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Executive Summary - Key findings

Where

9 sites in the Mediterranean basin: Ciovo Island (Croatia), Hersonissos - Crete (Greece), Durres
(Albania), Kalkara and Xghajra (Malta), Larnaca (Cyprus), Salobrena (Spain), Pobla de Farnals (Spain),
Giglio Island (Italy) and Civitavecchia (Italy).

When

Between end of summer and beginning of autumn 2020 (Cyprus: spring 2021).

Citizens involved

2111 citizens, about 200 for each site.

Climate change awareness

J The largest part of citizens is aware of the issue of climate change and believes that it is necessary
to adopt adequate measures in order to mitigate it. This percentage is particularly high (above 86%)
in Pobla de Farnals, Giglio Island and Civitavecchia, it is more than 60% in Larnaca and it is around
50% in Ciovo Island, Hernissos, Durres and Salobrefa.

L onthe opposite in Kalkara and Xghajra 70% of citizens are not aware of climate changes issues
at all.

Strategy to reduce environmental impact

J  Most of the citizens believe that it is necessary to reduce household consumptions of energy and
to produce energy from renewable sources in order to reduce environmental impact.

In Pobla de Farnals, Giglio Island and Kalkara and Xghajra more than one third of citizen believe
that it is only necessary to produce energy from renewable sources in order to reduce environmental
impact.

L in salobrefa 22% of citizens believe that none of the 2 actions are necessary.

Knowledge of Blue Energies

Only in Ciovo Island and Hersonissos 55%-60% of respondents know Blue Energies and in Larnaca
about 50%.

L inall remaining sites, most of the respondents do not know them. For instance, in Civitavecchia
nearly 80% of citizens do not know Blue Energies, in Pobla de Farnals 68% and in Giglio Island 63%.
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Level of supportiveness on five different Blue Energies technologies

J Al the five proposed technologies (floating wind turbines, submarine kite, oscillating water
columns, floaters, oscillating buoys) have received the same strong support in all sites.

Marine renewable energy technology thought less invasive, among the proposed 5.

J The marine renewable energy technology perceived as less invasive by almost all the citizens is
the oscillating water column plant installed in a pier. This installation has received a really large
consensus in all sites apart Malta and Salobrena. The second chosen installation is a set of oscillating
buoys.

Malta is outstanding in comparison all the other sites, because the installation considered less
invasive by Malta’s citizens is the cluster of oscillating buoys and the floating wind turbine.

Level of concern of BE installation negative effects on noise, fauna and flora, visual impact
tourism, fishing.

J L Almost all sites have a neutral position on all possible negative effects of BE installations. It
should be underlined that frequently answers are equally spread on all categories.

L Hersonissos is completely outstanding with really high concerns on all the presented negative
effects and Larnaca also presents higher concerns than other sites.

L salobrefa rises concerns on fauna and flora, visual impact and fishing; Malta on noise and visual
impact; Durres mostly on noise.

Level of hopefulness about new job opportunities, energy independence, climate change
mitigation, reduction of local pollution, strengthening of innovation in businesses, organizations
and public or private bodies

J  The level of hopefulness about all the presented positive aspects that could derive from BE
installations is very high in almost all sites.

L Only Durres have about 30% of low values in energy independence, climate change mitigation
and reduction of local pollution.

L The last category, strengthening of innovation in businesses, organizations and public or
private bodies, generally, has received a smaller consensus.
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Executive Summary - Blue Energy Technologies supportiveness

“There are technologies which can exploit the marine renewable energies. If there was a
plan to install one of these technologies near to you how supportive would you be, from
a scale to O to 107"

Oscillating Water Column

J 74.21% of citizen are supporting this technology

Oscillating buoys

J 7027% of citizen are supporting this technology

Floater

J 69.77% of citizen are supporting this technology
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Floating wind turbines:

J 69.09% of citizen are supporting this technology

Submarine Kites:

J 65.91% of citizen are supporting this technology

=
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Symbols explanation

L The answer hilights a lack of supportivhess/awareness towards BE.
Dubtfull aswer, not clear position towards BE.

J The answer highliths a positive perception towards BE.
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Introduction

In the framework of the BLUE DEAL project, a survey on the perception and attitude
towards Blue Energy and technologies to harness it has been developed and targeted to
the general public. The survey has been conducted in 9 regions through questionnaires
and interviews, prepared by the University of Siena. The questionnaire is common for all
partners. This is to ensure a high degree of comparability in the results.

