further enhance how focusing events such as leaks can affect technological 

developments and the potential ripple effects of such events into other communities. The 

ubiquity of online and social media potentially makes such impacts immediate and pronounced 

beyond the locality. Future research could potentially include an examination of residents’ views 

regarding CCS and the CO2 leak allegations now that reports have demonstrated that there was 

no lead of CO2. Research questions could include: Did residents hear (or seek out) media about 

the reports dismissing the allegations of a leak?  What information can they recall?  Did the final 

reports make a difference in their perceptions of the alleged leak or about CCS in general? 

   

Recommendations for the Public Understanding and Communication of CCS 

This study illuminates the importance of examining the local contexts that influence decisions.  

Research by Greenberg and colleagues (2009) stressed the need for conducting a ‘social site 

assessment’ when determining how to communicate with populations near technological 

developments. This is not unlike the need for a ‘geological site assessment’ before beginning 

work on a CCS development.  This study reinforces the need to perform a social site assessment 

to better understand local concerns and to facilitate communications in a local area.  More 

specifically developers must understand how residents perceive the risks and benefits of the 

development and how it impacts their sense of place and community relationships.  These 
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perceptions should factor into communications with a community and may even influence a 

developer’s decision whether or not to implement a project in the area.  Industry and government 

often develop and deliver generalized risk communications.  This research demonstrates that a 

universal risk communication approach is not ideal.  For example, before industry provides 

messages about the ‘benefits of additional visitors59 to an area’, it is important to understand if 

that is actually a perceived benefit (i.e. in Priddis this was a downfall of CCS whereas in 

Weyburn this was a benefit).  It is also important to understand what residents know about their 

area, concerns about their place and support for the technology before developing community 

communications.  These factors are critical because a project may affect a community in a way 

that a developer (particularly a developer who has not operated in an area) may not understand or 

predict.  Risk communications must take into account local understanding of a technology. For 

example, many Weyburn residents stated that the local project was a ‘carbon injection project,’ 

not CCS.  Any communications that discussed the project as a ‘GHG reduction strategy’ or as 

‘CCS’ could be problematic or unclear because residents did not think that the local project was 

associated with any kind of anthropogenic CO2 mitigation approach.      

It is important to reiterate that communication is necessary for community support of a 

project.  However, good communication practices do not ensure community support.  This was 

demonstrated in Priddis, where many residents stated that the communication on behalf of the 

University of Calgary was good, yet they still did not want the project in the proposed location.  

It is important to note that just because all three communities perceive that there is a 

similar risk or downfall to CCS (e.g. increased traffic), it does not mean factor is the most 

                                                

59 Additional people in the area could include workers, scientists, etc. 
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important and that it should be the only or main focus of risk communication. For example, 

residents in all three communities mentioned the risk of CCS induced earthquakes. However, the 

possible occurrence of earthquakes were not considered the most harmful issue associated with 

CO2 storage and the perceptions of this risk were unlikely to halt CCS development in any of the 

communities studied.  Bearing this in mind I suggest that risk communication about CCS 

developments need to identify two risk perception factors: 1) the concerns that are likely to be 

found in every community where CCS is proposed (e.g. CO2 leaks, increased traffic, 

earthquakes); 2) concerns that are specific to communities (e.g. concerns about population 

growth, animal migration).  

Stakeholders who are affected by a development (whether it be the developers or 

communities) need to examine area residents’ knowledge and experience of their locality, how 

the development will affect community functioning and the demographic and community 

sustainability characteristics of an area.  Effective two-way communication and engagement 

about the development will occur only when developers understand the perspectives of local 

residents and vice versa.  Much risk communication research has focused on what people know 

and what they need to know to make informed decisions (Morgan et al., 2001).  I argue that we 

also need focus on what developers and policy makers need to know about an area in order to 

make an informed decision about implementing a technological development.  This means taking 

into account local resident’s perceptions of the risk and their place-based knowledge and 

experience.  
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Recommendations for Policy Implementation or Industry Best-Practices 

I propose the following three recommendations for policy implementation or industry best 

practices based on the results of this research.  First, it is critical that policy makers develop 

regulations and/or that industry creates best practices for the monitoring of CO2.  Weyburn 

residents’ awareness of monitoring practices at the Weyburn-Midale CO2 Project was an 

important factor in trust and support of the development.  Residents in Fairview also stated the 

importance of continuous and transparent monitoring for the support of a project in their area.  It 

is critical to have these monitoring practices for the general support of CCS; yet, it is especially 

important to have continuous monitoring when residents or others make allegations of a possible 

leak.  If monitoring data is not readily available to residents and media at the time of an 

allegation, negative perceptions of CCS will be difficult to mitigate. 

