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Abstract communities, the way they approach these
communities will leave a long-lasting impressiomuat
At this initial stage of development, opinion  the sector as a whole. Thus, developers act as\gilod
toward wave energy is mainly positive. Interviews  ambassadors not only for their own projects, bso al
with developers, presentations about waveenergy at  for the WE sector. This article focuses on the d@ssu
local community meetings, and the literature show  developers need to address when discussing WE
that there are four main types of issues developers  projects with local communities to achieve more
need to address when dlscussmg their proj ects with efﬁcienﬂy pub||c acceptabi”ty_
local populations: conflict of use of the ocean space, Public acceptability is not a new phenomenon - it
environmental impact, NIMBY (Not in My Back  has often been encountered with the adoption of new
Yard), and community well-being concerns. The  technologies, the placing of architectural monument
importance of these issues is presented and  and works of art in public locations. Most of itshép
suggestions for best ways to approach them are  do not so much with the form or function of the new
provided. Examples and case studies from both  development but with its symbolic meaning. Since th
sides of the Atlantic Ocean illustrate that despite  majority of wave energy converters (WECs) are i th
similaritiesin the types of issues developerstypically  experimental rather than commercial stage, citizens
address at each site, the way of approaching the  around the world do not have enough information to

issues and the prioritiesgiven vary. form an opinion about their impact yet [3-5]. Cadst
Keywords: Best practices, opinion, public acceptability andcommunities, who will likely be the most impacted,
wave energy. either positively or negatively by this new tectom,

) wonder how much change will be brought by it
1. Introduction regarding conflicts of ocean use, community welhge

Provided that wave energy (WE) has a |arg€(including employment, inpome, electripity r_ates,
potential for producing electricity [1] and lookimgthe ~ ProPerty values, and tourism flow), noise, visual,
proposed WE deployment scenarios [2], it can b&@eSthetic, and environmental impact (El). .
assumed that WE may become a significant contributo Experience from different REs makes it possible for
to the global renewable energy (RE) mix. At thigian WE dev_e_lopers_ to learn about _concerns. that local
stage of development of the WE sector, it is Ver)pommunme_s typically have had with RE projectswho ,
important not to make the same mistakes that der €Y Pperceived the new technology, the developers

sectors have made in some countries and to gaiicpub@PProach to the comrl‘n#nityr,] r?r commitment lto
acceptability from the early stages. This key merigll  €ngagement practices. Although there is no geaeih

only occur once, and if it is not dealt with eféatly simple fqrmula that _ Quarantees obtaining  full
and proactively, it may take several years to mgaiacceptablllty of WE projects, several approachesha

pubic trust in the sector. Since when obtaininggaryit turned out ,to be s.uccessful. This paper focusg’ehen
for a particular site, WE developers can be legallyfl€VElOPers’ experiences from recent WE projects on
(depending on the nature of the project — dematistra both sides of the Atlantic Ocean. To illustrate thejor

or commercial) or morally, or both, obliged to diss points, three case studies are presented: an Eamope

their development plans and intentions with localPilot Project in Mutriku, Spain, and two US commiafc
projects from Oregon — the Douglas County Wave and

Tidal Energy Project and the Tillamook County -
Columbia Energy Partners Project.




. v i . .
@ OE 3 International Conference on Ocean Energy, 6 Octditbao

2. Public Acceptability of WE Projects intruders into an ocean area with already predéfine
o uses. Despite that, developers should utilize diffe
At this initial stage of WE development, the geiheramethods for informing, and moreover, involving Ibca
opinion toward. WE is mainly positive. Interwewstlv_;n communities in the project development process.[11]
local community members and results from natlona+|—hey should look at community engagement as a way
surveys show that respondents are mainly suppastive ¢ establishing long-term relationships and keephep
WE development. For example, a survey carried out i .ommunication with local communities.

