B s+l suHvV

Recommendations for _
Improving societal
perception of biomethane

INn 7 target countries

Deliverable 3.3

GREENMEUP

Funded by
the European Union



GREENMEUDP

Document control sheet

Project

GreenMeUp - Green biomethane market uptake

Call identifier

HORIZON-CL5-2021-D3-02: Sustainability and educational
aspects for renewable energy and renewable fuel
technologies

Grant
Agreement n®

101075676

Coordinator

CRES - Centre for Renewable Energy Sources and Saving

package title

Work WP3
package n®
Work Stakeholders’ engagement

Work DBFZ - Deutsches Biomasseforschungszentrum
package gemeinnutzige GmbH

Leader

Document Recommendations for improving societal perception of
title bioCH4 in 7 target countries.

Author Spyridon Karytsas and Myrsini Christou (CRES)
Reference 01/02/2024 — 31/07/2025

period

Due date 31/07/2025 (Month 36)

Deliverable 3.3

Funded by the European Union, Views and opinions expressed are however those of the

author(s) only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union. Neither the

European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible for them.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.




GREENMEUP Deliverable 3.3

Abbreviations

CAPEX Capital Expenditure

CNG Compressed Natural Gas

CO, Carbon dioxide

CRES Center for Renewable Energy Sources and Saving
Cz Czechia

DE Germany

EE Estonia

ES Spain

EU European Union

GHG Greenhouse Gases

GR Greece

HU Hungary

IT Italy

LV Latvia

MoU Memorandum of Understanding
NGO Non-Governmental Organization
PhD Doctor of Philosophy

PL Poland

PPC Public-Private-Community

R&D Research & Development

RED Renewable Energy Directive

RES Renewable Energy Sources

RO Romania

RS Serbia

SD Standard Deviation

SPSS Statistical Package for the Social Sciences
WTP Willingness to Pay

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.




GREENMEUP Deliverable 3.3

Executive Summary

The GreenMeUp project aims to promote the broader adoption of biomethane in Europe's energy and
transportation sectors, particularly targeting countries with slower market development. A key component
of the project involves understanding societal perceptions of biomethane across different dimensions—
socio-political, community, and market—by engaging stakeholders and society through evidence-based
research. To this end, a comprehensive mixed-methods approach was undertaken, including a quantitative
citizen survey and qualitative stakeholder interviews in nine European countries (Czechia, Estonia, Greece,
Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Romania, Serbia, and Spain).

The citizen survey involved over 2200 respondents, approximately 200 per country, and examined
demographics, awareness, perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors toward biomethane. Results revealed
generally low self-perceived knowledge, especially regarding biomethane, biogas, and biofuels. While
awareness varied, many respondents viewed biomethane positively in terms of environmental and social
benefits, such as waste management and emissions reduction, though perceptions of economic benefits
were more mixed. Concerns about risks—including environmental, health, and safety issues—were present
but generally moderate. Additionally, acceptance levels decreased with increasing proximity to potential
facilities, and trust in stakeholders, particularly government and industry, was relatively low, whereas trust
in scientists and researchers was higher.

The stakeholder interviews provided nuanced insights into societal needs, policy support, community
engagement, perceived risks, and trust. Stakeholders emphasized the importance of transparent
communication, early community involvement, addressing concerns about nuisances, and highlighting local
benefits—economic, environmental, and social. They recognized existing policy supports like tariffs,
subsidies, and regulatory frameworks, but also noted gaps such as regulatory uncertainty, limited community
engagement policies, and financial barriers. Stakeholders advocated for building trust through consistent
dialogue, demonstrating project benefits, and fostering partnerships among public authorities, private
companies, and communities to accelerate market growth.

Based on these findings, the report offers tailored recommendations to improve societal perceptions of
biomethane. Efforts should focus on increasing public awareness through targeted education that clarifies
misconceptions and highlights environmental and socioeconomic benefits. Building trust requires
transparent, early, and ongoing community engagement, involving local stakeholders, authorities, and
trusted figures to foster acceptance. Addressing community concerns about safety, environmental impacts,
and nuisances with clear information and mitigation measures is essential. Promoting social equity by
ensuring benefits are accessible to all, including marginalized groups, and developing fair project siting and
operational guidelines will support fairness and acceptance. Strengthening partnerships among public,
private, and community organizations, along with continuous dialogue and shared goals, can further facilitate
market growth and societal support for biomethane initiatives.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
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1 Introduction

The main objective of the GreenMeUp project is to facilitate the wider market uptake of biomethane in the
European energy and transport sectors by strengthening the market in countries with slower market
development policies. In this respect, one of the specific project objectives is to ensure active engagement
of stakeholders and societal acceptance with the involvement of actors representing all stages of the
biomethane value chains through science-based evidence and tools. For this purpose, a study of societal
perspectives related to biomethane is performed, focusing on different societal dimensions, namely the
socio-political, the community, and the market (Figure 1-1).

Having this in mind, a) a quantitative survey involving at least 200 citizens per country was implemented and
b) a qualitative study (through an interviews protocol) was carried out focusing on targeted policy (e.g.
government representatives, policy & decision-makers) and market (e.g. project developers, distributors)
stakeholders, through the Policy and the Market Hubs to address issues affecting socio-political, community
and market perspectives of biomethane in all GreenMeUp target countries (Czechia, Estonia, Greece,
Hungary, Latvia, Poland, Romania, Serbia, and Spain).

Socio-political

acceptance

FEISNT Market acceptance

acceptance

Figure 1-1: Societal dimensions of biomethane perceptions

The 2" Section of this report presents the methodology and results of the citizen survey; the 3 Section
presents the methodology and results of the stakeholder interviews, while the 4th Section provides
recommendations on improving societal perception of biomethane, based on the findings of the quantitative
and qualitative studies.

