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Abstract
To map the future energy security of ‘edge of grid’ regional communities, the
West Australian utility Western Power has initiated community engagement
processes to plan community based energy visions. This paper explores the
quality of citizen involvement including the governance process implicated
with acceptance and uptake of low energy distributed energy technologies
within a specific community context. This case study is evaluated against the
practice of public participation consistent with deliberative democratic theory.
This case could be judged as a work in progress as this committee struggles to
gain the Local Government’s agreement to a mutually acceptable site for a
small community-owned wind farm. This stalemate can be attributed to the
lack of community representation, consultation and feedback, including
dismissal of opposing groups’ views of green energy strategies as antidevelopment based. More effective public participation would ensure diverse
interests were identified and resolved to promote low emission energy
innovations that integrated the concerns of the larger community.

1.

Climate Change & Role of Distributed Energy – Australian Context

There is little doubt that the world is waking to the threat of irreversible climate change
(IPCC 2007), all but the most extreme contrarians accept that, whatever happens to future
greenhouse gas emissions, we are now locked into inevitable changes to climate patterns
(Zillman, McKibbin & Kellow, 2005). In Australia ratification of the Kyoto Protocol signalled
loudly to the Australian communities that climate change is real and that changes are
necessary. While Australian contribution to global greenhouse gas emissions is only 1.6%,
the nation’s per capita emissions are the highest in the developing world (Kent & Mercer,
2006). This is attributed to a number of reasons, cheap electricity and therefore efficiencies are
not encouraged; the economy is heavily reliant on energy intensive industries based on
mineral and energy resources; a declining use of renewable energy, a high level of land
clearing, a strong reliance on brown and black coal; and the population of Australia is highly
dispersed, leading to a high energy requirement for transportation (Kent & Mercer 2004, p. 2).
Many of these points apply to Western Australia where minerals and petroleum account for
80% of the state’s exports and around 94% of electricity is generated from coal and natural

gas (SEDO, 2008). Not only does Australia have a moral obligation to find solutions to
mitigate source causes of climate change, it also has a strong vested interest.
With escalating climate change concerns and energy security are becoming serious concerns
for governments worldwide, developing more efficient and environmentally friendly energy
resources is an urgent focus (Allen et al, 2007). Indeed, renewable energy (RE) development
has emerged as a common and significant component of national greenhouse gas (GHG)
reduction efforts (Kelly, 2006). Combined with renewable energy sources, decentralization of
power supply is expected to make a significant contribution to climate protection (Owen,
2006). Energy management is thus a changing paradigm as decentralized power generation
gains significance in liberalized electricity markets. According to Martin et al (2008) several
factors have dictated a gradual shift to a more distributed control layout where distributed
generation (DG) technologies – small generators typically ranging from 1 kW to 10MW
connected at a lower level throughout a power system to provide electric power needed by
electricity consumers—are effectively integrated and not just connected (appended) to the
networks. Amongst others are (a) liberalisation of electricity markets, technology
developments reducing costs of smaller power generation plants; (b) concern for future
security and quality of supply and the ageing infrastructures of transmission and distribution
networks; and (c) environmental issues related to the use of fossil fuels.
Allen et al (2007) also emphasized the promising role of distributed energy and microgeneration’s contribution for reducing CO2 emission and enhancing reliability of energy
supply. Favouring strong leadership to propel the modernization process toward intelligent
grid, Hammons (2008) noted that future models for the electricity network have to recognize
changes in technology and in the values in society, in the environment and in commerce.
McKenzie (2007) is convinced that DG can play a major role in advancing renewable sources
of energy and meeting the electricity needs of remote regional communities. In social and
environmental terms, the benefits include reducing emissions of air pollutants, including
greenhouse gas (GHG), increasing employment opportunities and strengthening the
economy by effective and sustainable utilization of local resources.

2.

New Governance - Prospects for Community Planning

In Australia, civil society sectors within the regions are proactively engaged in local
governance networks to plan social, environmental and economic based initiatives to reflect
community needs at the ground level. In fact many researchers have highlighted that
Australia can lay claim to advancing the social mobilization approach to natural resource
management (Alston, 2002; Wilson, 2004). Hence, involving the community in the decisionmaking process is vital to ensure that community resilience and acceptance of transformation
of energy policy and supply. To promote a secure energy supply to regional communities
located at the edge of the main electricity grid, the utility Western Power instigated a
community engagement forum and invited key stake-holders to participate in a ‘power
working group’ to identify visions for energy generation that would ensure reliability of
energy supply and future energy security. The researcher was invited to capture the process
and evaluate the possibility that this deliberative process may serve as a model for other
community engagement forums. To support the evaluation process the theory of deliberation
is reviewed as an apt framework for analysis.