Second, strong regulations regarding the implementation and management of CCS 

projects are needed to ensure that the technology is developed cautiously.  It is clear that a 

problem at one CCS project can affect perception of other CCS projects.  Focusing events, such 

as allegations of a CO2 leak, have the potential to elevate the attention of the possible problems 

associated with a technology (Birkland, 1997).  The allegations of a CO2 leak in Weyburn caused 

concern about CCS in both Priddis and Fairview communities.  Even though independent reports 

disputed the claims of a leak at the Kerr farm, it is likely that there will be long-lasting effects of 

these allegations.  The news stories about these allegations are still present with a simple Internet 

search and even the Wikipedia page defining CCS discusses the allegations of a leak. These 

focusing events can be long lasting in the collective publics’ mind.  For instance, there were 

residents in Fairview who recalled the Lake Nyos tragedy and equated it to the possible risks and 

concerns about their ‘place’ associated with a CO2 leak from a CCS project.   
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Local Public consultation is important for understanding if a community will support or 

oppose a project in a given area. It is also critical for local residents’ support of CCS or other 

energy development.  Consultation was important to Weyburn residents regarding carbon 

injection or other oilfield developments and to Fairview residents regarding local energy systems 

projects.  Community consultation was mentioned as important in Priddis as well. Even though 

the University of Calgary research project was not supported, many residents reported respect for 

the University of Calgary communication process.  Residents had indicated that the University 

was being a ‘good neighbor’ by consulting residents and stated that relations between the 

University and residents would have been greatly affected if they had not been consulted.  If the 

research project was implemented without consent and residents had found out about the injected 

CO2 at a later date, there would likely have been community outrage, damaged relationships 

between residents and researchers, and suspicion about future projects on the University land. 

Consultation does not equate to public support, yet it helps better understand the community and 

the needs of the residents that live in the area. It also may equate to greater trust in the developers 

and perceived procedural fairness. Both outcomes may make it easier for developers to reach a 

compromise with local residents that allow development to occur in such a way that is mutually 

beneficial to both parties. Good consultation practices and routines early in the area they also 

may make developers’ better able to predict if a project is desired in an area or if it will be 

opposed. As stated previously, there may not be any amount of communication that can move a 

project forward if a community does not want it.  It may save the developers time and finances if 

they determine early on in their consultation process that a project does not correspond with the 

values residents place on the land (e.g. residents perceive their area as ‘natural’) or that the 

project is not desired by or perceived as beneficial to the community.    
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Recommendations for Locally Affected Communities 

This study illuminates the importance of community as a factor in understanding and addressing 

risk perceptions.  Results from the three case studies highlight two primary categories of 

recommendations for communities who are faced with or considering hosting developments in 

their region. The first category involves recognizing the needs of the residents—factors such as 

peoples’ history with or ties to place and requirements for community sustainability.  The second 

category involves examining and understanding community organization, mobilization and 

communication networks. 

The first category of recommendations concerns the need for community stakeholders 

and planners to examine and understand residents’ ties to place. This includes the meanings 

residents’ associate with the land (e.g. industrial or natural, a “working” landscape or one that 

should be conserved as “wild”) and predictions about how these ties would influence community 

support for a project before agreeing to host or pursuing a development in the area. If community 

members know that there is a technological development proposal for the area, it may be useful 

to create a community long-term sustainability plan that outlines community needs.  When 

communities develop long-term or sustainability plans, it is important to take into account 

communities’ sense of place.  Communities could use the framework developed in this 

dissertation to better understand if residents would support or oppose a project in the area.  

Furthermore, it would be prudent for community planners and leaders to determine any 

differentiation between areas in a given locality with regards to special landscape meanings or 

ties. This could help determine whether residents’ feel that some areas should remain ‘natural’ or 

‘untouched’ and if any other areas are amenable to developments, natural resource extraction and 
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industry. Such recognition could open the door to negotiations about developments in a way that 

avoids community opposition. 