Results of the survey will be used first to draw up lessons and suggestions to fine-tune
project activities locally (also as regards communication to the general public) and
secondly, to understand how BE technologies are perceived in involved countries/regions,
and to what extent local communities are inclined to invest in BE (i.e. through popular
shareholding). The survey will be to act as a model for a more general understanding of
the perception of the population of the Mediterranean area towards Blue Energy.

The University of Siena prepared Guidelines for the other partners to describe all the steps
to be followed during the survey (GUIDELINES - Survey on perception of citizens, see
Annex 1 pag. 78).

Each partner has chosen a coastal area, preferably not a large city, where a Blue Energy
installation could be conceivably set up. The survey has been conducted in those areas
interviewing about 200 people per site.

Due to the COVID-19 restrictions, the survey, initially scheduled for June 2020, has been
carried out in the summer until the beginning of the autumn 2020, for Cyprus in spring
2021.

8
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1. Guidelines

The University of Siena has prepared detailed guidelines for each partner to be followed
in all steps of the survey. (See Annex 1 for detailed Guidelines). Below a summary:

1. ldentification and description of the phenomenon under investigation;
identification of the area where implementing the Survey.

Preparation of the blue-print questionnaire; translation into local language.
Selection of the gross sample with “stratified systematic sampling of addresses”.
Fieldwork.

u kN

Elaboration and interpretation of results.

1. The survey is devoted to assessing the perception and attitude towards Blue Energy
technologies targeted to the general public in all the involved regions. The main objective
of the BLUE DEAL project is to raise awareness on the potentialities of marine renewable
energies and engage stakeholders, local authorities, and citizens in participative planning
processes to understand how to implement Blue Energies in maritime and coastal areas.

In particular, BLUE DEAL aims to overcome current technical and administrative
restrictions for the BE deployment and define proper requirements and procedures to
support decisions, including participative processes, and guarantee compliance with
regulatory, environmental and especially social constraints.

Social acceptance is the most crucial issue, being the challenge of the BLUE DEAL
project to fill any knowledge gap and try to sketch a BE plan in target regions in order to
support the establishment of regional BLUE DEAL Alliances, that must include citizens.

Each partner identified an area for the survey. The area was the one where a Blue Energy
(BE) instalment could be settled and where the project could be developed. The area was
an island or a part of it, a coastal area, a smaller town, or a part of a city. The chosen area
contained between 1,500 and 15,000 inhabitants.

2. See next section for a detailed description of the blueprint questionnaire rationale and
guestions.

3. The sampling methodology chosen for the survey was a two-stage sampling: in the first
stage addresses were selected with stratified systematic sampling; in the second stage,
one person was chosen in the household to be the respondent.

9

Project co-financed by the European Regional Develepment Fund

BLUE DEAL - D.3.2.1_Survey on BE perception



HileIrcy “
/WVediterranean _ e
« BLUE DEAL

The chosen area was divided into 10 blocks or strata. Each stratum was contiguous, non-
overlapping with the others and all the strata together covered the entire area. Each
stratum contained as nearly as possible the same number of units (inhabitants).

Once the 10 blocks or strata were clearly identified, a systematic sampling of addresses
was performed independently for each stratum. To reach a final sample (i.e.,, completed
interviews) of about 200 interviews, non-response was considered; so it was suggested
doubling the sample (i.e. hypothesis of 50% non-response rate). This implied that 400
addresses were selected in total, so 40 addresses per stratum. If 40 addresses were
selected with systematic sampling, it implied that roughly 1 every 5 addresses was
selected.

The next step was to choose a starting point for the selection of the addresses. Once a first
address in a stratum was chosen, the person responsible of the selection walked all around
it, covering all the streets of the stratum, and selected 1 address every 5 ones.

Each address that was so selected was registered on a template database, with the name
of the family that appears at the location and the full address. At this stage, a letter was
left in the mailbox of the selected family.