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.
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2 Citizen survey: Methodology and results

2.1 Methodology

In order to examine the societal perspectives related to the market and community dimensions of
biomethane, a survey focusing on citizens’ knowledge, awareness, perceptions, attitudes, and behaviour was
planned, organized, and executed. The overall procedure can be outlined in three phases, in particular:

1. Questionnaire and survey organization;
2. Data collection;
3. Data analysis.

The 1% phase (marked in blue color in the figure below), i.e., the questionnaire and survey organization, was
the most lengthy, including activities such as a literature review analysis and the development of two
theoretical models; the first on the market (see Figure 2-1) and the second on the socio-political and
community dimensions of biomethane perceptions (see Figure 2-2). It also included the validation of the final
guestionnaire (see Annex I) and the translated versions, and the administrative procedures to set up a
collaboration with a surveying company (responsible for translations in national languages and data
collection). The final version of the questionnaire was prepared based on the feedback received by all
partners, including the following segments: A. Socioeconomic characteristics; B. Residence characteristics; C.
Knowledge & awareness; D. Information Box; E. Perceptions/ Attitude/ Behaviour; F. Willingness to Pay
(WTP); G. Local acceptance.

The 2™ phase (marked in grey color in the figure below) included the data collection performed by the
surveying company. The survey was performed in 11 countries (Czechia, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hungary,
Italy, Latvia, Poland, Romania, Serbia, and Spain), i.e., the target and mature (Germany and Italy) market
countries of the GreenMeUp project, during December 2024; approximately 200 responses were collected
per country, thus leading to an overall sample of over 2200 responses. The collection of the sample by a
surveying company (Metron Analysis) ensured the collection of a random and representative sample (in
terms of age, gender, and region).

The 3™ phase (marked in green color in the figure below), i.e., data treatment and analysis, was performed
by CRES, including descriptive statistics analysis (overall and per country). Statistical analyses were carried
out using the SPSS 20 software; Microsoft Excel was used to create bar charts and heat tables. Descriptive
statistics were estimated a) per country and b) for the overall sample. The overall results are presented using
bar charts, while the results per country are presented using heat tables. Figure 2-3 illustrates each separate
step of the three phases presented above in chronological order.

10
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2.2 Descriptive statistics

2.2.1 Socioeconomic characteristics

The sociodemographic characteristics (country of origin, area type, gender, age, education, professional
association with the environmental or energy sectors, and income satisfaction) of the overall sample and the
11 national samples are presented. First, it should be mentioned that there is an equal representation of the
11 countries, with each comprising approximately 9% of the overall sample (Figure 2-4). The exact sample
per country is provided in Table 2-1, indicating that 200 to 205 responses were collected per country. It
should be noted that the 11 national-level samples were collected based on region quotas, leading to
representative samples in terms of population distribution in different regions.

Spain; 9% Czechia; 9%

Serbia; 9% Estonia; 9%

Romania; 9% ermany; 9%

Poland; 9% Greece; 9%

Latvia; 9% Hungary; 9%

Italy; 9%

Figure 2-4: Country of origin

Table 2-1: Country of origin

Please select the country
you live in
% sample size

Czechia CZ 9,2 203
Estonia EE

Germany | DE

Greece GR

Hungary HU 9,1 201
Italy IT

Latvia LV

Poland PL 9,1 201
Romania | RO

Serbia RS 9,1 201
Spain ES

Total 100 2211

13
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The majority of the respondents live in urban areas (Figure 2-5). On a country level, we can notice that
Germany has the lowest urban population (49%), while Romania (85%) and Greece (83%) have the highest

ones (

Table 2-2).

Please indicate the type of area you live in
71%

80%

60%

40%

14% 15%
20%
0%
Urban Suburban Rural

Figure 2-5: Residence area type

Table 2-2: Residence area type per country (%)

Please indicate the type of area you live in
Urban Suburban Rural
CZ 64 18 18
EE 64 13 23
DE 49 26 25

The male participants represent 48% of the overall sample, while females represent 52% (Figure 2-6).
Concerning national samples, female respondents are represented more in the majority of the countries,
with a broader difference —in relation to men- in Latvia and Poland (Table 2-3).

14
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Please indicate your gender

Male
48%

Female
52%

Figure 2-6: Participants' gender

Table 2-3: Participants' gender per country (%)

Please indicate your gender

Male Female
CZ 50 50
EE 49 52
DE 50 50
GR 48 52
HU 48 52
IT 49 51

v e s

PL 47 53
RO 48 53
RS 49 51
ES 48 52

The mean age of the overall sample is 45,96 years (S.D.: 14,71; Median: 45,00; Range: 18 - 85), while the
majority of the respondents belong within the 55+ age group (Figure 2-7: Participants' age groups). When
referring to the national samples, Romania presents the youngest sample (mean 44,7, median 43), while
Latvia presents the oldest one (mean 47,8, median 51) (Table 2-4). In terms of age groups, Italy (45%),
Germany (44%), and Latvia (43%) have the highest percentage of respondents in the 55+ age group (Table
2-5).

15
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50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Please record your exact age

36%

24%

18-34 35-54 55+

Figure 2-7: Participants' age groups

Table 2-4: Participants' age per country

Mean Median Std. Dev. Minimum | Maximum

Table 2-5: Participants' age groups per country (%)

Please indicate your age

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.
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Referring to the educational level, in the overall sample, high school graduates (32%), university/ university
college degree (25%), and vocational training degree (24%) were the responses with the highest percentages.
A significant percentage of respondents (13%) stated that they have a Master's degree, while only 3% have

a PhD degree (Figure 2-8).

What is your highest level of completed education?
40%
32%
30% 24% 250
20%
13%
10% L~
0,
3% 20
0%
Lower than High school Vocational University/  Master's  PhD degree
high school  graduate training college degree
graduate degree degree

Figure 2-8 Educational level

When examining the national samples, having a University degree is the most common answer in Greece and
Serbia, having a vocational training degree is the most common answer in Czechia, Germany, Latvia, and
Spain, while the most common answer in Estonia, Hungary, Italy, Poland, and Romania is being a high school

graduate (Table 2-6).