The second major category of recommendations concerns the need to examine and 

understand community organization, mobilization and communication networks.  This involves 

knowing the communication gatekeepers in a community and the way that residents obtain their 

information or interact with each other (e.g. communication networks). Communication 

gatekeepers may include people and groups such as government officials, unofficial leaders and 

multi-generational residents.  These people can be called upon to lead the community, serve as 

intermediaries in negotiations or communication with residents,  and to better predict how local 

residents’ will respond to potential developments. Related to this point is an understanding of 

where residents’ voice their concerns.  An honest discussion about the risks and benefits of a 

development may not always occur within the offices of the local municipality, but rather in the 

local coffee shops and places where community members gather. In this regard it is important to 

understand and distinguish between residents’ “official” views and the perspectives they share 

with one-another, especially if a development wants to be “part of the community.”  It also is 

important to understand how community members search for and obtain information and the 

social networks that facilitate these processes. Strengthening communication channels and 

understanding the best way to deliver communications to residents may be potential strategies 

for increasing or reducing opposition to a development.   It can also help in other risk 

communication efforts such as communicating about imminent hazards, such as floods.  If 

community leaders understand communication networks, stakeholders will know how to rally the 

community, determine what networks should be tapped and how the community can mobilize 

against an event.    
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Concluding Statements 

While the conception of community and its basis as a means for understanding societal trends 

has changed in industrial societies, certain truths remain. We are, at least in part, defined by the 

people we interact with; by the settings in which we live or spend time in; by the ways we 

identify with groups of people (Wilkinson, 1991). For that reason I argue that community still 

matters to the study of risk; for the understanding of how people respond to change, and in the 

ways they develop their individual perceptions about potential impact. For many residents who 

are faced with a technological development, the conceptions of community described in this 

study serve important societal functions and certainly factor into their risk perceptions. This is 

especially true in rural locations, as these are areas where many of Canada’s future technological 

developments will occur. Understanding how rural communities will react to technological 

development, ensuring that it does not disrupt community functioning and promoting healthy 

communities in its wake necessitates that researchers renew their focus on the ways that 

community still matters.   
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Appendix A:  Attributes of the CCS Projects Discussed in Dissertation*  
 
Project 
location or 
name, 
Country 

Project type 
and lead 
developer** 

Settlement  
type 

Strong 
opposition 
experienced 

Status References 

Weyburn-
Midale, 
Canada 

Commercial, 
Cenovus 

Rural No Still 
operational 

- 

Priddis, 
Canada 

Experimental, 
University of 
Calgary  

Rural  Yes Cancelled - 

In Salah, 
Algeria 

Commercial, 
BP, Statoil 

Rural No Still 
operational 

- 

Sleipner, 
North Sea, 
Norway 

Commercial, 
Statoil 

Offshore No Still 
operational 

- 

Otway, 
Warrnambool, 
Australia 

Experimental, 
CO2CRC 

Rural Some Still 
operational 

Anderson et al., 2012; 
Ashworth et al., 2010 

Hawaii Experimental, 
DOE, NRC 
and NEDO 

Ocean 
carbon 
sequestration 

Yes Cancelled De Figueiredo, 2000 

Greenville, 
USA 

Experimental, 
Battelle, 
MRCSP 

Rural Yes Cancelled - 

Ketzin, 
Germany*** 

Experimental, 
GFZ 

Rural No Still 
operational 

Oltra et al., 2012; 
Dutschke, 2011 

Hantomin, 
Spain 

Experimental, 
Ciuden 

Rural No Injection 
not yet 
begun 

Oltra et al., 2012 

Barendrecht, 
Netherlands 

Commercial, 
Shell 

Urban Yes Cancelled Oltra et al., 2012; 
Huijts et al., 2007; 
Brunsting et al., 2011; 
Terwel et al., 2012 

Beeskow, 
Germany 

Commercial, 
Vattenfall 

Rural Yes Cancelled Oltra et al, 2012; 
Dutschke, 2011 

 
*There are other CCS projects that are operational or have been proposed or cancelled.   
**CCS projects commonly have a number of developers and funders.  For overview purposes the 
primary developer is listed. 
***The overviews of the Ketzin, Hantomin, Barendrecht and Beeskow projects are derived from 
Oltra et al., 2012. 
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 Appendix B: Advertisement for Focus Group60 Participants in the Fairview Post61 
Meetings or Gatherings Attended during Fairview Case Study 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fairview Post Tweet ‘Rural Focus Group Participants Sought’ 