4. Before starting the fieldwork, the interviewer was trained on the project and on the
questionnaire. He/she thus was able to answer to possible questions from the respondents
and he/she knew in depth the questionnaire. He/she was closely monitored by a supervisor
and the interviews were also monitored by the research team once data were
downloaded to the fieldwork centre. In this way, the supervisor could immediately
understand if the interviewer was doing something not correct. When the interviewer
visited a family, he/she, firstly, showed the badge, identified him/her-self and made clear
reference to the letter that was left in the mailbox in preceding days. The initial doorstep
interaction with the respondent was critical for the interviewer. He/she had to engage
people and raise thei interest in the survey enough to make them give up their time.
Interviewers also had to reassure the potential respondents that their responses would
remain confidential and anonymous and that their views and opinions really were
important for the project implementation.

It was also highly recommended the use of a Computer Assisted Personal Interview (CAPI)
methodology, so to have an electronic version of the questionnaire.

10
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A template with the full list of selected addresses and names of the families was provided
to the interviewer. In this template, the interviewer registered the outcome of each
interview. The possible outcomes were: interview completed; interview rejected; family not
present. In this last case, the interviewer tried to contact the family for 3 timesat different
time and days: one in the morning, one in the evening and one on the weekend. If after
three visits, the family was never present, it was finally registered as ‘NOT PRESENT".

11
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2. The Questionnaire

The survey conducted by UNISI and the Partners of BLUE DEAL project was designed to
provide reliable data on Blue Energy's social acceptance. The survey aimed to analyse the
opinion of the population of the coastal area on their perception of Blue Energy, their
knowledge on new renewable energy sources and the new technologies for their
deployment. The active participation of citizens in energy systems and the energy
transition is a crucial element of the Blue Eenergy planning. For this reason, the
investigation on the Blue Energy’s social acceptance was carried out.

The questionnaire for the survey consisted of 14 questions in closed and scale form and it
was divided into three sections aimed to depict:

1 Social and demographic metrics of respondent.

1 Knowledge of citizen about climate change and renewable marine technologies as
well as environmental issues.

1 Positive attitude of interviewed towards some technologies to harness Blue Energy.

Each partner translated the blueprint questionnaire in local language and inserted proper
values where required (See Annex 2 for all questionnaires translated in local languages).

The social and demographic characteristics of participants were analysed with the first set
of questions (from 1 to 6) and they referred to permanent or temporary characteristics of
the individual: sex, age, place of residence, and employment status. These questions
defined the profile of the participants included in the research (Table 1).

Table 1 - Questions to ascertain the socio-demographic characteristics of respondents

Questions Possible answers
1. Sex a. M
b. F
a. <18
2. How old are you? b. 18-39
c. 40-59
d. >59
3. In which
municipality/province/region/county do
you live?

12
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4. In this area, you are:

Resident
Tourist

5. How far do you live from the sea?

Less than 5 km
Between 5 and 10 km
More than 10 km

6. What is your job/working status?

o |60 T oo O

| don’t work (student, pensioner,
unemployed, etc.)

| have a full-time job in the maritime
industry (fishing, tourism,
shipbuilding industry etc.)

| work in the maritime industry
seasonally or with short-term
contracts

| work, but not in the maritime
industry

In order to understand the knowledge of citizen about climate change and renewable

marine technologies as well as environmental issue a second set of questions were

produced, from 7 to 10. Into specific, question number 8 informed the interviewer about

the annual consumption of a typical house in the location under study and the share of

energy produced from fossil fuels. Question number 9 served to characterize the sensibility

of interviewees concerning the environmental impacts connected to the production of

electricity. Question number 10 was devoted to understanding the awareness of

respondents on the existence of Marine Renewable Energies (Table 2).
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Project co-financed by the European Regional Develepment Fund

BLUE DEAL - D.3.2.1_Survey on BE perception



HileIrcy “
/WVediterranean ===

«z, BLUE DEAL

Table 2 - Questions to capture knowledge of citizen about climate change, renewable
marine technology as well as environmental issue.

Questions Possible answers

a. | am not aware of these issues

b. | am aware of these concerns, but |
don't believe they affect or threaten me

c. | am aware of these concerns, but |

7. Are you aware of the concerns related don't believe they affect or threaten
to climate change? humans

d. | am aware of these concerns, and |
believe that it is necessary to adopt
adequate measures in order to
mitigate the climate change problem

8. In your area, the average electric
energy consumption per household is
XXXX (Partner: Insert proper value)
kWh, YY% (Partner: Insert proper
value) of which derives from non-

Yes
No

renewable energies. Were you aware

of that?

a. Itis necessary to reduce household
consumptions of energy in order to
reduce environmental impact.