3.

Theory on Deliberation – The Three Participatory Principles

As a comprehensive review of the political theory of deliberation is beyond the scope of this
paper, a basic understanding of the theoretical principles of deliberation is reviewed.
Deliberative democracy theorists generally emphasize deliberativeness or deliberative
capacity (e.g. Blaug, 1999) and influence (e.g. Fung & Wright, 2003). On the other hand,
activists emphasize the importance of influence or impact (e.g. Beder, 1999). What perplexes
and confounds and is ultimately ignored is the challenge posed by inclusivity or
representativeness. To maximize its democratic potential, Carson & Hartz-Karp (2005)
highlight three principles that a public engagement exercise should be:(a) highly
representative, (b) deeply deliberative and (c) extremely influential. If a public engagement
exercise is highly representative then a diverse group would be gathered together, usually
through random selection, to reflect the viewpoints of a cross-section of the population; in
other words: the most diverse group possible, to ensure that all viewpoints will be heard. If a
public engagement exercise is deeply deliberative there will be open dialogue and reasoned
discussion, free from domination, under the watchful eye of a skilled, neutral facilitator
whose sole role is to enable the group to find its own way (Carson, 2009). Deliberation
requires that the group has access to all of the information it needs in a comprehensible form,
an environment in which it can puzzle about the issue in order to understand it and possibly
reframe it, in order to move respectfully toward common ground. Furthermore, deliberation
is not debate; dialogue and deliberation are the better alternatives for the resolution of
intractable problems. Carson (2009) also identifies that participants in deliberation do not
need to reach consensus or achieve unanimity because minority opinions can be recorded,
but the movement toward ‘common ground’, which include exposure of conflicts, is
important for an effective deliberative process.
The authors Carson (2009) and Carson & Hartz-Karp (2005) advocate that this movement
shifts attention from self-interest to the common good. Furthermore, an extremely influential
exercise should enable participants to influence each other and, most importantly, to
influence the decision maker/s who should acknowledge the degree of influence before and
after the event. To ensure that this occurs, also significant is contracting, that is a signed
contract noting the obligations and responsibilities of all participants. The three participatory
principles could each be thought of as three axes, with practitioners seeking to extend their
activities as far along each axis as possible. Every consultation strategy contains these
elements or abides by these principles to a lesser or greater extent, but only by maximizing
each element and succeeding to achieve each could a participatory process be deemed
democratic. For example, a referendum is extremely influential if it is linked to constitutional
change (as it is in Australia) but is not particularly deliberative (and indeed collective
deliberation is avoided, with the emphasis on an individual reaction to political arguments).
A consensus conference is deeply deliberative and quite representative (for example, if
participants are selected using a stratified sample that matches a demographic profile) but is
rarely influential or binding. As Carson and Hartz-Karp note: these three criteria are
interdependent and interrelated. For example, without an evident pathway from consultation
to influence, it is difficult to attract a highly inclusive sample to engage in deliberation.
Without a very inclusive sample, the process will lack credibility amongst those who should
be influenced and so on. Failure to meet any of these three criteria typically causes the
process to flounder, and it can have a compounding, negative effect in terms of the other
criteria (Carson and Hartz-Karp, 2005).
According to Fearon (1998) “Deliberation refers either to a particular sort of discussion—one
that involves the careful and serious weighing of reasons for and against some proposition—