 

 
                                                

60 As discussed in the methodology, I had originally planned on using focus groups but found group interviews were 
not always feasible.  Residents who contacted me to attend a focus group were invited to complete an individual 
face-to-face interview. 
61 This advertisement appeared in the online version of the Fairview Post.  The advertisement was also placed in the 
paper version of the local newspaper. 
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Appendix C: Advertisement for Research Participants in the Weyburn Review 

 



 

267 

 Appendix D: Interview Consent Form 
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Appendix E: Meetings or Gatherings Attended During Case Studies 

Meetings or Gatherings Attended during Fairview Case Study 

Fairview  

Title Date Description 

Canada Day Festivities July 1, 2011 • Annual Canada Day Celebration for M.D. 
• Held at Dunvegan Park 
• Contacts with community 

Fairview Council 

Meeting 

July 5, 2011 • Bimonthly council meeting for town 
(approximately 16 in attendance) 

• Held at town office 
• Contacts with M.D. and community 

Rotary Meeting July 7, 2011 • Rotary meeting year end event 
(approximately 45 in attendance) 

• Held at Dunvegan Motor Inn 
• Contacts with community 

Fly-In Breakfast July 24, 2011 • Annual gathering and breakfast 
• Held at airport  
• Contacts with community 

Alberta Summer 

Games Closing 

Ceremony 

July 24, 2011 • Ceremonies for games, hosted by town 
• Held on College grounds 
• Contacts with community 

 

Meetings or Gatherings Attended during Priddis Case Study 

Priddis  

Title Date Description 

Foothills Highland 

Games 

Aug 27, 2011 • Scottish highland games  
• Held in Okotoks  
• Contacts with community  

Rothney Observatory Aug 27, 2011 • Open house for Calgary area 
• Held at U of C Rothney Observatory 
• Contacts with staff at observatory 
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Open House 

Priddis Community 

Association Meeting 

Sept 25, 2011 • Monthly community association meeting 
(approximately 15 in attendance) 

• Held at Priddis Community Hall 
• Contacts with M.D. and community 

Priddis-Millarville 

Farmers Market 

Sept 10, 2011 • Weekly farmers market for region 
• Held at Millarville Racetrack 
• Contacts with community 

Christmas Market Nov 11, 2011 • Annual Christmas market for region 
• Held at Millarville Racetrack 
• No contacts made with community 

Priddis Community 

Fall Dinner 

Nov 11, 2011 • Yearly Priddis Community Fall Dinner 
• Held at Priddis Community Hall 
• Contacts with community 

 

Meetings or Gatherings Attended during Weyburn Case Study 

Weyburn 

Title Date Description 

International Day Sept 30, 2011 • Annual gathering and craft fair 
• Held at Weyburn Community Hall 
• Contacts with community 

Pancake Breakfast Sept 30, 2011 • Annual fall pancake breakfast 
• Held at Credit Union parking lot 
• Contacts with M.D. and community 

Weyburn 

‘Communithon’ 

Oct 21, 2011 • Annual fundraiser for United Way 
• Held at Weyburn High School 
• Contacts with community 

Weyburn Council 

Meeting 

Oct 24, 2011 • Bimonthly council meeting for city 
(approximately 30 in attendance) 

• Held at Weyburn city office 
• Contacts with M.D. 

 



 

271 

Appendix F: Fairview Stakeholder Interview Protocol 

Introductions, Consent Form (signed and provide copy), Provide Business Card 
First, I need to go over some confidentiality points.  I will be recording this interview.  I need to 
do so because I would like to capture everything that is being said.  This ensures that when I 
write up these results I will be using “your words” and not what I remember about what you said. 
I also want to clarify that in any reports or other documentation no names will be attached to 
comments. Do you have any questions? 
 
Community 
1. When people ask you where you live, what do you say?  

a. Tell me about the area you live in?  
b. Describe the community you live in? 
c. Why do you live here? 

