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WP 5: Societal acceptance and
regulatory framework
• Task 5.1: What are the regulatory and policy barriers and drivers related
to increased use of balancing services?
(Q4 2013 – Q2 2015: Report).
• Task 5.2: How are increased uses of balancing services perceived
among stakeholders at the national, regional and local level? (Q1 2014 –
Q4 2015: Report)
• Task 5.3: What are the main non-technical challenges that have to be
addressed in order to design a sustainable roadmap for balancing
services? (Q1 2016 – Q4 2016: Journal article)
 SINTEF Energy Research and Norwegian Institute of Nature
Research (NINA), in cooperation with the University of Exeter (UK)

WP 5: Status
• Policy analysis under way: Project report by end of Q2 2015
• Interviews ongoing; national stakeholders to be reflected in the policy
analysis report (Q2 15)
• Local case study 2015: Project report by end of Q4 2015
• 2016: Journal article on tasks 1 and 2 (merged analysis)

Analytical framework
Multi-level governance
–
–

‘Governance’ means that the directionality and coordination is different from traditional policy
paradigms such as a classic top-down steering model. A strengthened focus on governance arises
from the growing interaction between multiple societal groups.
An important point of reference is ‘multi-level governance’, a quite wide-ranging concept, but one
which captures dynamics between different levels of decision-making. The concept encompasses
both public and non-public strategies and actors (Hooghe & Marks 2003; Pierre & Peters, 2005).

Policy coherence
–

Policy coherence can be considered as a complimentary theoretical approach to multi-level
governance, by which one analyzes the stringency of policy objectives and targets set at different
decision-making levels, and within different policy sectors – as well as how they are followed up
during the phases of policy implementation and execution (Nilsson et al. 2012).

Societal acceptance
–

Studying the level of acceptance and eventual resistance towards energy-related infrastructure;
• Both as physical installations and as economic priorities.
• Both locally and nationally.
• Different stakeholders with different degrees of resources and organization.

Societal acceptance and stakeholder
engagement; different dimensions
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WP 5: Tasks with research methods
• Task 5.1: What are the regulatory and policy barriers and drivers related
to increased use of balancing services?
• Triangulation; documents vs. interviews vs. secondary literature.
• (Policy) document analysis: Sender, message, addressees; mandate,
process (hearing?) and follow-up, means of communication
• Review of scientific literature, reports etc.
• In-depth interviews: One person interviewed about perceptions and
attitudes towards hydrobalancing.
• Informant (phone) interviews: checking key (factual) information

WP 5: Tasks with research methods (cont.)
• Task 5.2: How are increased uses of balancing services perceived
among stakeholders at the national, regional and local level? (Q1 2014 –
Q4 2015: Report)
– Case study of local communities
• In-depth individual interviews and focus group interviews
• Document analysis of local policy documents and evt. position papers
etc. from key stakeholders.

• Task 5.3: What are the main non-technical challenges that have to be
addressed in order to design a sustainable roadmap for balancing
services? (Q1 2016 – Q4 2016: Journal article)
– Review and compilation of findings
– Explore a common theoretical framework, and/or combine theoretical
approaches.

Research model; policy analysis (1)

Decisionmaking
processes

Research model (2):
Key dimensions of decision-making

Possible decision-making outcomes
1: Best option (++): Coordination Norway-EU and European countries (planning and
licensing, market design), in addition to low degree of societal conflicts
(clarification of compensation arrangements and management of local interests).
2: High coordination, but low cost/benefit balance (-+): National industry vs. local
actors: Depending on stakeholders’ veto possibilities and capabilities. Uncertain,
but possible realization of projects (degree of political will a critical factor).
3. High degree of cost/benefit balance in favour, but low policy coordination(+-):
‘Bottom-up’ situation: Depending on leverage – influencing on policy decisionmakers; and evt. trigger coordination and speeding up processes.
4. Low degree coordination, and low degree of balancing of interests (--): Low
probability of realization hydrobalancing projects.