9. Which one of the following b. Itis necessary to produce energy from
statements do you agree more? renewable energies in order to reduce

environmental impact.
c. Both of them
d. None of them

10. Do you know the marine renewable a. Yes

energies ("Blue Energies”)? b. No

The third set of questions was devoted to assessing the citizens’ perception on Blue Energy
Technologies. In particular, the willingness of citizens to adopt different technologies, their
perception of potential negative impacts as well as their expectations concerning the

14
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future improvements due to the implementation of technologies for the deployment of
renewable energy sources (Table 3 and 4)

In guestion 11, images of six technologies (able to exploit Blue Energies) were showed to
collect reactions of the interviewees concerning their possible installation (Table 3).

Table 3 - Question to understand the willingness of respondents towards the possible
installation of 5 Blue energy Technologies.

Question 11

There are technologies which can exploit the marine renewable energies.
If there was a plan to install one of these technologies near to you how
supportive would you be, from a scale to 0 to 10?

Question 11a

A floating wind turbine, to harness the energy of the wind

Completely Fully
disagree agree
Question 11b | Submarine kite, to harness the energy of marine currents.
S
- A §
o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Completely Fully
disagree agree
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Question 11c

Oscillating Water Column plant installed in a pier, to harness the energy
of waves.

o 1 2 3 4 5 o 7 8 9 10

disagree agree

Question 11d

Set of floaters fixed on a pier, to harness the energy of waves.

?
o 1 2 3 4 10

disagree agree

i
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Question 11e | Cluster of oscillating buoy, to harness the energy of waves offshore.

disagree agree

Questions 12 and 13 deeply investigated the level of the respondents’ perception about
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats regarding Blue Energy technologies.. In
particular, these questions inspected the level of concern about the impacts of such
technologies on the environment and socio-economic context. The last question (14)
sought to understand the perceived impacts of Blue Energy deployment as regardsfuture
job opportunities and socio-economic and environmental benefits (Table 4).

Table 4 - Questions to deeply investigate the level of concerns on the Blue Energy

Technology
Questions Possible answers
. 11a
12.The pictures above show some of the 116
existing marine renewable energy 1
C
technologies. Which one do you feel 11
would be less invasive?
1le
Noise

13.In a scale from O to 10, how

Impacts on fauna and flora

concerned would you be about the . .
Visual impact

. . : 5

following possible issues? Negative effects on tourism

© o0 T o0 a0 T o

Negative effects on fishing
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14.1n a scale from 0 to 10, how hopeful
would you be about the following
possible aspects?

® o 060 T 9

New job positions

Energy independence

Climate change mitigation
Reduction of local pollution
Improvement of innovative startup

18
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3. Results of the survey

In order to investigate the social acceptability and perception of marine renewable energy
technologies, as part of the BLUE DEAL project, the questionnaire was submitted to nine
different coastal sites of the Mediterranean area chosen by all partners:

—

Ciovo Island (Croatia),

N

)

) Municipality of Hersonissos - Crete (Greece),
) Durres (Albania),

) Kalkara and Xghajra (Malta),

) Salobrena (Spain),
)

)

)

)

O U1 A~ W

Pobla de Farnals (Spain),

~

Giglio Island (ltaly),
Civitavecchia (Italy) and
Larnaca (Cyprus).

O

The final total sample size achieved was 2111 interviews, divided in each site as reported
in Table 5.

Table 5 - Respondents per each site

Site Achieved sample size (n)
Ciovo (HR) 300
Hersonissos (GR) 200
Durres (AL) 452
Kalkara and Xghajra (MT) 204
Salobrena (ES) 200
Pobla de Farnals (ES) 202
Giglio Island (IT) 145
Civitavecchia (IT) 200
Larnaca (CY) 208
TOTAL 2111

The final dataset contained 26 variables, one for each question.

The analysis of the results has been conducted on three levels:

19
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1. at aggregated level for the whole database;

2. at area level: Adriatic Sea area (Ciovo Island and Durres), Tyrrhenian Sea area
(Giglio Island and Civitavecchia), Iberian Sea area (Salobrena and Pobla de Farnals),
and south Mediterranean Sea area (Hersonissos, Kalkara and Xghajra, Larnaca);

3. for each individual site (reported in Annex 3 pag 160).