or to an interior process by which an individual weighs reasons for and against courses of
action” (p. 63). As implied by the definition above, in theory, deliberation can occur with
others or as an individual process; it is the act of considering different points of view and
coming to a reasoned decision that distinguishes deliberation from a generic group activity (.
To most deliberation theorists and practitioners, however, macro-level (group) deliberation
has become the defining feature of this participatory approach. Collective ‘problem-solving’
discussion is viewed as the critical element of deliberation, to allow individuals with different
backgrounds, interests and values to listen, understand, potentially persuade and ultimately
come to more reasoned, informed and public-spirited decisions (Arendt, 1958; Habermas,
1984; Manin, 1987; Fearon, 1998; Fishkin, 1991; Gutmann & Thompson, 1996; Bostwick, 1999;
Schudson, 1997; McLeod et al., 1999).
As a social process, authentic deliberation relies on persuasion to induce participants’
reflection on and altering of views (Dryzek, 2000; Przeworski, 1998; Cohen, 1989), in contrast
to other communication approaches such as coercion, manipulation or deception which are
achieved through ideological domination and interest group capture (Przeworski, 1998;
Stokes, 1998). The presumption that power can be excluded from the deliberative dialogue
and that status inequalities among participants can be reduced in pursuit of rational
consensus around the common good has been challenged by a literature that emphasizes the
centrality of power relations (Hindess, 1996; Elkin 1985; Bachrach & Baratz, 1962) and
depictions of the public sphere of deliberative dialogue as an ‘institutional mechanism’ for
rationalizing political domination by rendering states accountable to (some of) ‘the citizenry’
(Fraser, 1997, p. 72). These challenges are recognized and this paper will reflect on them in
the discussion of the practice of deliberative processes particularly within this research
community context. Although the benefits of incorporating deliberative elements into public
policy decision-making processes may be broadly accepted, processes and outcomes need
evaluation to ensure best practice models are being practiced.

4.

Methodology

Case Study Community
This study focused on understanding the effectiveness of the community engagement process
undertaken by Western Power to facilitate the participation of community members in
identifying the energy visions required to ensure reliable and secure energy supply. This
coastal rural community is located on the south west coast of Western Australia sited more
than 400km from the capital city of Perth. From the community’s perspective the Utility
initiated the forum to appease community negativity over the high number of power
blackouts experienced during peak periods of consumption, especially the Easter holiday
season when tourism leads to a doubling of the population. The process adopted by the
Agency officers involved inviting selected stakeholders for participation in the planning
process to promote more secure and reliable energy supply. The researcher’s previous social
action research with this community enabled establishment of trust for this evaluation study.
This community is an ideal case study site due to some unique characteristics it is a politically
active community with high profile environmentalists possessing high-level expertise with
advocacy and development of sustainability strategies. In view of this, assessing the
deliberative process and its role for furthering the transition toward decentralized forms of
renewable energy generation proved ideal.

Multi-level Theoretical Framework
This study is informed by Inayatullah’s (2004) Causal Layered Analysis (CLA) to undertake a
multi-level analysis of the individual in social context. To promote micro, meso and macrolevels of understandings the research design involved a triangulation (Madill et al., 2000) of
four data sources: (a) observational evidence; (b) historical information from archival
analysis, (c) interview data and (d) survey information from community informants. The
most appropriate method for gaining a contextually grounded understanding of the domain
at ecological levels of analysis (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, Christens & Perkins, 2008; Prilleltensky
& Nelson, 2002) is a qualitative approach (Lincoln & Guba, 2000; Sandelowski, 2000). Other
theoretical concepts such as sense of community (Sarason, 1974; McMillan & Chavis, 1986) and
attachment to place (Jorgensen & Steadman, 2001; Long & Perkins, 2007; Pretty, 2002) are
incorporated to understand the impetus of social actions.
Inayatullah’s (2004) CLA facilitates deconstruction of four levels of discourse or action and it
also is an integrative framework for deconstructing qualitative data. The approach is similar
to the ecological perspective of community and environmental psychology or the nested
systems of Bronfenbrenner (1979) as it is used to examine data at four levels. According to
Inayatullah (2004) the four levels are: litany, social-structural, worldview and mythmetaphor. The litany is the taken for granted ‘facts’ such as surface behaviour, while the
social-structural level is the less well observed aspects of the social system that impacts the
surface behaviour. The worldview and myth levels are less obvious. While worldviews are
generally axiomatic, unacknowledged assumptions about the world, (Sarason, 1981) myths
provide people with social rules and expectations of what is moral and appropriate and are
well known to members of a society. Although the function of myth is not well understood,
myths give us frameworks for understanding our world and knowing what is right and
wrong and what is ideal. Although myths differ from worldviews, worldviews frames the way
we look at the world, and myths provide the social meaning to events. In terms of
understanding the processes and outcomes of the community engagement initiated by
Western Power CLA highlights the interactions between committee members and the larger
community including the socio-political factors that enhance or impede the actions of the
power working group.