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
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What is your highest level of completed education?
40%
32%
30% L
24% 25%
20%
13%
10% L
0,
3% 20
0%
Lower than High school Vocational University/  Master's  PhD degree
high school  graduate training college degree
graduate degree degree
Figure 2-9: Educational level
Table 2-6: Educational level per country (%)
What is your highest level of completed education?
. . University/
None of the High school \_/o_catlonal University college Master's degree PhD degree
above graduate training degree
degree
26% 14% 11%
34% 18% 31% 15%
19% 12% 14%
23% 15% 15%
37% 29% 16% 6%
10% 19% 14%
37% 24% 16%
13% 16% 23%
12% 32% 13%
11% 7%
30% 29% 12%

The respondents were questioned about their professional experience in the environmental or energy
sectors, with the majority of the respondents (81%) stating that they have no previous or current experience
in these sectors (Figure 2-10). Serbia (14%) has the lowest percentage of respondents related to these
sectors, while Czechia has the highest one (26%) (Table 2-7).
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Have you worked or are you currently working in the energy or
environmental sectors, or been professionally associated with them?

100%

80%

60%

40% 19%

20%

0%

Yes No

Figure 2-10: Prior professional experience in the energy or the environmental sector

Table 2-7: Prior professional experience in the environmental or energy sectors per country (%)

Have you worked or are you currently working in the
energy or environmental sectors, or been
professionally associated with them?

Yes No

Respondents were asked about their level of satisfaction with their household income; in the overall sample,
“Agree” (21%) and “Slightly Agree” (24%) were the answers with the highest percentages (Figure 2-11). This
was also true for all participating countries, apart from Estonia, Greece, and Latvia (Table 2-8).
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Does your household income meet your everyday needs?

24%
25%
21%
20%
15%
15%
0,
12% 12%
10% 8%
7%
5%
0%
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neither Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree agree nor agree agree
disagree
Figure 2-11: Satisfaction with household income
Table 2-8: Satisfaction with household income per country (%)
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement:
"My household income meets my everyday needs"
Strongly . Slightly Neither agree .
disagree Disagree disagree nor disagree Slightly agree Agree Strongly agree
cz 8% 10% 14% 13% 15%
EE 15% 15% 9% 18% 15%
DE 14% 8% 23% 16%
GR 13% 15% 22% 16%
lHJ 11% 18% 20% 10%
IT 14% 14% 12% 23%
LV 17% 22% 20% 12% 12% 17%
PL 7% 10% 11% 19% 9%
RO 10% 10% 13% 23% 9%
RS 8% 19% 15% 13% 24% 15%
ES 8% 13% 10% 22% 13%

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.
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2.2.2 Residence characteristics

In terms of type of residence, the most common response was living in an apartment (58%), followed by
living in a detached house (36%) (Figure 2-12). On a country level, this is the case for all countries, apart from
Hungary (60%) and Serbia (47%), where the most common housing type is detached houses (Table 2-9).

Please define the type of your residence
60%
40%
20%
0%
Detached house Semi-detached house Apartment building

Figure 2-12: Residence type

Table 2-9: Residence type per country (%)

Please define the type of your residence
Detached house Semi-detached Apa_rtrr_]ent
house building
Cz 41% 2% 56%
EE 31% 7% 63%
DE 34% 9% 58%
GR 28% 6% 66%
HU 60% 2% 38%
IT 19% 11% 70%
LV 32% 3% 65%
PL 36% 3% 61%
RO 36% 5% 60%
RS 47% 12% 40%
ES 30% 12% 59%
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Regarding residence ownership, the majority of the participants in the overall sample stated that they
privately own the residence where they live (72%) (Figure 2-13). On the national level, most countries have
a higher proportion of privately owned residences, except for Germany, where 61% of the respondents
stated that they live in a rented residence (Table 2-10).

Please define the ownership status of your residence

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Privately owned Rented Other

Figure 2-13: Residence ownership status

Table 2-10: Residence ownership status per country (%)

Please define the ownership status of your residence
Privately Rented Other
owned
CZ 59% 37% 3%
EE 74% 25% 2%
DE 39% 61% 0%
GR 70% 29% 2%
HU 79% 19% 1%
IT 74% 24% 2%
LV 69% 28% 4%
PL 83% 16% 1%
RO 84% 14% 3%
RS 90% 9% 0%
ES 75% 25% 1%

The participants were asked about the construction year of their residence. In the overall sample, the most
common answer was that the residence was constructed between 1961 and 1980 (26%), followed by 1981
and 1990 (18%) (Figure 2-14). On a country level, this was the case in most countries, except for Spain, where
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residents reported that their residence was constructed more recently, with the highest proportion being
between 2001-2010 (21%), followed by the period 1991-2000 (19%) (Table 2-11).

Please indicate when your residence was constructed

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

** o
*

e Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.

. This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation

0%
before 1919 - 1946 - 1961 - 1981 - 1991 - 2001 - 2011 - 2021
1919 1945 1960 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020  onwards
Figure 2-14: Year of construction of residence
Table 2-11: Residence year of construction per country (%)
Please indicate when your residence was constructed
before 1919 - 1946 - 1961 - 1981 - 1991 - 2001 - 2011 - 2021
1919 1945 1960 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 onwards

CZ 11 13 8 19 18 9 8 9 5
EE 6 9 8 31 16 9 13 8 2
DE 6 10 12 29 13 12 10 7 3
GR 1 2 4 28 23 17 23 3 1
HU 5 8 9 33 17 11 10 3 2
IT 4 6 13 24 18 13 15 6 0
LV 9 13 14 33 16 7 5 5 1
PL 4 10 8 17 20 13 13 11 2
RO 1 4 7 29 25 8 13 10 4
RS 3 4 10 32 17 15 9 4 4
ES 3 2 9 17 16 19 21 13 2
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The participants were also asked about the size of their residences. In the overall sample, the most common
residence size is between 50 m? and 100 m? (47%), followed by 100 m? to 150 m? (21%) (Figure 2-15). When
referring to the national samples, the most common answer in all countries is living in a residence between
50 m? to 100 m?, It could be noted that in Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Poland, and Romania, the second highest
category is 0 to 50m? (Table 2-12).

What is the size of your residence (square meters)?