First 6 questions have been used to characterize the respondents.

At the aggregated level, 50.71% of the respondents were males and 49.29% were
females (Figure 1). Deepening the level of analysis, a slight majority of male respondents
in the Adriatic Sea area and an equally spread distribution in the south Mediterranean Sea
area has been noticed, whereas the Tyrrhenian Sea and the |berian Sea areas have been
characterized by a prevalence of female respondents.

Aggregate Level

Iberian Sea Area Tyrrhenian Sea Area

N )

Adriatic Sea Area South Mediterranean Sea Area

0

Figure 1 - Distribution of respondents by gender: aggregated (a), and by area (b).
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At the aggregate level, 1.99% of the respondents were under 18 years old, 28.73% was
between 18 and 39, 38.41% between 40 and 59, and 30.87% was older than 59 years
(Figure 2). This distribution is reflected also in the Adriatic Sea area and in the south
Mediterranean Sea area, but the remaining areas have a bit different distribution of age.
The majority of Tyrrhenian Sea area participants is more than 59 years old, and, among
the Iberian Sea area ones, nobody is underage.

Aggregate Level

<18
1.99%

Adriatic Sea Area <18 Tyrrhenian Sea Area _ . b
2

. 4

Iberian Sea Area South Mediterranean Sea Area
<18

.
o N

Figure 2 - Distribution of respondents by age: aggregated (a), and by area (b).
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Concerning the place of residence, at the aggregate level, 84.18% of the respondents
lived within the pilot zone, 12.17% outside the pilot zone but within the country of
reference, and only 3.65% lived in another country (Figure 3). Therefore, nearly all the
opinions collected came from the pilot areas. This distribution is consistent with data
from all areas except for the south Mediterranean Sea one, where the largest part of the
interviewees lived in a different area than the pilot zone. In particular, in Hersonissos, 30%
of the participants live in another country, and, in Kalkara and Xghajra 98.53% are Maltese
but living far from the pilot zone.

Outside A te L | Outside a
the pilot ggregate Leve the

zone but
within the

country
365%

country
1217%

Outside
the pilot
zohe but
withinthe
country
1.73%

the Tyrrhenian Sea Area

Outside Iberian Sea Area South Mediterranean Sea Area

. COutside
the pilot
the
zone but _ .
. country
withinthe
308% country
country

1485%
©22%

Outside the Pilot zone.
withinthe
country
3094%

Outside
the pilot
zone but
withinthe
country
5421%

Figure 3 - Distribution of respondents by place of residence: aggregated (a), by area (b)
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At the aggregate level, 94.88% of the respondents declared to be permanent residents in
the area while only 5.12% declared to be tourists. The different levels of analysis showed
either a totality or a clear majority of interviewees being residents (Figure 4).

a
Aggregate Level
Tourist
512%
Tourist P .
A Adriatic Sea Area Tourist Tyrrhenian Sea Area b

5.51%

\ v

Tourist |berian Sea Area South Mediterranean Sea Area

10,70%

Tourist
4,7 4560

Figure 4 - Distribution of respondents by status of residence: aggregated (a); by area (b)
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At the aggregate level, 75.04% of participants lives less than 5 kilometres from the coast,
19.32% at a distance between 5 and 10 kilometres, and the remaining 5.65% at more
than 10 kilometres from the coast (Figure 5). This indicates a clear majority of subjects
living by the sea. The frequency analysis by area shows consistent results. Nevertheless, in
Hersonissos, the distribution among the different categories appears more even: 41.50%
of the interviewees lives at a distance shorter than 5 kilometres, 25.50% at a distance

ranging from 5 and 10 kilometres, and the remaining 33% at more than 10 kilometres
(see Annex 3 page 160)
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Mare a
Aggregate Level than 10
km
Betweenh 5.65%
and 10
kim
1932%
. . . More
Adriatic Sea Area Tyrrhenian Sea Area " b
an
M?(r)ektham 10 km
m Between 174%
3.20% 5and 10
km
18,84%
Iberian Sea Area South Mediterranean Sea Area
Between More
5 and 10 than 10
K km Maore than
m 10 km
7.25% 450% 11 0%
Between
and 10 km
23.20%