25 EU member-states reveals that 60% of respondents |nterviews  with developers, participation in

favor ocean energy use, while 24% have a neutrglommunity presentations about WE projects, and the
attitude [8]. Another survey, conducted in Portugal jiterature review show that the issues developeosils
shows that 71% of respondents support WEyqgress with local communities can be summarized in
development, noting that investment should be &rth foyr main areas: conflict of use of the ocean space
increased [3]. Survey results in the US from Oregorynyironmental concerns, NIMBY (Not In My Back
and Washington and British Columbia, Canada reveaglrard)' and community well-being concerns. Table 1
that the majority of respondents also have pOSitiV%howsasummary of these issues. The four majoesss
attitudes toward WE development [9]. Thereforecsin g organized according to type rather than impoga
opinion toward WE is mainly positive, what issuesym No-go areas, such as military zones, safety zcaes,
lead the public to oppose WE projects? _navigation routes are not included inTable 1. It is
Sarmento et al. [10] assert that public acceptabili gxpected that they would be classified and addddsge
of WE projects can bg: found in a mixture of sodietathe Marine Spatial Planning (MSP) process before
concerns and competing uses of the area proposed fgsmmercial WE development starts. In this regard it
development. Thus, there are different factors with should be noted that while European countries are
each project that lead the public to either support \yorking on creating MSP and some already have it
oppose a project. The general consequences of ea@@mpleted [12], the US is now in the process of
factor can be identified and addressed within th%reating spatial maps that can be used for sitimgj a
framework of an environmental impact assessmermanning by the WE sector [13].
(EIA) process [11]. Some of the questions raised by a particular issue
21 Best Practices belong to more than one issue area; for example,

The importance of achieving public acceptabilityduestions about property values could fall eitfreder
necessitates a discussion about best practicest aha NIMBY because of the visual impact, or under
the issues that need to be addressed so that b&§mmunity well-being, when property values are
practices can be achieved? perceived in economic terms. Because of the

For the purposes of this papéiest practices in ~ complexity of the issues, this may actually be ¢hee
gaining public acceptability for developing WE  With most of the questions presented in Table 1.
projects refers to achieving the positive endorsement of
WE projects among stakeholders without alienateg k 31 conflictsof usein the project area
members of the local to the project communities. The most common uses of the WECS' deployment
Stakeholders are defined as individuals or orgéios.  areq are typically commercial fishing, recreational
with a stake in something (in this case —the oceamshing, and surfing. The main concerns fishermaveh
[6].In other words, best practices do not centetf®  are how much space will be taken away from existing
speed for going through regulatory hurdies, but ORishing grounds and what will that mean in economic
creating a positive environment for effective 5, employment terms.
communication. _ Despite the fact that fishing quotas are decliring

Identifying all of the best practices developerseéha fish stocks are being depleted, fishing continuese
used in other RE projects is a difficult, even isgible g integral economic sector for many rural
task; and besides, those identified may even b@sub communities on both sides of the Atlantic Ocean. US
to debate, particularly when applied to the WE &ect pacific commercial fishing industry data, for exaenp
[7]. Case studies of pilot and commercial WE prt§ec shows that 2008 commercial sales amounted to about
not only illustrate the applicability of the besaptices 158 yUSD for the states of California, Oregon, and
concept, but also explain its rationale. The c#iS@i6S  \yashington, and that recreational fishing conteolut

are selected based on three criteria: a) They @@miz5oM USD just in Oregon [14]. Surfing has also been
distinct issues and look at best practices frorfedifit  qentified as an important economic activity [16].1

angles; b) They are geographically diverse, arthey Because of the substantial economic contribution of

are recent. the fishing and surfing sectors, developers needeto
prepared to answer questions about the WECSs’ sffect

3. IssuestobeAddressed on these sectors. They should be able to explan th

The common uses of the deployment area have to ey b technologie_s _Work and stress the fact Fhat
ost of them are still in the experimental stage., i

analyzed for each particular project. WE developer£n . . S
typically have to justify and explain the reasoeéind Studies show that WE is about 20 years behind wind

project development since often they are seen a{gchnological development [17].