Interview & Survey Participants
Using purposeful (Patton, 1990; Williams & Lewis, 2005) and theoretical sampling techniques
(Punch, 1998), 25 interviewees, comprising of key stakeholders in leadership roles including
informants representing the diversity of community perspectives were selected. Procedures
for interviews involved semi-structured, open-ended interviews that were tape-recorded and
transcribed verbatim. Interviews ceased on reaching saturation point of issues emerging
(Glaser & Strauss, 1967). The procedures for survey participants involved an email request
being sent to all fourteen of the community committee representatives and 12 respondents
returned completed surveys.

Grounded Theory – Coding & Analysis of Data
Strauss and Corbin (1990) define grounded theory analysis as the generation and
development of concepts, categories and propositions as an iterative process that theory is
developed (Glaser, 1978; Strauss & Corbin, 1994; 1998). Categories, formed by grouping
concepts and propositions indicate generalised relationships between a category and its
concepts and between discrete categories (Pandit, 1996). Grounded theory is inductively
derived and verified through systematic data collection and analysis of data pertaining to that
phenomenon (Glaser, 1978; Hall & Callery, 2001; Pandit, 1996). Through the process of

emergence (Glaser, 1978; 1992), codes and categories were generated directly from the
transcribed interview data by the researcher and two colleagues independently of each other.
This followed axial coding where relationships among the core set of categ are linked to
produce higher-level categories (Miller & Fredericks, 1999). Emergent theory was then
compared to other literature and perspectives to capture broader insights and to validate or
point out differences or gaps in current understandings (Pope-Davis, et al., 2002). Validity is
enhanced through informant verification and when emergent theory is compared to existing
theory (Glaser, 1998).

5.

Results - Quantitative Survey

Following are quantitative representations of the survey participants that highlight the
successes and the failures of the deliberative process. Participants were asked 9 questions on
the operation of the community engagement process and focus is limited to the governance
aspects undertaken by the Utility officers. Respondents were asked to rate the statements
from a range of 1 to 5, where 1 = poor; 2 = satisfactory, 3 = neutral, 4 = good and 5 = excellent.
Table 1 below represents the committee’s responses to the statement: “This committee is set
up to represent the wishes of the community”. From the spread of responses it is clear that
this committee is divided on the issue of wider community representation. Qualitative data
reveals that although this committee reflects the majority view to embrace green energy
innovations, they do not feel that they represent the needs and aspirations of the larger
community in terms of promoting sustainable energy reliability and security. In fact they
revealed that feedback and follow-up with the larger community was lacking and in fact the
committee was unaware of community reactions to the initiatives undertaken by this ‘power
working group’.
Table 1 – Representation of Community Wishes

Community Wishes
40

P ercen tag e Resp o n d en ts

35
30
25
20

Series1

15
10
5
0
1

2

3

4

5

Poor to Excellent

Table 2 represents the committee’s responses to the statement: “The meetings are well
facilitated by an independent facilitator”. Based on the greater levels of negative responses it
is clear that this committee is unconvinced that the community engagement process is being
facilitated with impartiality. Given that Western Power is a powerful organization that
operates within regulatory and economic interests, it is understandable that they find the
facilitation process is constrained by conflict of interests and therefore community priorities
may be limited by regulatory and statutory concerns.

Table 2 – Independent Facilitation
Independent Facilitation

Percentage of Respsondents

60
50
40
30

Series1

20
10
0
1

2

3

4

5

Poor to Excellent

Table 3 below represents the committee’s responses to the statement: “Meetings are
structured to provide opportunities for good levels of informed discussion of the issues?”. In
terms of facilitation of these meetings to ensure that committee members participate in
informed discussions, the majority of the respondents report a positive role being played by
the Utility officers. Qualitative feedback showed that on the one hand, the more power
committee members with higher levels of expertise in the field of renewable energy feel very
empowered to contribute to the discussions. On the other hand a small minority group who
represent a separate smaller regional community report feelings of disempowerment and
alienation with the process. What this community engagement exercise showed that for the
more power members of the group the process was indeed deeply deliberative, as it involved
open dialogue and reasoned discussion. However, for the less powerful group it was a
process dominated by the more powerful committee members and not controlled by a skilled,
neutral facilitator. While the majority felt that deliberation was achieved, a small minority
felt excluded and had identified that if the process is not changed they would disengage from
the ‘working power group’.
Table 3 – Informed Discussions
Informed Discussion
70

60

Percentage

50

40
Series1
30

20

10

0
1

2

3

4

5

Poor to Excellent

6.