Figure 5 - Distribution of respondents by distance of residence: aggregated (a) and by area

(b)

Project co-financed by the European Regional Develepment Fund

BLUE DEAL - D.3.2.1_Survey on BE perception



HILCITrcyYy “
/Vlediterranean ==

«= BLUE DEAL

Concerning the occupational status of the respondents, at the aggregate level, 39.36%
did not work at all, 6.40% worked full-time in the maritime industry, 7.30% worked in the
maritime industry with seasonal or short-term contracts, and 46.94% worked in other kind
of industries (Figure 6). Therefore, the largest part of the interviewed subjects works in
other industries while less than 15% is employed in the maritime industry. Although
the figures are quite representative of all the areas, we can highlight some differences.
Indeed, the Adriatic Sea areas and south Mediterranean Sea areas are characterized
respectively by 21.60% and 16.50% of participants working in the maritime industry. In
the Tyrrhenian Sea Area and in the Iberian Sea Area half of the respondents do not work.
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Figure 6 - Distribution of respondents by occupational status: aggregated (a) and by area
(b)

Project co-financed by the European Regional Develepment Fund

BLUE DEAL - D.3.2.1_Survey on BE perception



HILCITrcyYy “
/Vediterranean _ we==

«= BLUE DEAL

The preceding question ended the section on the characterization of the respondents.
All the following questions concerned directly the focus of the project.

The first question of the second section investigated the awareness of respondents
concerning climate change. At the aggregate level, 59.64%, are aware; and concerned of
climate change and willing to fight against it, 18.33% are not aware of the problem,
12.27% are aware but think that the issue does not affect or threaten the human race and
the remaining 9.76% are aware but think that the issue does not affect or threaten them
(Figure 7). Even though the majority of respondents are aware of climate change issues, a
significant 18.33% and a cumulative 28.09% of the participants are either not aware
of the problem or think that it is not their concern. In such a context, the Tyrrhenian Sea
and the Iberian Sea areas stand out for the highest percentage of respondents that are
aware and wish for the problem to be addressed, with a percentage of 88.12% and
73.63%, respectively. On the other side, the south Mediterranean Sea area, and Malta in
particular, show the highest percentage of interviewees not aware of climate change
issues (see Annex 3 pag. 160 for further details).
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Figure 7 - Distribution of respondents by climate change concern: aggregated (a) and by
area (b).
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The subsequent question investigated the awareness of citizens on the percentage of
electricity that comes from non-renewable energy sources in their area. At the aggregate
level, 42.68% is aware of the value and 57.32% is not aware, showing a slight majority
for the latter category (Figure 8). This central result at aggregate level comes from two
opposite situations in the 4 areas. On the one hand, the Adriatic Sea area exhibits a clear
majority of aware respondents (72.74%), but, on the other, the Tyrrhenian Sea area, the
Iberian Sea area, and the south Mediterranean area display a clear majority of unaware
respondents (69.28%, 80.35%, and 72.39% respectively). In this context, Ciovo Island is in
contrast with the rest of the Adriatic Sea area with 63% of respondents not aware of the
source of electricity used.
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Figure 8 - Distribution of respondents by electricity source awareness: aggregate (a) and
by area (b)
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The next question investigated the best strategy to reduce the environmental impact from
the point of view of citizens’ perception. At the aggregate level, 7.96% of respondents
think that the best way to decrease the environmental impact is reducing household
consumption, 22.99% opts for energy produced from renewable sources, 64.08% agrees
with both the previous options and 4.98% disagrees with all alternatives (Figure 9). This
result shows that the majority of the respondent believe that the reduction of
household consumption and the use of renewable energy sources are the measures
to use to compensate for our environmental impact. Among the various areas, a
countertrend is shown by Salobrena (ES), where again the majority agrees with both
measures to reduce environmental impact, but a small but significant part disagrees with
all the options available (see Annex 3 page 160).
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Figure 9 - Distribution of respondents by electricity source awareness: aggregated (a) and
by area (b)
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Question 10 was one of the most important because investigated the knowledge of Blue
Energy. At the aggregate level, 43.38% is aware of Blue Energies while 56.62% is not,
meaning a weak majority of unaware respondents (Figure 10). All areas show consistent
results, and, in particular, in the Tyrrhenian Sea numbers appear to be the most extreme
with 72.5% of respondents that do not know Blue Energies.