7

v i . .
@ OE 3 International Conference on Ocean Energy, 6 Octditbao

I ssue: Description: Questions developer s should be prepared to answer:

- Why are you interested in this particular site?

- What is the footprint of the proposed projecthar exclusion area
of the WECs?

- Is the project going to displace existing (figjijobs?

- What would the effect be on the surfing waves?

» Commercial fishing
Conflicts of use in Recreational fishing &
the project area boating
Surfing

-Can you prove that your project is benign to th@renment?
-Have you done any El analysis? Have you thoughtitigation
measures? Can you guarantee the survivability of WECSs?

Bottom species habitat
Marine mammals & other
species, including birds

Environmental

Impact (El) « Entanglement - Have any of your devices experienced acciders, ginking,
Concerns ‘R % " hydraulic leaks, etc. during testing or at anotbeation? What are
eproduction the lessons learned?
* Migration - Are you going to remove your devices after thplolgment period?
- How does wave energy work? What types of devacesout there?
. : - What type of devices will be deployed and why?
* Visual impact - . .
- ?
NIMBY issues « Noise impact Shall we be able to see or hear the devices gloeration?

- How big are they — installed capacity and sizeefi
- Are they aesthetically pleasing?
- How far from the shore will they be located?

Aesthetic impact

. * Employment - How will the community be impacted?
Community well- . : >
being concerns * Income - Is the cost of elec.:trlcny.gomg Fo go up*? o
» Benefits /costs - Is your commercial project going to be econoniyceaiable?
« Tourism - Will tourism flow increase or decrease?

Table 1: Issues developers need to address

3.2 Environmental Impact (EIl) concerns NIMBY concerns be in relation to WE development,

Local communities are concerned about the El ofemains to be seen.
WECs on the marine habitat and species. It is sacgs Noise impact, like visual and aesthetic impacts,
to develop a generic understanding of the intavacti depends on the location of the WECs with respect to
betweena few experimental WECs and arrays othe shore and distance to populated areas. If WHEEs
WECs, on one hand, and the marine environmenplaced near-shore the impact is likely more crittban
biological communities, and individual species,tba if placed offshore. Noise from WECSs is not expedted
other hand [30]. Although the general impression icause a negative impact[28]. However, no general
that fishermen are not welcoming WE because WECassumptions can be made as different factors tace p
will displace them, this needs further review.in the discussion.
Fishermen also worry about the El of WECS, because, In any case, to mitigate and avoid possible caisflic
in the words of a wave and tidal developer, they ardue to noise, visual or aesthetic concerns, thehofe
like farmers, who want to preserve the habitat #red wind energy sector, for example, has proposed tpen
species they depend on. Therefore, it is reallyoirtgmt ~ the public planning sessions, where the configomati
for developers to address El concerns. In thiseesp and the number of the devices in a farm are discuss
developers might find it useful to examine the e  and analyzed prior to any final decision [29]. Thies
research, which focuses specifically on the El &®¢ proved to be a good practice that WE developersimig
[31-34]. Developers have to keep informed of sdfient want to adopt.
findings, which although sometimes inconclusive
provide a framework for evaluating El and couldveer ~ 34 Community well-being concerns

as the basis for further discussions. Community well-being is a complex term that refers
to the “degree to which the needs and wants of a
3.3 NIMBY issues population are being met” [35]. Since coastal

The NIMBY syndrome describes the theoreticalcommunities are economically dependent on fishing
support for RE development but opposition to specif and tourism, they are especially vulnerable while
local projects because of the perceived conseqaenceharing a harrow resource base with other sedikes,
regarding noise and visual impact [18, 19]. ManyWE. That is why coastal communities are mostly
consider NIMBY to be too simplistic to explain #ile  concerned with access to natural resources, income,
variables determining the general and local publi@and employment.
acceptance of a specific project [18, 20-25]. Muezp An under-informed public may generally be unaware
some researchers have found evidence from the wiraf the benefits of nascent RE projects [36]. Howeve
industry for exactly the opposite effect - locabplke WE deployment will eventually provide relevant
becoming more favorable toward wind farms afteirthe benefits such as added value to the local area,
construction and the degree of acceptance incigasimspecially regarding accumulation of expertise ,[28]
with proximity to them [26, 27]. How strong will along with improved security of energy supply, an