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

0-50 50-100 100- 150 150-200 200+

Figure 2-15: Residence size

Table 2-12: Residence size per country (%)

What is the size of your residence (square meters)?
0-50 50-100 | 100-150 | 150 - 200 200+
Cz 13 40 21 17 8
EE 30 34 28 5 4
DE 15 43 28 10 5
GR 11 59 24 4 &
HU 21 55 16 I 1
IT 6 46 31 11 6
LV 30 47 12 7 5
PL 21 44 16 12 7
RO 18 49 17 12 6
RS 17 46 20 11 5
ES 6 55 23 I 10
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Regarding the main heating system in the respondents’ residence, in the overall sample, the most common
responses are natural gas boiler (27%), district heating system (21%) and wood-burning or pellet stove (14%)
(Figure 2-16). At the county level, natural gas boiler is the most common answer in Romania (61%), Italy
(59%), Spain (33%), Germany (29%), Czechia (28%) and Hungary (26%); district heating system is the most
common in Latvia (50%), Poland (37%) and Estonia (35%); heating oil boiler is the most common in Greece
(36%) and wood-burning or pellet stove the most common in Serbia (31%) (Table 2-13).

What is the main heating system in your residence?
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
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4 ‘oo@ ‘;00@ ,\Q‘)& ‘;,@& &Q\\@ Q;&& @’5& c;oo&,' &a}o\\ & & ‘j&}e’é\ O&‘Z'
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'z’;‘\o% \){b\ @ & e £ (JsQ'b Q-’\O@ N & &
N & & & £ @ & <& o &
N & be’ & Q¥ \\Ié‘\ oob &
& & ° o Q
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&
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Figure 2-16: Main heating system of the residence
Table 2-13: Main heating system of the residence per country (%)
What is the main heating system in your residence?
. Wood- | Energy-
Heating | Natural AIr Split unit air- Ground Gas-fired | Electric | _. burning | efficient | District
. source I source Biomass .
oil gas heat conditioning heat space space boiler or wood- | heating | Other
boiler | boiler system heater | heater pellet | burning | system
pump pump .
stove | fireplace
CZ 1 28 10 1 5 5 9 1 8 4 27 1
EE 3 6 13 2 5 5 11 1 18 4 85 0
DE 22 29 5 1 4 6 7 1 2 8 21 2
GR 36 21 3 18 0 2 9 1 6 2 3 2
HU 1 26 1 8 1 19 9 0 17 3 14 1
IT 7 59 4 4 2 5 4 1 4 2 4 2
LV 1 5 2 0 2 3 3 0 35 1 50 1
PL 1 15 8 1 4 5 I 2 14 2 37 0
RO 3 61 3 3 1 1 4 1 12 3 11 0
RS 0 15 2 13 1 0 8 0 31 3 24 1
ES 7 33 5 11 1 10 21 2 3 1 6 3
25
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Regarding the energy source for cooking in the respondents' residence, in the overall sample, the most
common response is electricity (59%), followed by gas (38%) (Figure 2-17). At the county level, the results
concerning the most common cooking energy source are split among the countries; electricity is more
popular in Greece (92%), Germany (88%), Serbia (83%), Estonia (81%), Spain (73%) and Czechia (62%), while
gas is more common in Romania (76%), Italy (70%), Hungary (60%), Latvia (56%) and Poland (50%) (Table

2-14).

What kind of energy source do you use for cooking in your
household?

60%

40%

20%

0%

Electricity (e.g., electric Gas (e.g., natural gas or Biomass (e.g., burning
stove, oven, kettle) propane-powered stove firewood, charcoal, or
or oven) agricultural waste)

Figure 2-17: Energy source for cooking in the residence

Table 2-14: Energy source for cooking in the residence per country (%)

What kind of energy source do you use for cooking in your household?
Electricity (e.g., electric stove, Gas (e.g., natural gas or Eiomass (e.g., burning
oven, kettle) propane-powered stove or flrewood, charcoal, or
oven) agricultural waste)

Cz 62 37 1
EE 81 15 4
DE 88 10 2
GR 92 8 1
HU 38 60 2
IT 29 70 0
LV 41 56 3
PL 47 50 3
RO 20 76 4
RS 83 15 2
ES 73 26 2

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.
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The survey participants were asked whether or not they drive a car; in the overall sample, 81% responded
positively (Figure 2-18). The same applies for the country level, with the country with the highest positive
percentage being Italy (93%), and the country with the lowest being Hungary (73%) (Table 2-15).

Do you drive a car?

100%
80%
60%
40%

20%

0%

Yes No

Figure 2-18: Car driving status

Table 2-15: Car driving status per country (%)

Do you drive a car?

Yes No
CZ 80 20
EE 76 25
DE 85 15
GR 85 16
HU 73 27
IT 93 7
LV 76 24
PL 88 12
RO 79 21
RS 75 25
ES 85 15

Following, the participants were asked about the type of fuel/s their car runs on (multiple responses were
allowed). The most common answers in the overall sample were gasoline (petrol) (48%) and diesel (30%)
(Figure 2-19). At the county level, the most common response is gasoline in Greece (68%), Poland (59%),
Czechia (57%), Hungary (54%), Germany (53%), Italy (45%), Spain (42%), Serbia (40%) and Estonia (39%),
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while diesel is the most common fuel in Latvia (45%) and Romania (35%). Other results that stand out are the
use of hybrid cars (gasoline and electricity) in Italy (15%), the use of LPG in Poland (9%), and the use of electric
cars in Germany (8%) (Table 2-16). It should be noted that the percentages per country sum up to over 100%,
as multiple responses were allowed.

What types of fuel/s does the car you drive run on?

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

Gasoline Diesel Electricity Hybrid Hydrogen  Liquefied Compressed |don't drive

(petrol) (gasoline petroleum naturalgas  acar/|
and gas (LPG) (CNG)  don'thave a
electricity) car of my
own

Figure 2-19: Types of fuel/s cars run on

Table 2-16: Types of fuel/s cars run on per country (%)

What types of fuel/s does the car you drive run on?
_ Hybrid Liquefied Compressed | don't driv? a
Gasoline . . . petroleu car/ I don't
Diesel | Electricity | (gasolineand | Hydrogen natural gas
(petrol) electricity) m gas (CNG) have a car of
(LPG) my own
Cz 57 24 3 2 0 1 0 20
EE 39 34 2 6 0 1 1 25
DE 53 27 8 5 0 3 1 15
GR 68 15 0 4 0 4 1 16
HU 54 21 1 3 0 1 0 27
IT 45 33 2 15 0 6 2 7
LV 31 45 1 2 0 2 2 24
PL 59 21 2 7 0 9 0 12
RO 36 38 2 4 1 5 1 21
RS 40 36 0 2 0 4 1 25
ES 42 39 1 8 0 2 0 15
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2.2.3 Knowledge and awareness