Aggregate Level

Adriatic Sea Area Tyrrhenian Sea Area b

Iberian Sea Area South Mediterranean Sea Area

Figure 10 - Distribution of respondents by knowledge of Blue Energies: aggregated (a)
and by area (b)
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The following set of questions investigates the level of supportiveness about the
deployment of marine renewable energies by some technologies. To this end, a set of Blue
Energies technologies were presented to the interviewed.

The first one is a floating wind turbine,. At the aggregate level, 6.97% of the respondents
declares to be not supportive at all, 13.13% not supportive, 10.81% uncertain or indifferent,
37. 91% supportive, and 31.18% strongly supportive (Table 5). The results indicate that
almost 70% of the registered frequencies is distributed between being either supportive
or strongly supportive, that is, almost 70% of the respondents is favourable to floating
wind turbines installation. Approximately the same results are shown by the other levels
of analysis. However, the Tyrrhenian Sea area constitutes an exception. Indeed, its results
appear to be more negatively polarized: a percentage of 32.17% is either strongly not
favourable or not favourable toward the installation, the 15.07% is uncertain or indifferent
and 52.75% is either supportive or strongly supportive.

Table 5. Distribution of respondents by level of supportiveness of floating wind turbines
aggregated and by area

Level of o
) Adriatic . . South
supportiveness | Aggregated Tyrrhenian Iberian .
) ] Sea Mediterranean
of floating wind Level Sea Area Sea Area
. Area Sea Area
turbines
]
not supportive at 6.97% 2.80% 13.33% 10.70% 6.05%
all
2
, 13.13% 14.65% 18.84% 7.21% 11.93%
not supportive
3
10.81% 7.59% 15.07% 12.19% 11.44%
neutral
4
, 37.91% 50.47% 33.04% 30.10% 30.39%
supportive
5
‘ 31.18% 24.50% 19.71% 39.80% 40.20%
strongly supportive
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The second technology presented is a submarine kite, able to exploit energy of the marine

currents. At the aggregate level, 4.93% of the respondents declares to be not supportive

at all, 15.08% not supportive, 14.08% uncertain or indifferent, 40.59% supportive, and

25.32% strongly supportive (Table 6). The results show the largest part of the interviewees

being supportive towards this kind of technology. In such a context, almost 66% of

respondents are either supportive or strongly supportive and this means that the same

share of respondents is favourable to submarine kite installation. Approximately the

same results are shown by the other levels of analysis.

Table 6 - Distribution of respondents by level of supportiveness of submarine Kites

aggregated and by area

Level of south
ou
supportiveness | Aggregated | Adriatic | Tyrrhenian Iberian .
) Mediterranean
of submarine Level Sea Area Sea Area Sea Area
. Sea Area
kites
]
not supportive at 4.93% 1.86% 8.99% 7.73% 4.58%
all
2
) 15.08% 17.18% 16.81% 9.73% 15.03%
not supportive
3
14.08% 16.38% 9.28% 11.72% 15.52%
neutral
4
) 40.59% 53.53% 39.13% 35.66% 28.76%
supportive
5
strongly 25.32% 11.05% 25.80% 35.16% 36.11%
supportive

The third technology investigated was the oscillating water column plant installed in

piers, to exploit the energy of waves. At the aggregate level, 4.60% of the respondents
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declares to be not supportive at all, 10.71% not supportive, 10.47% uncertain or indifferent,
39.38% supportive, and 34.83% strongly supportive (Table 7). Hence, the largest part of
the interviewees is supportive towards this kind of technology. Indeed, almost 75% of the
citizens are supportive or strongly supportive. Approximately the same results are shown
by the other level of analysis. Thus, comparing this case with the two aforementioned,
oscillating water columns receive more positive support.