increase of RE sources in the electricity mix, and
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decrease of harmful and undesired emissionEEVE organized an exhibition covering Mutriku’'s
Projections for job creation are also favorable9- 1 construction works and timeline.
jobs/MW of installed capacity [37]. Public opinion: Some locals formed opposition
Commonly, there is a concern about a rise irgroups to protest the construction of the breakwate
electricity rates due to the high costs of WECsiell#g  Then, since both the WE plant and the new harboe we
is essential to remark that investment costs ara joint project, the initial opposing groups turrado
measured in cost per kW, while the cost of eleityric against the WE plant. One of the main voices of¢ho
production is measured in cost per kWh. The formegroups came from the Green Party (Berdeak), which
costs have been assessed for different WECs td bersow has environmental competences in the City
about 2 MEUR/MW in 2020 [38]. The latter have beenCouncil.
estimated at 10-25 cEUR/kWh for the EU countriep[39
and 20-30 cUSD/kwh for the US, going down to 4.5 | = —
cUSD/kWh with technology improvements [40, 41]. e

Conclusions about the impact of WECs on tourism :f“‘“_I{
before any devices are operational should not kdema |
While Danish and UK offshore wind experiences show =
either no effect or an increase in tourism flow, US
research on tourists’ perceptions and intentions of
visiting certain beaches with visible wind turbines
indicates negative attitudes and avoidance [4dle\Li

et al. conclude, “we would not advise developers of
offshore wind to claim that there will be no neyati
impact on tourism” [42]. Only experience will show

what the impact of WECs on tourism and property Fishermen, on the other hand, supported the project

Figure 1: Mutriku plant in construction. The picture shovedurnns
of water flowing through the holes of the poweretalkf system.

values will be and if there will be regional vaidets. from the beginning because they saw it as an
) improvement to their harbor.
4. Casestudies Since the opposition groups were more active than

the supportive groups, however, the impression was
created that the WE plant was an imposed projedt, n
Mvelcomed by the local public. But when the new BG
announced plans to reduce the project budget (@ue t
the financial crisis) and stop the constructionkgothe
éocal support got active too. People raised comgdai

as they did not want the project only partiallyigimed.

EIA: After the screening phase the competent
authority concluded that the WE project was not
subject of a full EIA. The breakwater (without théE
erHant) had its full EIA and the WE plant was a
demonstration project. However, the opposition
|aimed there should be a new EIA for both the
reakwater and the WE plant. They took the issue to
court against the authority giving the environménta
approval.

The plant was expected to be operational by June
2009, but due to some damage in the chambers of the
plant during the storms, it will most likely start
functioning in late 2010. This delay, however, @ n
related to the EIA issue, which is still waiting foourt
approval.

According to a member of the Mutriku City
uncil, the Council had neither the time nor the
resources to deal with public acceptance of thgepto
He believes public involvement should be a combined

4.1 Mutriku pilot plant, Spain

The WE plant (Fig.1) consists of 16 Voith Hydro
Wavegen turbines rated at 18.5 kW each, basedeon t
Oscillating Water Column (OWC) principle.The annual
WE potential of Mutriku is estimated at 7.14 kW/m
[43]. The Basque Government (BG), the Basqu
Energy Agency (EVE), along with the European
Commission, finance the project.

Mutriku is a coastal fishing village near Bilbao in
Northern Spain. For many years the constructiom of
new breakwater outside the existing harbor has be
discussed as a protection mechanism - to tamentbik s
and increase safety access. Once the City Coun(%
agreed on building the breakwater, the BG proptsed
integrate a WE plant in it. Some of the advantagfes
combining the two are shared costs for the civithgo
and minimized visual impact of the WE plant.