2. What do you: 
a. Like about where you live?   
b. Not like about where you live?  
c. Prompts: What do you think about the people who live here? What characterizes people 

who live in Fairview?  What do you think about the surrounding land or area?  
3. How much of your identity is tied to where you live? (May require additional prompting or 

explanation) 
4. What are the most important outcomes or motivations of your interactions with people in 

this area? Who do you interact with in this area?  
5. What types of groups or organizations are there in this area?  Do you belong to any of them? 
6. When you want information about something where do you go or who do you talk to?  

Where do others in the community go? 
7. What kind of community events do you go to and how often? Are there other meetings 

within the community?  
8. I would like you to look at these circle diagrams.  How do you align with the perceptions 

and values of the community?  Why? 
9. How well do members of your community work together to solve problems?  

a. Can you give me an example of an issue that the community came together to solve?   
b.  Can you give me an example of a conflict that has split the community?  Prompts: 

What types of conflict occur in your community? Among government, groups, and 
residents? 

c. What kind of things does a community come together for? 
d. How could community involvement be improved? Who else should be included? 

10. What do you think about energy source developments in the region (i.e. nuclear, hydro, oil, 
etc.)? 

a. What are some of the benefits of the development of energy sources in the region 
(i.e. nuclear, hydro, oil)? 

b. What are some of the risks or downfalls of the development of energy sources in the 
region (i.e. nuclear, hydro, oil)? 

c. How has energy development affected your community wellbeing, if at all? 
d. How have community members respond to these developments? 
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Energy and Environment 

1. What are some of the most pressing environmental issues here in Fairview or the Peace 
Country?   

2. When you hear the term climate change what comes to mind? 
3. What energy sources should we use in Canada?  Why?  What should we not use?  Why?  

 
Carbon Capture and Storage Specific 
1. Have you ever heard about carbon capture and storage?  

a. If no, reassure that it is normal that they wouldn’t and provide explanation and diagram.   
b. If yes, what do you know about it?  If they don’t really know about it or know very little 

provide explanation and diagram. 
2. What is your first reaction to hearing about CCS?  

a. If they know about it ask, tell me some of your thoughts on CCS? 
3. What would be some of the benefits of having CCS in your community? 
4. What would be some of the negative issues of having CCS in your community? 
5. How would your community as a whole react to a CCS development nearby? 

 

Further Participant Recruitment  

1. I will want to talk to more people in the area, is there anyone you can think of who I should 
be talking to about these topics? 

2. I will also be doing group interviews, where I will try to get groups of people together to talk 
about these topics.  Do you know of any groups that are getting together that I can talk to?  
Or how might I recruit or get people to come to a meeting? 

 

Thank you 
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Appendix G: Priddis Stakeholder Interview Protocol 

Introductions, Consent Form (signed and provide copy), Provide Business Card 
First, I need to go over some confidentiality points.  I will be recording this interview.  I need to 
do so because I would like to capture everything that is being said.  This makes sure that when I 
write up these results I will be using “your words” and not what I remember about what you said. 
I also want to clarify that in any reports or other documentation no names will be attached to 
comments. Do you have any questions? 
 
Community 
1. When people ask you where you live, what do you say?  

a. Tell me about the area you live in?  
b. Describe the community you live in? 
c. Why do you live here? 

2. What do you: 
a. Like about where you live?   
b. Not like about where you live?  
c. Prompts: What do you think about the people who live here? What characterizes people 

who live in Priddis?  What do you think about the surrounding land or area?  
3. How much of your identity is tied to where you live? (May require additional prompting or 

explanation) 
4. What are the most important outcomes or motivations of your interactions with people in 

this area? Who do you interact with in this area?  
5. What types of groups or organizations are there in this area?  Do you belong to any of them? 
6. When you want information about something where do you go or who do you talk to?  

Where do others in the community go? 
7. What kind of community events do you go to and how often? Are there other meetings 

within the community?  
8. How well do members of your community work together to solve problems?  

a. Can you give me an example of an issue that the community came together to solve?   
b.  Can you give me an example of a conflict that has split the community?  Prompts: 

What types of conflict occur in your community? Among government, groups and 
residents? 

c. What kind of things does a community come together for? 
d. What could community involvement be improved? Who else should be included? 

9. What do you think about developments in the region (i.e. fossil fuel, housing, recreational 
developments, etc.)? 
a. What are some of the benefits of these developments in the area? 
b. What are some of the risks or downfalls of these developments in the area? 
c. How have developments affected your community wellbeing, if at all? 
d. How have community members responded to these developments? 