In the overall sample, most respondents reported low levels of self-perceived knowledge of biofuels (Figure
2-20), biogas (Figure 2-21), and biomethane Figure 2-22); the sums of the below-average responses (1 to 3,
in the 7-point scale) were respectively 55%, 57% and 68%. This result indicated a similar level of knowledge
of biofuels and biogas, and a rather lower level of biomethane. Regarding the national samples, Romania
(40%), Estonia (35%), Spain (34%) and Italy (33%) show the highest self-perceived knowledge of biofuels,
while Latvia (21%), Serbia (22%), Czechia (23%) and Germany (23%) the lowest [estimated as the sum of the
above-average responses (5 to 7, in the 7-point scale)] (Table 2-17). Accordingly, Romania (39%), Poland
(30%), Italy (29%) and Estonia (27%) show the highest self-perceived knowledge of biogas, while Serbia (16%),
Hungary (19%), Czechia (20%) and Latvia (20%) the lowest (Table 2-18). Similarly, Italy (31%) and Romania
(29%) are the countries with the countries with the highest level of self-perceived knowledge of biomethane,
while Latvia (10%) and Serbia (11%) are those with the lowest (Table 2-19).

How much do you know about biofuels?

25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

1: Nothing 2 3 4 5 6 7:Alot
atall

Figure 2-20: Self-perceived knowledge of biofuels

Table 2-17: Self-perceived knowledge of biofuels (%)

How much do you know about biofuels?
1:Nothing 2 3 4 5 6 7:Alot
atall
CZ 23 16 21 18 12 8 3
EE 18 15 15 19 23 7 5
DE 24 22 19 13 14 6 3
GR 21 14 21 21 14 8 3
HU 25 17 20 12 15 7 2
IT 19 17 15 17 20 9 4
LV 21 17 21 22 15 4 2
PL 13 16 18 22 19 5 6
RO 21 11 16 14 20 11 9
RS 17 18 26 16 16 3 3
ES 18 16 17 17 20 11 8
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How much do you know about biogas?

25%

20%

15%

10%

5%

0%

1: Nothing at 2 3 4 5 6 7:Alot
all

Figure 2-21: Self-perceived knowledge of biogas

Table 2-18: Self-perceived knowledge of biogas per country (%)

How much do you know about biogas?
1:Nothing 2 3 4 5 6 7: Alot
atall
CZ 23 22 14 21 12 5 3
EE 21 18 18 18 18 5 4
DE 27 23 16 15 10 6 5
GR 34 19 12 16 13 6 2
HU 29 17 18 16 11 5 3
IT 17 20 14 20 14 10 5
LV 24 19 20 20 13 4 3
PL 16 15 13 24 17 6 I
RO 22 14 12 16 19 13 7
RS 21 20 24 17 11 3 2
ES 26 17 18 16 13 8 3

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.
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How much do you know about biomethane?

35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%

5%

0%

1: Nothing 2 3 4 5 6 7:Alot
atall

Figure 2-22: Self-perceived knowledge of biomethane

Table 2-19: Self-perceived knowledge of biomethane per country (%)

How much do you know about biomethane?
1:Nothing 2 3 4 5 6 7: Alot
atall
CZ 31 17 23 14 9 4 2
EE 31 18 19 15 14 4 2
DE 38 24 15 11 8 3 3
GR 39 18 18 13 8 4 1
HU 35 21 15 12 7 4 4
IT 18 17 16 19 17 9 5
LV 37 22 19 14 5 2 3
PL 29 21 12 14 14 3 5
RO 30 11 13 18 15 6 8
RS 33 21 21 12 10 0] 1
ES 32 18 17 19 9 5 2

Following, in order to examine possible misconceptions concerning biogas and biomethane, six statements
were provided to the respondents, who were prompted to select all options that apply. Two statements were
accurate (“Biomethane is the purified version of biogas” and “Biomethane is produced from the breakdown
of organic matter”), and four statements were inaccurate (“Biogas is the purified version of biomethane”,
“Biomethane and biogas are the same”, “Biomethane is produced from the breakdown of inorganic matter”
and “Biomethane is considered to be a fossil fuel”). In addition, the “None of the above” option was available,
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in case the respondent evaluated that none of the six statements applied. It should be noted that the

percentages per country sum up to over 100%, as multiple responses were allowed.

In the overall sample, the most common answers were the two correct ones: “Biomethane is produced from
the breakdown of organic matter” (38%) and “Biomethane is the purified version of biogas” (23%), while the
responses of the inaccurate statements ranged from 10% to 19% (Figure 2-23). On a country level, the
accurate statement “Biomethane is produced from the breakdown of organic matter” was the statement
most commonly selected in all countries, with the percentages ranging from 31% (Hungary) to 51% (Estonia).
The accurate statement “Biomethane is the purified version of biogas” was the second most selected option
in the majority of the countries (apart from Germany, Greece, Latvia, and Spain), with its responses ranging
from 19% (Germany and Spain) to 29% (Serbia) (Table 2-20).

Please choose all that apply:

40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
Biomethane Biogas is the Biomethane Biomethane Biomethane Biomethane None of the
is the purified  and biogas is produced is produced is above
purified version of are the from the fromthe  considered
version of biomethane same breakdown breakdown to be a fossil
biogas of organic  of inorganic fuel
matter matter

Figure 2-23: Misconceptions about biogas and biomethane (accurate statements marked with green color;
inaccurate with red)