Table 7 - Distribution of respondents by level of supportiveness for oscillating water
columns technology aggregated and by area

Level of south
ou
supportiveness | Aggregated | Adriatic | Tyrrhenian Iberian .
. . Mediterranean
of oscillating Level Sea Area Sea Area | Sea Area
Sea Area
water columns
]
not supportive at 4.60% 1.73% 3.48% 8.46% 6.21%
all
2
, 10.71% 12.65% 10.14% 8.46% 10.13%
not supportive
3
10.47% 10.92% 8.99% 8.46% 12.09%
neutral
4
, 39.38% 47.40% 43.48% 34.58% 30.39%
supportive
5
strongly 34.83% 27.30% 3391% 40.05% 41.18%
supportive

The fourth proposed installation was a system of floaters fixed on a pier to harness the
energy of waves. At the aggregate level, 4.98% of the respondents declares to be not
supportive at all, 1232% not supportive, 12.94% uncertain or indifferent, 38.25%
supportive, and 31.52% strongly supportive (Table 8).. About 70% of the respondents is
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distributed between being either supportive or strongly supportive. Therefore, 70% of the
respondents is favourable to the installation. The other levels of analysis show
approximately the same results.

Table 8 - Distribution of respondents by level of supportiveness of floaters aggregated and

by area
Level of o . . South
. Aggregated | Adriatic | Tyrrhenian Iberian .
supportiveness Mediterranean
Level Sea Area Sea Area Sea Area
of floaters Sea Area
]
not supportive at 4.98% 1.60% 5.80% 8.96% 6.05%
all
2
, 12.32% 12.38% 13.04% 9.45% 13.73%
not supportive
3
12.94% 15.18% 15.07% 11.44% 9.97%
neutral
4
, 38.25% 45.01% 44 35% 33.08% 29.90%
supportive
5
strongly 31.52% 25.83% 21.74% 37.06% 40.36%
supportive

The last technology presented is a system of oscillating buoys, that is, another kind of
wave energy converter. At the aggregate level, 5.36% of the respondents declares to be
not supportive at all, 12.09% not supportive, 12.28% uncertain or indifferent, 41.11%
supportive, and 29.16% strongly supportive (Table 9). The largest part of the interviewees
is supportive towards this kind of technology as well. The 70.27% of the registered
frequencies is distributed between being either supportive or strongly supportive
therefore showing support toward the installation. The other levels of analysis show
approximately the same results. However, despite the general support, a significant part
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of the respondents appears to be not in favour of the installation in the Tyrrhenian Sea

area.

Table 9. Distribution of respondents by level of supportiveness of oscillating buoys

aggregate and by area

Level of
- - . . South
supportiveness | Aggregated | Adriatic | Tyrrhenian Iberian .
o Mediterranean
of oscillating Level Sea Area Sea Area | Sea Area
Sea Area
buoys
]
not supportive at 536% 1.73% 8.70% 8.48% 5.88%
all
2
, 12.09% 13.98% 14.78% 8.23% 10.78%
not supportive
3
12.28% 11.05% 13.91% 10.97% 13.73%
neutral
4
, 41.11% 52.33% 41.16% 36.91% 30.07%
supportive
5
strongly 29.16% 2091% 21.45% 35.41% 39.54%
supportive
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Table 10 - Summary of the favourable replies per each technology

# | BE Technology % of supportive citizens

1 | Oscillating water columns | 74.21%

2 | Oscillating buoys 70.27%

3 | Floaters 69.77%

4 | Floating wind turbines 69.07%

5 | Submarine kites 65.91%

Annex 4 (page 183) reports detailed tables of the frequencies of each technology per each
site.

In the following questions, citizens are required to express their opinion which marine
renewable energy technologies they believe are less invasive among the ones
presented in the previous set of installations. At the aggregate level, 16.79% of
respondents believes the floating wind turbines to be the least invasive, 14.60% thinks
that about submarine Kites, 29.26% answers oscillating water column plants, the 22.48%
prefers the system of floaters and the remaining 16.88% shows a preference for oscillating
buoys (Figure 11). These frequencies indicate that the largest part of the respondents
is convinced that oscillating water column plants are the least invasive technologies.
Breaking down the figures by area, the Tyrrhenian Sea area and the south Mediterranean
Sea area show coherent results with the general trend, while the Adriatic Sea area and
the lberian Sea area express the system of floaters as the least invasive technology.
However, the results obtained are generally rather fragmented with slightly larger
frequencies on oscillating water column plant installed in a pier.
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Figure 11 - Distribution of respondents by marine renewable energy technology thought
less invasive: aggregated (a) and by area (b)
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