Engagement  strategies:  Public  engagement
practices were few. At the beginning, the BG andEEV
presented the WE project to the City Council anal th
public. They provided mainly general technical
information and an overview of the benefits thenpla
would bring to the community. These events did nob0
seek the Council's or the public’s input; never#ss,
the majority of the Council members supported th

ﬁ:zntt)’r e%all(r\;[\llétgtracause its construction came aloity w effort by the developer and the local authoritthaligh

The major engagement event took place after I%bove all, it should be the developer’'s resporisibil

; ; recommendation is to involve th lic from
severe storm produced a loud swooshing noise as t @e ecommendation is to involve the public from as

wind was passing through the moulds of the chambe arly as the planning phase. Besides, he_alsos_tlpirat
in construction. The noise was so loud that it ddog dithough the new access to the harbor raised aignif

: ; : . opposition at first, people got used to it and weied
heard in two villages close to Mutriku, approxintaté . ; .
to 10 km away. ?n order to explain thgporigin%é th it after its completion. Last but not least, thevn&/E

noise and mitigate the public fear about furtheis@o plant has provided the village with added tourastue,
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AL CONFCE
ON OCEAN ENERGY

which unfortunately, the local public is generatigt Public Opinion: The coastal population of Douglas
aware of. County has been exposed to the WE concept since
2006, when seven permit applications were filechwit
4.2 Douglas County Wave and Tidal Energy FERC for WE development in Oregon. Two of them
Project (WTEP) in Oregon, U.S.A. were in the County waters, the WTEP and the Ocean
Douglas County, Oregon has proposed a commerci®#ower Technology (OPT) Reedsport Wave Park [52].
WTEP near the town of Winchester Bay. The projecSince then, local fishing and surfing groups haetesl
consists of an OWC device with a total installedtheir will to participate in all WE-related discimsss.
capacity of 3 MW[49]. The technology supplier,ias They have been part of the so-called “Settlement
the Mutriku project, is Wavegen. Agreement,” initiated by the Governor of Oregon to
Location: The OWC device will be constructed on give equal representation to all interests in dis@ns
or adjacent to the existing Umpqua River SouthyJett on coastal issues.
located about 3 km off the Oregon Coast highway, Because of the particular surfing environment near
close to a National park and a marina - both aitrgc the proposed WTEP, the surfing community has been
tourists, surfers, beach goers, and fishermen gig. very active in all discussions, which can be déscti
as “open and up-front” [55]. The Surfrider Foundati
has remained engaged throughout the process toeensu
that possible adverse effects are addressed
appropriately. For example, it has presented some
physiographic data and economic analysis of the
impact of the surf in the area, and more speclfictthe
particular surfing spot. Although the surfing
community did not welcome the project at first,fets
have been open and supportive of WE, trying toudisc
their concerns with the developer. “In general,duse
the technology is so new, people don’t know what to
& { LR expect from it, so the best thing has been exattie
Figure 2. Douglas County South Jetty - proposexifsitthe Wave  jssues in an open environment, so that they are
and Tidal Energy Project (Image obtained from Gedgrth) identified early, which helps finding alternative

The project area is sparsely populated - the neareSolutions as well,” said the person in charge of

city is Winchester Bay with 488 inhabitants and theoermfittting for WTEPrESSt])' h he device desi
closest big city is Reedsport with 4,378 inhabgant After examining the bathymetry, the device design,
[50]. The area is transitioning from a marineand the WE potential, the County and Wavegen are

commerce, logging, and commercial fishing to tauris conducting feasibility and technology studies. hit

[51]. A survey of visitors to the South Jetty shawat ~ cOSt and engineering continue to support the projec
surfers visit the Jetty twice more often than frshen ~ the County will carry additional studies, necessanya

and three times more often than beach-goers, atd thr ERC license, which it plans to apply for in 3 year

although surfers spend the least amount of money pe
average visit, they still make a large economic
contribution to the area [16].