Table 2-20: Misconceptions about biogas and biomethane per country (%) (accurate statements marked with bold

font)
Please choose all that apply:
Biomethane is Biomethane is Biomethane is None
e Biogas is the Biomethane produced from produced from Biomethane is
the purified o . . . of the
. purified version | and biogasare | the breakdown | the breakdown considered to
version of : - X . ) abov
. of biomethane the same of organic of inorganic be a fossil fuel
biogas e
matter matter
Cz 23% 18% 16% 37% 9% 15% 18%
EE 23% 20% 16% 51% 12% 15% 15%
DE 19% 21% 7% 34% 8% 20% 23%
32
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GR 20% 19% 11% 38% 9% 12% 25%
HU 24% 23% 10% 31% 14% 24% 11%
IT 23% 17% 13% 40% 8% 8% 17%
LV 24% 14% 17% 31% 8% 12% 27%
PL 26% 17% 13% 34% 11% 14% 20%
RO 26% 21% 18% 33% 11% 20% 11%
RS 29% 17% 14% 40% 7% 17% 15%
ES 19% 19% 11% 45% 9% 22% 21%

2.2.4 Market acceptance of biomethane-based fuels: Benefit perceptions

The participants were questioned about their perceptions toward the economic, environmental and social
benefits of biomethane-based fuels. In the overall sample, all benefits were rated positively, with
environmental and social benefits reaching the highest positive (i.e., the sum of the “Slightly agree”, “Agree”,
and “Strongly agree”) percentages. Referring to economic benefits, a set of four statements was given to the
participants. The positive impact on the economy and the reduction of energy dependence were rated
positive (positive responses sum up to 59% and 64%, respectively), while the responses concerning cost and
energy efficiency compared to conventional fuels were more balanced between the negative, neutral and
positive perceptions (positive responses sum up to 43% and 44%, respectively) (Figure 2-24). The majority of
the countries rated the four statements positively; exceptions were Czechia perceiving the 1% statement
negatively and the 2" neutrally (followed by negative perceptions); Estonia rating the 1%t and the 2"
statements negatively (with the latter being tied with positive responses); and Latvia perceiving all four
statements neutrally (with the 1%t and 3™ being followed by negative perceptions, and the 4t being tied with
positive ones) (Table 2-21).

Perceptions of economic-related benefits

0 0, 0,
| believe that biomethane-based fuels are cheaper than S _SA)

conventional fuels (e.g., oil, natural gas).

| believe that biomethane-based fuels are more energy
efficient than conventional fuels (e.g., oil, natural gas).

| believe that biomethane-based fuels positively impact the
economy.

| believe that biomethane-based fuels reduce dependence on
foreign energy.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Strongly disagree  m Disagree Slightly disagree Neither agree nor disagree Slightly agree Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-24: Perceptions of economic benefits
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Table 2-21: Perceptions of economic benefits per country (%)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following

statements
Strongly . Slightly Neither Slightly Strongly
. Disagree - agree nor Agree
disagree disagree . agree agree
disagree
Cz 6 12 20 88 16 11 2
EE 6 15 20 24 25 9 2
DE 7 14 14 27 24 11 6
GR 2 8 12 29 35 17 3
| believe that biomethane-based fuels | HU 9 11 14 17 28 12 7
are cheaper than conventional fuels IT 4 10 17 25 16 26 2
(e.g., oil, natural gas) LV 6 18 15 41 9 10 2
PL 5 3 13 34 27 10 7
RO 4 7 12 23 14 29 12
RS 1 6 19 24 21 22 6
ES 5 7 12 29 25 15 8
Cz 5 9 22 39 15 8 1
EE 4 15 18 28 23 12 2
DE 7 7 11 37 21 12 7
GR 2 2 11 40 32 12 3
| believe that biomethane-based fuels | HU 5 9 12 26 30 14 4
are more energy efficient than IT 3 5 12 30 23 21 6
conventional fuels (e.g., oil, natural gas) | LV 8 12 13 46 10 10 2
PL 4 2 9 25 31 18 10
RO 3 5 8 33 19 25 8
RS 2 4 16 24 25 20 8
ES 3 5 7 34 22 24 8
Cz g 8 12 30 30 11 5
EE 3 7 11 22 32 24 3
DE 6 5 9 27 31 17 8
GR 1 2 6 29 39 18 7
. . HU 4 6 12 19 32 16 10
ol o e T B -
LV 7 10 15 40 14 13 2
PL 3 2 8 23 33 19 12
RO 3 2 8 18 17 41 13
RS 1 2 9 20 25 30 11
ES 0 5 7 25 24 26 15
Cz 6 6 11 25 25 19 8
EE 3 6 10 16 26 34 8
DE 6 5 5 21 32 20 14
GR 1 1 6 23 35 25 10
. . HU 4 4 8 20 29 18 15
ool L s B R o
LV 4 9 10 40 13 21 5
PL 2 5 5 20 31 20 15
RO 3 2 7 20 17 34 19
RS 0 2 9 15 27 29 16
ES 1 7 9 16 23 29 16

Referring to environmental benefits, a set of four statements was given to the participants as well. All four
statements were positively perceived, with positive responses (i.e., the sum of the “Slightly agree”, “Agree”,
and “Strongly agree” percentages) ranging from 58 to 66% (Figure 2-25). Independently, in all countries, the
majority of the respondents perceived positively the four statements, with positive responses ranging from
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51 to 74%. The exception was Latvia, with positive responses being 40, 32, 45 and 42% respectively for the
four statements; in any case, the positive perceptions were still the most common response in Latvia
(although not being the majority), except for the 2" statement, with the neutral perception being the most
common one (41%) (Table 2-22).

Perceptions of environmental-related benefits

| believe that biomethane-based fuels improve environmental
quality.

| believe that biomethane-based fuels contribute to the
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.

| believe that biomethane-based fuels contribute to waste
management.

| believe that biomethane-based fuels contribute to using
fewer natural resources.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Strongly disagree  m Disagree Slightly disagree Neither agree nor disagree Slightly agree Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-25: Perceptions of environmental benefits

Table 2-22: Perceptions of environmental benefits per country (%)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements
Strongly . Slightly Neither Slightly Strongly
. Disagree . agree nor Agree
disagree disagree g agree agree
disagree

CZ 4 9 8 23 23 21 11

EE 3 6 8 16 31 29 8

DE 6 4 9 27 23 20 13

GR 1 2 6 20 33 24 16

. . HU 4 4 11 17 31 18 13
GOl LT s s e A T NI - o
LV 6 7 10 38 18 16 6

PL 2 3 6 19 30 21 16

RO 3 4 7 18 16 35 19

RS 2 1 10 17 20 32 17

ES 2 5 6 23 18 27 21

| believe that biomethane-based fuels ¢z 2 ! 10 28 19 21 1
contribute to the reduction of EE S 8 10 21 29 23 !
greenhouse gas emissions DE 8 0 2 el 2 L 4
GR 1 1 8 28 30 22 11
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HU 4 4 10 19 30 20 1