Qualitative Analysis of Themes

The data analytic process revealed four overarching themes categorized as follows: (1)
Sustainability - Principles Underlying Energy Visions; (2) Sense of Community and

Geographic Affinity; (3) Pull-Push Socio-Political Factors and (4) Local Governance
Dynamics. For pragmatic purposes these themes have been condensed for this paper and
analysis related to sense of community, geographic affinity and effectiveness of local
governance for delivering a secure and reliable energy supply is discussed.

Theme 1 – Sustainability - Principles Underlying Energy Visions
Theme one echoes Inayatullah’s (2004) worldview and myth-metaphor level of analysis,
revealing that this group’s motivation and commitment to green strategic solutions are highly
associated to their bonds to the community, affinity to the geographic beauty of their
environment and to do what is morally right for the environment and the planet. This ‘power
working group’ assembled by the Utility officers largely comprises of green oriented social
activists and are driven by sustainability principles to deal with the threats of climate change.
While the majority of members are focused on promoting holistic oriented strategies to
reduce energy consumption and increase renewable energy generation, there is also a
minority of pragmatists who are keen to pursue green strategies as long as it is economically
viable. These quotes reflect the dual motivations underlying their visions toward green
energy initiatives: “ … most people want to tackle climate change – address the barriers of
lacking knowledge, skills, money, leadership, incentives, examples, little evident political will
... economically viable feed-in-tariffs vital … reduce coal generated power … renewable
generation must be cost effective … RE represents viable economic opportunities...”.
Theme 1.1

Sense of Community & Attachment to Place

A key unacknowledged axiom that can be linked to this community’s motivation toward
green energy strategies is their desire to protect the environmental heritage of their
community for future generations. Most significant is that their environmental worldview is
closely associated to their strong sense of community and identity to place that is inextricably
linked to the geographic beauty of the region. These excerpts from community interviews
powerfully reveal: “… this community is very environmentally aware… less materialistic,
less class conscious …’. A key sentiment that resonates with notions of place attachment, a key
domain of sense of community refers to residents’ emotional bonding or ties to their
community (Jorgenson & Stedman, 2001; Long & Perkins, 2007). Their intense attachment to
place also as a symbol of community identity is eloquently captured as: ‘… an awesome natural
beauty, … the majestic panorama of the beautiful coastline …”. Community identity is
defined as personal and public identifications with a specific physically bounded community
with its own character, which in turn affects residents’ personal and group identity (Kim &
Kaplan, 2004, p. 316). Their strong identification to both community and environment
underpins their sustainability principles for planning green energy initiatives. Given their
strong attachment to community and place, it is therefore not surprising that adaptive
responses are framed around appeals emanating from local, national and global domains
emphasizing sustainability and climate change adaptation to promote reduction of
greenhouse gas emissions and energy security through development of renewable sources of
energy.

Theme 2– Local Governance Dynamics
Reflecting Inayatullah’s (2004) litany and social-structural levels of analysis, theme two
highlights the factors associated with the successes and failures of the community
engagement process to capture the community’s energy vision and priorities. On the positive
side the Western Power officers have developed great levels of trust and a strong positive
working relationship with the great majority of the committee members and these in turn
have reduced the level of negative community attitude towards the Utility. Also significant is