 
Carbon Capture and Storage Specific 
1. Have you ever heard about Carbon Capture and Storage?  



 

274 

a. If no, reassure that it is normal that they wouldn’t and provide explanation and diagram.   
b. If yes, what do you know about it?  If they don’t really know about it or know very little 

provide explanation and diagram. 
2. What is your first reaction to hearing about CCS?  

a. If they know about it ask, tell me some of your thoughts on CCS? 
3. If they have not brought up the University research project ask, have you heard of the 

research project that the University was doing in the area?   
a. If no, provide brief explanation of the project? 
b. If yes, ask what they thought of the project? 

4. What would be some of the benefits of having the research project in your community? 
5. What would be some of the negative issues of having the research project in your 

community? 
6. How did your community as a whole react to the proposed University of Calgary research 

project? 
7. Have you heard of any problems with injecting and storing carbon?  (Start with broad 

questions) If no, end questions about allegations here. 
8. Do you think there is actually a CO2 leak or problem at the site?  Did that impact your 

feelings about the University research project here?  Prompts: Why?   
9. How and when did you hear about the allegations of the CO2 leak? 

 

Energy and Environment 

1. What are some of the most pressing environmental issues here in Priddis and the Foothills 
area?   

2. When you hear the term climate change what comes to mind? 
3. What energy sources should we use in Canada?  Why?  What should we not use?  Why?  

 

Further Participant Recruitment  

1. I will want to talk to more people in the area, is there anyone you can think of who I should 
be talking to about these topics? 

 

Thank you 
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Appendix H: Weyburn Stakeholder Interview Protocol 

Introductions, Consent Form (signed and provide copy), Provide Business Card 
First, I need to go over some confidentiality points.  I will be recording this interview.  I need to 
do so because I would like to capture everything that is being said.  This makes sure that when I 
write up these results I will be using “your words” and not what I remember about what you said. 
I also want to clarify that in any reports or other documentation no names will be attached to 
comments. Do you have any questions? 
 
Community 

1. When people ask you where you live, what do you say?  
a. Tell me about the area you live in?  
b. Describe the community you live in? 
c. Would you consider this area rural or urban?   Why? 
d. Why do you live here? 

2. What do you: 
a. Like about where you live?   
b. Not like about where you live?  
c. Prompts: What do you think about the people who live here? What characterizes people 

who live in Priddis?  What do you think about the surrounding land or area?  
3. How much of your identity is tied to where you live? (May require additional prompting or 

explanation) 
4. What are the most important outcomes or motivations of your interactions with people in 

this area? Who do you interact with in this area?  
5. What types of groups or organizations are there in this area?  Do you belong to any of them? 
6. When you want information about something where do you go or who do you talk to?  

Where do others in the community go? 
7. What kind of community events do you go to and how often? Are there other meetings 

within the community?  
8. How well do members of your community work together to solve problems?  

a. Can you give me an example of an issue that the community came together to solve?   
b.  Can you give me an example of a conflict that has split the community?  Prompts: 

What types of conflict occur in your community? Among government, groups and 
residents? 

c. What kind of things does a community come together for? 
d. What could community involvement be improved? Who else should be included? 

9. What do you think about developments in the region (i.e. oil, etc.)? 
a. What are some of the benefits of oil extraction in the area? 
b. What are some of the risks or downfalls of oil extraction in the area? 
c. How has oil development affected your community wellbeing, if at all? 
d. How have community members responded to these developments? 
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Carbon Capture and Storage Specific 
1. Have you ever heard about Carbon Capture and Storage? If no ask, have you heard of 

carbon injection? 
a. If no, provide explanation and diagram.   
b. If yes, what do you know about it?  If they don’t really know about it or know very little 

provide explanation and diagram. 
2. What is your first reaction to hearing about CCS?  

a. If they know about it, tell me some of your thoughts on CCS or (carbon injection)? 
3. If they have not brought up the Weyburn Project ask, have you heard of the project in the 

area?  Did you know there is a project here? 
a. If no, provide brief explanation of the project. 
b. If yes, ask what they think of the project? 

4. What do you know about it?  How did you find out about it?  Have you ever been to an 
information meeting? 

5. What are some of the benefits of CCS?  What are some of the benefits in having the carbon 
injection project in your community? 