Engagement strategies:. When Douglas County
filed for a Preliminary Permit Application to dewel
the WTEP, it started providing information to
regulatory agencies and key stakeholders to bett
define the issues associated with the proposeegiroj
As part of the first stage consultation, the Cousutyl
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC . o .
held public meetings to identify any informationpga n Oregon had already obtained a preliminary petmit

or research areas that needed to be resolved torior carry _feasibility studies for harnessing WE in its
submission of the license application. Some of thderritorial waters and requested proposals from WE

identified issues were the WE impacts on: fish am?evelopers. CEP responded and signed an Agreement

wildlife, seabed and dune habitats, constructiod an'©" Cooperation Wlth theTillamook Intergovernmental

maintenance, electromagnetic fields, potential moisD€velopment Entity (TIDE) [45]. _

and aesthetic resources, surfing and attenuatiokEf Location: TIDE has a FERC preliminary permit for

national security and navigational safety, anqgevelopmg six sites, each 1.6 km by 4.8 km aldrg t

decommissioning [52, 53]. oundary of the Territorial Sea. CEP defined twahef
Besides the FERC required meetings, the County Sites - off Garibaldi and Netarts —to be aftjoalar

- ; ; terest for the company.
and Wavegen held additional meetings with the géner™ J
public and with groups with specific interests, afe Engagement strategies: CEP approached TIDE to

which was the large surfing community in the area. see if there would be local community support foE W
development first, and then organize town-hall

4.3 Columbia Energy Partners (CEP) and
Tillamook County, Oregon, U.S.A.
Columbia Energy Partners (CEP) is a private investo
company fromWashington State. The company’s main
goal is rather than developing one particular devio
iversify its portfolio with various RE options [J4it
as already invested in one solar and several wind
energy projects. In 2009, CEP decided to investigat
}he possibility of deploying WECSs. Tillamook County
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meetings. CEP had five in-person meetings wittcommunity well-being concerns. Ultimately, in any
members of TIDE and the Fishermen's Advisorylocation, developers need to address all four tygfes
Committee for Tillamook (FACT), and two meetings issues; however, the timing of addressing the &ssue
only with FACT members. FACT is a non- depends on the priorities of each community. Osesds
governmental body whose purpose is to provide #&e.g., surfing) might need to be stressed befoothan
strong unified voice from the fishing community to (e.g., fishing). Initially, attention should be @ai
TIDE, researchers, and developers by giving inmat a therefore, to groups with specific issues. For gxlam
advice on WE-related issues [45]. Douglas County held public meetings not only whib t
Public Opinion: Objections about the two CEP- general public, but also with special interest golike
selected sites came mostly from the fishing comtguni surfing. As a result, members of the surfing comityun
During the meetings CEP explained that installatiorhad the opportunity to openly discuss issues inapbrt
was at least five years away. Despite that, fiskerm to them, raise their concerns in a non-threatening
were worried. They appreciated the early discussionenvironment, and eventually contribute to the prbje
with the developer but were concerned about patknti development. Moreover, Mutriku case study shows tha
conflicts. For example, fishermen worried that fa¢ t some important issues may emerge during the project
Garibaldi site, the devices would lie in the middie development, and these should be addressed in time.
important Chinook fisheries, while at Netarts, ninge The way developers approach the four types of
crabbing grounds, "They can't just come in here angsues varies for two main reasons: the regulatory
grab up fishing grounds without offering anything i framework in the country where the WE project is
return," the co-chair of FACT said at one of thedeployed and the characteristics of the local patm.
meetings [46]. In addition, commercial fishermenRegarding the former, the Mutriku case study shows
worried that WE parks would not only cost fishermenthat the project was decided at the county levdltae
money in lost grounds, but would also block centralCity Council went along with the decision. The City
transit routes and crowd North Coast waters withfCouncil was not given the responsibility to either
displaced fishermen. present the project or engage in discussions atheut
Fishermen had aesthetic concerns as well - they digroject with the local population. However, members
not particularly like the proposed Pelamis deviceof the City Council see that as a deficiency andkena
because of their size and risk of hydraulic flle@ks. the case that public acceptance campaigns should be
Fishermen also raised concerns that the underféssca mainly the responsibility of the developer.
would produce heat, thus raising bottom sea As far as the second reason is concerned — knowing
temperatures, which would diminish fish stocks.the characteristics of the local population — tHePC
Despite the fact that CEP responded to a request fease study is a good example. The company decided t
proposals for two of the already six permitted ssite investigate the local “climate,” despite studies
members of FACT objected to the chosen locationpublished by the Electrical Research Power Insgtitut
and after six-month deliberations proposed othienrs, (EPRI) that defined one of the locations as a “swee
from the originally permitted ones, closer to there, spot” for WE development in Oregon, based on 1 sit
in the viewshed of an affluent residential commynit selection criteria, among which “minimal conflicitiv
where placing any WECs would have met with strongcompeting uses of sea space (shipping lanes, gshin
NIMBY opposition, and where the WE potential would grounds, and protected marine areas) and likelitafod
have been significantly less. public acceptance” [17]. What EPRI did not account
When CEP terminated its agreement with TIDE.for when writing the report, was the strong grassts
four reasons were mentioned: the location was natrganization of local communities of interest atacp,
suitable for WE project development, the site waai like TIDE and FACT. The idea about their creatign i
high public visibility area, difficulty connectintp the  expressed in these words, "We can either wait until
grid, and financial problems. The main reasonsomeone runs roughshod over us, or we can make sure
however,was the inability to reach a common groundve have a say in what happens"[46]. Whether the CEP
with the local fishing groups. Although membergité  experience is an expression of “having a say” trera
surfing community and the Surfrider Foundation werean example of strong WE opposition, remains to be
not particularly in favor of WE development in the seen.
proposed area, their representatives did not ateryd For achieving best practices in addressing theegssu
of the CEP meetings and did not raise any objestiondescribed here, it is recommended that developers
[48]. Strong fishing opposition was the primarysea become aware of the experiences their colleagues ha