IT 1 4 7 19 17 35 18

LV 6 13 10 41 11 18 3

PL 4 2 6 25 32 14 14

RO 3 3 8 19 16 36 18

RS 2 1 10 20 20 30 15

ES 1 6 7 25 23 22 18

Cz 4 8 6 23 25 19 14

EE 4 4 7 17 25 34 1

DE 5 3 7 22 34 17 14

GR 1 2 7 22 26 27 17

| believe that biomethane-based fuels HU 3 1 2 - = = -
contribute to waste management I : 2 2 1 pe - =
LV 4 7 10 35 12 24 G

PL 2 4 4 24 28 16 20

RO 3 2 6 18 13 31 28

RS 2 1 8 17 21 28 21

ES 1 4 7 22 17 33 18

Cz 2 8 9 29 22 21 9

EE 3 5 7 23 19 36 9

DE 6 3 5 28 27 20 12

. . GR 1 1 6 25 29 27 14
conrmute ousmyewer [P a8 | 4 [T 2 | b
resources il - . ° - x . o
LV 5 10 10 35 13 20 9

PL 4 2 8 19 28 18 19

RO 3 2 6 18 14 35 22

RS 1 1 9 21 24 26 16

ES 1 5 7 23 19 29 18

Moreover, participants were questioned about their perceptions of the social benefits of biomethane-based
fuels, based on one statement. The overall sample perceived social benefits positively (64%) (Figure 2-26).

Perceptions of social-related benefits

| believe that biomethane-based fuels are generally
beneficial for our society.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100%

m Strongly disagree Disagree Slightly disagree Neither agree nor disagree

Slightly agree Agree | Strongly agree

Figure 2-26: Perceptions of social benefits
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On a national level, the social benefits were perceived more positively in Italy (73%), Greece (72%), Serbia
(72%), Estonia (71%) and Romania (71%), and less positively in Latvia (positive responses: 36%; neutral
responses: 40%) (Table 2-23).

Table 2-23: Perceptions of social benefits per country (%)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statement
SFroneg Disagree $Iightly aglrztehr?c:r Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree di agree agree
isagree
Cz 4 7 6 29 23 21 10
EE 4 5 7 15 25 37 9
DE 7 3 7 23 30 24 8
GR 1 1 6 22 34 23 15
| believe that biomethane- HU 3 6 6 17 37 14 15
based fuels are generally IT 1 1 5 20 18 35 20
beneficial for our society LV 5 12 8 40 10 21 5
PL 1 3 6 22 27 21 18
RO 8 3 8 16 12 34 25
RS 2 1 7 17 23 31 18
ES 1 5 6 22 20 29 20

2.2.5 Market acceptance of biomethane-based fuels: Risk perceptions

Participants were questioned about their perceptions of the risks of biomethane-based fuels, based on six
statements concerning energy efficiency, reliability, safety, technological maturity, and environmental and
economic benefits. In the overall sample, all six risks were perceived as not so important, as the percentages
of respondents doubting particular aspects and benefits of biomethane-based fuels ranged from 18%
(energy efficiency) to 25% (technological maturity) (Figure 2-27). Referring to the national samples, the
perceived risk of technological maturity is rated as the most significant in all countries apart from Czechia,
Germany, and Italy; the lack of economic benefits is evaluated as the most significant risk in Hungary, Italy
and Poland; the lack of energy efficiency is perceived as the most significant risk in Hungary, the lack of
reliability in Czechia and the lack of environmental benefits in Germany (Table 2-24).
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Risk perceptions

120 24% OGRSV 6%
1% 24% TSR 6%
120 23% (TGP 6%

| doubt the energy efficiency of biomethane-based fuels.
| doubt the reliability of biomethane-based fuels.

| doubt the safety of biomethane-based fuels.

I doubt the technological maturity of biomethane-based 10% " 20% _

fuels.
| doubt the environmental benefits of using biomethane- 14% 23% _
based fuels.
| doubt the economic benefits of using biomethane-based 12% 23% _
fuels.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Strongly disagree m Disagree 1= Slightly disagree = Neither agree nor disagree = Slightly agree = Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-27: Risk perceptions

Table 2-24: Risk perceptions per country (%)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements
S_trongly Disagree S_Iightly a';r?el't[ahr?cr)r Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree . agree agree
disagree

CZ 11 25 20 30 9 4 1
EE 5 22 16 30 18 8 3
DE 10 19 22 27 14 6 4
GR 5 21 24 36 13 2 0
. HU 17 19 17 22 14 9 1
Rstoeute ol B o B - S
LV 4 14 16 41 12 10 5
PL 14 26 18 27 10 2 2
RO 19 24 14 24 7 11 2
RS 12 Bill 13 28 10 4 1
ES 12 27 13 Bill 13 4 2
CZ 9 25 18 26 15 5 3
EE 8 22 17 29 15 9 3
DE 8 21 17 29 16 6 4
GR 3 24 21 37 12 4 0
_— . HU 14 20 18 23 12 8 3
LZS:(;);JZE reliability of biomethane- T 15 35 12 21 10 6 0
LV 4 17 13 43 12 8 6
PL 12 24 20 26 11 4 1
RO 20 27 13 21 10 9 3
RS 15 26 17 24 9 5 2
ES 11 25 16 31 13 5 1
CZ 11 21 20 30 12 3 3
. EE 9 25 13 29 14 6 6
ng:(;); lees safety of biomethane- DE T 1 19 22 1 8 5
GR 3 20 29 32 12 5 0
HU 14 24 19 22 11 7 2

w
(ee]
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IT 19 29 17 20 8 6 1

LV 6 13 13 42 15 8 5

PL 15 22 17 26 10 5 2

RO 22 24 10 21 13 9 3

RS 9 31 20 26 7 5 1

ES 11 23 20 27 13 7 1

(4 10 22 19 31 12 4 2

EE 4 19 18 25 20 12 3

DE 7 16 21 28 15 10 4

GR 3 20 18 36 19 5 0

. . HU 15 23 14 23 14 7 3
RGPS Gl S S S
LV 4 10 13 44 14 10 7

PL 12 20 20 28 13 5 1

RO 18 24 11 23 12 10 4

RS 9 27 18 24 13 7 1

ES 9 17 20 30 16 7 3

cz 10 21 20 29 10 7 2

EE 8 27 18 23 16 7 4

DE 9 17 20 26 17 8 5

GR 9 21 32 25 9 5 1

| doubt the environmental benefits of HU 14 22 21 19 15 ! =
using biomethane-based fuels T 2 Z 1z de & 8 E
LV 5 16 12 43 12 6 7