that this community engagement process has sparked many other community initiatives to
promote awareness, education and easy access to information and advice about rebates and
actions to reduce energy consumption and deploy local generation of renewable energy.
Some of the leading committee members have been proactively involved in encouraging a
community-wide approach to energy consumption and reduction of emissions. There has
also been intense lobbying of politicians to enable regulatory and institutional changes to
reduce the constraints of the Utility to deploy decentralized forms of RE generation and
increase the funding for demand side management strategies. At the socio-political level this
group has been highly effective in promoting the cultural transformation of mindsets toward
distributed energy initiatives. In terms of positive influence this community engagement
process has facilitated change at the individual, community and higher societal levels.
On the negative side it appears that these officers have failed to address the uneven power
dynamics emerging in the committee group. In terms of the power aspects of the deliberative
process, the officers facilitated the more powerful group members to dominate the group
process and enable their visions and priorities to be heard. On the other hand, the less power
group felt excluded and unable to participate fully in the decision-making process. Moving
forward to address this inequity between the groups will require much commitment and
change to the committee structure and facilitation process to encourage the participation of
the less powerful committee members.
The success of the community engagement process in terms of the validity of the ‘power
working group’ at the community level is also less clear. For example, in terms of effecting
wider community influence, it appears that this ‘power working group’ over-estimated the level
of community acceptance of their strategic direction toward development of local RE
generation to avoid augmentation of centralized coal-fired power. The clearest example of
the mismatch of goals between the committee and the larger community is exemplified by the
decision taken by the Local Council to reject outright the site selected by the Community
Wind Farm Cooperative to deploy two wind turbines on private property located on pristine
coastline. Although the Local Council initially congratulated the developers for securing
Commonwealth government funds for this project they subsequently rejected the siting due
to growing political differences.
There are a number of reasons attributable to this development however a key factor is that
the community engagement process failed to ensure a highly representative process to
support the wind farm project. For example, had the Western Power officers invited a more
diverse group or at the very least consulted and gained wider community feedback on the
decisions made by this group on behalf of the community, the wind farm project may have
gained the acceptance of those who opposed this as a largely anti-development decision. As
Carson and Hartz-Karp (2005) highlighted, without a very inclusive sample, the process will
lack credibility amongst those who should be influenced. As the committee lacked diverse
representation, the deliberative process was not able to move toward common ground. As
Carson (2009) indicated consensus is not necessary however an effective deliberation process
must include exposure of conflicts to provide the opportunity to understand it, in order to
move respectfully.

6.

Discussion

The Utility’s community engagement meetings occur bi-monthly and are always held at the
same regional community even though two regional communities are represented by this
power working committee. Also significant to this evaluation is that the meetings are always

chaired by the Utility officers and the membership can be described as ‘the usual suspects’ or
citizen/elite stakeholders: organizational representatives, environment groups, local council
representatives, with opportunity for a variety of researchers and industry representatives to
observe and present relevant information to the committee. This evaluation study however,
has lead to a number of changes and the location of the meetings are to be rotated in the
future along with rotational chairs to include greater community members’ involvement in
agenda setting. While Western Power’s over-reliance on this group meant that they thought
it was meeting its obligation to consult with ‘the community’ this research has highlighted
that a number of changes are vital to ensure inclusivity and validity of the decision-making
process in order to effect wider community influence and acceptance of strategic planning
with the community.
While the community engagement process is highly empowering to the more powerful and
influential stakeholders, this study revealed that community engagement practitioners must
be vigilant to power differences to ensure that the process is free from domination and that
skillful facilitators are engaged to promote inclusive participation, address status inequalities
and ensure representation of diverse community interests. While the more powerful
members report participating in a truly deliberative process, the less powerful members are
left dissatisfied and have demanded action to redress the inequity.
In spite of these difficulties the community engagement process facilitated mindset changes
at the institutional level to listen to community aspirations and plan for a transition towards
intelligent grid and distributed energy solutions. This community is leading the way in
promoting local generation of renewable energy sources including strategies to reduce
consumption and effect behavioural change to reduce GHG emissions at the community
level. While the deliberative process undertaken by Western Power will require a number of
changes to promote inclusive representation to gain wider community acceptance of the
transition towards distributed energy solutions, this committee has enabled the Utility
planners to identify the path toward cost effective innovative solutions that can deliver a
reliable and secure energy supply that does not compromise the planet.
Although this community engagement exercise is considered a work in progress it represents
a great opportunity for Utilities to plan with the community and gain key insights about the
factors that enhance and inhibit the transition toward distributed energy solutions at the
community level. More research is needed to understand the factors related to community
acceptance, affordability, and the level of government support for technological deployment
in the regions. The successful transition toward low emission energy solutions will require
understandings about government support and the dynamics of ‘civil society’ as there are
different interests at work. As Hastings (2006) highlighted sustainable energy and
technological developments must be evaluated against contextual considerations, such as
culture, politics, geographic location, landscape and other sustainability considerations.
Otherwise we are gullible to the uncritical acceptance of the ideology of sustainability.
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