CEP withdrew its participation. had with similar projects. Despite the fact tharéhare
no universal practices, it is logical to expectttha
5. Discussion neighboring to the proposed project communitiesd wil

) ) have similar concerns. Yet, this is not a 100%-prov
~ The case studies presented here illustrate thgiation either. Examining the geodemographic
importance of the four issue areas for approacty  cnaracteristics of the local population, their esipand
development. Not all issues are of equal importdoce the population dynamics (e.g., the presence ofedus
the local project communities — the Mutriku projectieaders or organizations), and the goals of the

community raises El and NIMBY concerns,while CEPcommunity (some may be happy with increased
and WTEP center more around conflict of use and
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tourism flow while others may not) — would give af8] A. Fatuzzo. (2009): The marine renewable energy
indication of the issues that could serve as mbiiga
factors for either support or opposition to thegosed

WE project. Once the issues are identified, dewakop
should build engagement programs around the three
Cs: connections (within and between peopl@,]

communication (direct and

indirect) and change

(support transition through adaptation) [58]. Such
engagement strategies have already been succegssfull
applied to many natural resource use and RE pmojdb}
[59].

6. Conclusion [6]

It is important to discuss best practices in refato

public acceptability of WE because the WE sect@ ha
only recently started to be viewed as a RE player etw?
has gotten the attention of both policy makers a Ji
investors. While the pressure is on WE developers t
move from prototype testing to commercializationd a
deploy WECs, local communities feel threatened,
under-informed, and scared about what is in store [8]
them, their local environment and their future. the

experience from many RE projects and the caseestudi

presented here show public acceptability needseto b

recognized as a critical challenge for the succés
implementation of the WE sector. To aide W
development, it is important not only to convinceyk
stakeholders in politics and business, but alsaito

the hearts and minds of the general public. A sfrop0]
foundation for that will likely be based on openly
addressing the issues that are important to thal loc

communities

and involving them in project

development from the beginning.

(11]
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