Policy and regulatory framework: EU
• Energy infrastructure blueprint (2010)
• Priority corridors and priority projects
• Projects of common interest (PCI)
• North Sea Grid related interconnector projects (NO-UK sea cable)
• EU regulation on facilitating permitting of common European projects (2013)
(PCI)
• ENTSO-E
• 10 YNDP and investment plans, and further development of network
codes
• NSCOGI; and the eventual prospect of meshed grids and other innovative
infrastructures off shore.
 Evt. additional effect of new EU climate-energy targets for 2030, and
reinforced focus on energy security (European Energy Union under way)

Policy and regulatory framework:
Norway (1)
– No explicit hydrobalancing strategy or decision yet made by national policymakers, and no specific incentives proposed thus far.
– However, current government has signaled positive attitude towards
balancing power,
• The current licensing system and other regulations are seen as a sufficient way of handling the
different societal interests. The government has not proposed any new policy instruments.

– Two new interconnectors from Norway to UK and Germany resp. recently
granted licenses (decision of 13.10.14).
• To be realized by 2018 (Germany) and 2020 (UK) and will provide increased balancing
capacity from Norway

– Current government has also signaled an ambition of permitting merchant
interconnectors, but no formal process has thus far been initiated.
– Eventual Norwegian interest for further hydrobalancing development will also
depend on signals from European, recipient countries.
• The prospect of national capacity markets in Europe is generally negatively perceived by
Norwegian stakeholders in favor of hydrobalancing.

Policy and regulatory framework;
Norway (2)
– Electricity prices traditionally represent an issue of conflict; if Norwegian
prices are expected to increase as a consequence of hydrobalancing, the
general societal acceptance will probably decrease.
– Interconnectors are controversial for some interest organizations – because
of assumed higher electricity prices, but mainly accepted by the political
parties (govt. and opposition)
– At the same time, the Government did not perceive this uncertainty as a
barrier when granting the licenses for the UK and Germany interconnectors.
– Regional initiatives can also gain importance and support national initiatives:
In the southern part of Norway (Agder) regional political and industrial
stakeholders have joined forces in order to promote the region as a 'green
battery'.

Societal acceptance (1)
– A major challenge for increased hydrobalancing from Norway can also be the
related need for upgrading the national grid in Norway.
– Such upgrading projects can be met with local resistance, but grid companies
are developing new approaches.
• Increased focus on the involvement of stakeholders in grid projects during recent years, in
order to prevent conflicts and thereby ensure more effective processes in terms of time and
resources.
• Statnett is working actively on improving these processes, with potential positive repercussions
for hydro-balancing related projects.

– The initial study for the HydroBalance project has indicated that:
– Stakeholders (public agencies, decision-makers, NGO's, energy companies)
generally support the idea that Norway could play a role in reducing climate
change by offering hydrobalancing
– At the same time there is widespread doubt that this is realistic due to
• Lack of political support for needed changes in the legal framework
• Political uncertainty as to how to share costs and benefits

Societal acceptance (2)
– There is general agreement that host communities must get their share of
benefits from production of balancing services, and that the current
legislation must be changed to take this into account
– Better involvement of stakeholders (NGOs, industry etc.) and local
communities is seen as crucial in further planning of balancing services, but
there are different views on how and who should be responsible for improved
involvement
 Follow-up interviews with stakeholders is conducted fall 2014/ winter15.

Preliminary conclusion (1):
Possible policy measures promoting hydrobalancing
from Norway
 Projects with broad political anchoring, both in Norway and Europe, as
well as local-regional support and low societal conflict level.

– Balancing services as clear strategic option within a Norwegian
energy policy strategy, but also ‘bottom-up processes’ possible
• Energy White Paper and follow-up?
• Research and Energy 21
• Regional initiatives (c.f. Agder)

– Policy coordination and coherence
•
•
•
•

Markets, planning and permitting
Cables and regional grid reinforcements
Renewable energy promotion and energy efficiency
Incremental upgrading vs. innovation

Preliminary conclusion (2):
Possible policy measures promoting hydrobalancing
from Norway
– A clear commitment echoed by relevant European govt.s, and the
prospect of a long-term, standardized (EU) market framework.
• Multilateral agreement within the EU and ENTSO-E framework (?)
• North Sea framework and NSCOGI follow-up
• Using the EU PCI one-stop-shop approach as a model for multilateral projects

– Clear and early involvement of national and local stakeholders in
Norway and other ‘affected countries’
• Further development of grid project involvement measures
• Broader discussion of compensation and benefits.