6. What are some of the downfalls or risks of CCS?  What are some of the negatives of having 
a carbon injection project in your community? 

7. How has your community as a whole reacted to the carbon injection project here in 
Weyburn? 

8. Have you heard of any problems with injecting and storing carbon?  (Start with broad 
questions) If no, end questions about allegations here. 

9. Do you think there is a CO2 leak?  Would you feel threatened if you thought there is a CO2 
leak?  Prompts: Why do you think there is (or is not) a CO2 leak?   

10. How did you here about the allegations? When did you hear about the allegations of the CO2 
leak? 

11. What do you think about the credibility of the family who reported it?  What do you think of 
the company (i.e. Cenovus and Apache)? 
 

Energy and Environment 

1. What are some of the most pressing environmental issues here in the Weyburn area?   
2. When you hear the term climate change what comes to mind? 
3. What energy sources should we use in Canada?  Why?  What should we not use?  Why?  

 
Further Participant Recruitment  

1. I will want to talk to more people in the area, is there anyone you can think of who I should 
be talking to about these topics? 

 

Thank you 
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Appendix I:  Timeline of Kerr Farm Testing, Press Release, Media Reporting and Final Reports 
History of Kerr Farm Testing (2003-2010) 
2003  Kerrs claim beginning of degassing and water issues on their 

property  
 

October 2004 Water and surface soil samplings. Water yielded elevated PH 
results.  Testing for dissolved hydrocarbons and extractable 
hydrocarbons were less than detection limits 

 

August 2006  Pond water analyzed for general inorganic chemistry, trace 
inorganic compounds by McDonald and Associates 

 

2007 Report commissioned by the Kerrs and conducted by M.R. 
McDonald and Associates notes that overall data and 
observations did not yield any significant water abnormalities   

 

October 2009  First involvement of Eco-Justice in the Kerrs case with queries to 
PTRC and Saskatchewan Ministry of Energy and Resources 

 

October 2010 Petro-Find study of soil on Kerr farm sent to Saskatchewan 
Ministry of Energy and Resources 

  
Press Conference, Media Reporting and Post-Conference Testing (2011) 
January 10 Eco-Justice releases media notification of press conference in 

Regina for January 11th 
 

January 11  The Kerrs and Eco-Justice hold their press conference in Regina 
and initial media reports of the potential leak begin in Canada  

 

January 13 to 15 First media reports questioning the science of Petro-Find study 
 

January 16 IPAC-CO2 announces they are assembling a team of international 
experts to conduct an independent performance assessment of 
protocols and practices in the Weyburn CCS project 

 

January 19  IEA GHG and PTRC response to Petro-Find report are critical of 
research methods and claims of leak 

 

January 19 to 21 Second round of media reports and interviews of Petro-Find 
assertions 

 

January 27 Eco-Justice press release and reply to PTRC and IEA GHG report 
 

August  Testing on the Kerr property was delayed until August due to 
excessive rainfall and ground water levels 

  
Release of the Final Reports (2011) 
November 29 Cenovus releases report stating that there is no CO2 leaking from 

the project on the Kerr property 
 

December 12  IPAC-CO2 releases report stating that there is no CO2 leaking 
from the project on the Kerr property 

Derived from discussions with Cam and Jane Kerr (2011) and PTRC presentation (Sacuta, 2011)   
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Appendix J: Summary of Perceived Risks and Benefits of CCS by Community 

 Priddis Weyburn/
Goodwater 

Fairview 

Risks/Negatives  
Increase traffic  ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Increase noise ✓   
Threat to drinking water ✓ ✓  
Possible earthquakes ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Threat to wildlife ✓   
Possible leaks (ground or water) ✓ ✓ ✓ 
Possible ‘industrial’ growth & 
development 

✓   

Decrease land values   ✓ 
Benefits  
Increase CO2 for plant growth    ✓ 
Increase use of land ✓   
Increase jobs  ✓ ✓ 
Increase oil production (EOR)  ✓ ✓ 
Positive Perceptions of the Area  ✓ ✓ 
International fame and 
recognition 

 ✓  

City growth  ✓ ✓ 
More money for rural 
municipalities 

 ✓  

Benefits for local industry  ✓ ✓ 
Growth of surrounding 
communities  

 ✓ ✓ 

Additional income source for 
landowners 

 ✓ ✓ 

 

 