PL 16 25 19 22 10 5 2

RO 26 24 8 20 9 12 3

RS 17 28 15 25 8 4 2

ES 13 24 18 23 13 8 3

Ccz 10 20 18 30 10 8 4

EE 7 23 18 24 18 10 3

DE 9 18 16 31 16 6 6

GR 8 23 27 28 14 2 1

| doubt the economic benefits of HU LS e2 L 23 1S 0 L
using biomethane-based fuels T 2l £l : el L 5 Z
LV 3 16 13 41 13 8 8

PL 12 24 20 25 11 6 2

RO 23 28 8 18 11 11 3

RS 14 31 18 23 6 5 1

ES 12 23 17 28 12 8 1

2.2.6 Market acceptance of biomethane-based fuels: Market strategy perceptions

Participants were asked about the market strategies that could affect them regarding the use of biomethane-
based fuels. When referring to the overall sample, all six factors are perceived as important [estimated as the
sum of the above-average responses (5 to 7, in the 7-point scale)], with “Financial incentives” perceived as
the most important (63%), and “Supplier type” as the least (47%) (Figure 2-28). Regarding the national
samples, “Financial incentives” was perceived as the most important factor, with above-average responses
ranging from 47% (Latvia) to 78% (Greece). Additionally, a result that stands out for Latvia is the low positive
perceptions for all factors, with above-average responses ranging from 29% (Suppler type) to 47% (Financial
incentives); a similar case is indicated for Czechia and Estonia, with five and four (respectively) out of the six

factors scoring positive responses lower than 50% (Table 2-25).
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Market strategy perceptions

Supplier type (e.g., small s_upplier, big industry, |EEEIYA 7%_ 12%
cooperative).
Location of production site (e.g., local, non-local). [JEE& 7%_ 14%
Eco-labeling. |4 6%_ 19%
Financial incentives (e.g., subsidies). _ 26%
Share of biomethane in the fuel. [ 6%_ 15%

Type of the material used to produce biomethane (e.g., |JA 7%_ 20%

agricultural waste, food waste, sewage sludge, manure).

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m1: Notimportantatall m2 3 74 5 6 m7:Veryimportant

Figure 2-28: Market strategies influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels

Table 2-25: Market strategies influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels per country (%)

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.

How important would the following factors be for you in order to select CE construction
products?
1: Not
important 2 3 4 5 6 . 7: very
important
at all

Cz 17 9 12 25 18 10 9
EE 26 7 15 19 18 9 8
DE 12 7 10 23 21 16 13
GR 6 8 11 24 25 16 17
Supplier type (e.g., small HU 10 8 13 21 21 15 11
supplier, big industry, IT 3 3 12 22 27 22 10
cooperative) LV 22 8 14 28 14 8 7
PL 10 7 12 21 24 9 15
RO 9 9 12 14 19 18 20
RS 7 9 14 23 17 13 16
ES 7 6 11 22 27 19 10
Cz 10 9 15 24 20 11 11
EE 16 7 12 17 22 14 13
DE 9 9 11 21 19 18 14
GR 4 6 13 22 25 18 14
Location of production site HU ! 8 9 22 25 13 16
(e.g., local, non-local) IT & 2 11 24 24 21 14
LV 22 8 15 19 14 11 13
PL 6 4 15 19 21 18 15
RO 10 8 8 21 18 14 23
RS 4 9 11 23 14 23 15
ES 7 4 13 26 23 18 11
Eco-labelling Cz 9 6 13 25 16 17 14
EE 18 8 15 23 16 10 11
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DE 12 10 13 21 15 16 15

GR 3 2 11 16 16 27 28

HU 5 7 16 22 16 15 17

IT 0 1 11 24 17 23 23

LV 21 12 15 21 13 10 10

PL 6 6 9 22 19 20 17

RO 4 7 12 14 13 19 33

RS 2 6 12 16 19 17 26

ES 6 4 12 22 20 17 21

CZ 6 5 12 24 19 14 19

EE 7 9 12 18 17 13 26

DE 7 7 13 16 16 25 19

GR 2 1 7 13 15 26 37

Financial incentives (e.g., HU S 4 11 20 19 16 26
subsidies) IT 0 1 9 22 17 25 25
LV 13 3 14 26 17 11 19

PL 2 3 5 15 19 22 33

RO 5 6 7 14 18 20 32

RS 2 4 6 18 19 16 34

ES 3 2 11 21 22 20 22

(o4 9 8 13 21 19 20 9

EE 10 9 15 28 17 15 8

DE 8 8 10 23 24 18 11

GR 2 6 9 23 29 21 12

. . HU 4 5 14 20 19 15 22

?S:lre of biomethane in the T 0 > 13 21 3 24 16
LV 16 5 15 28 18 8 12

PL 2 6 8 26 20 17 20

RO 5 8 10 15 21 19 24

RS 4 7 11 17 20 22 18

ES 3 5 14 22 26 18 14

CZ 8 9 12 24 14 20 13

EE 12 6 14 19 21 16 15

DE 9 6 13 19 17 18 19

Type of the material used to | GR 4 7 10 25 23 17 16
produce biomethane (e.g., HU 5 7 9 20 19 16 23
agricultural waste, food IT 2 1 13 20 20 21 24
waste, sewage sludge, LV 20 10 11 27 15 7 12
manure) PL 2 9 14 21 16 18 19
RO 8 7 9 14 15 19 30

RS 3 7 10 20 12 17 29

ES 4 8 10 22 21 20 17

2.2.7 Market acceptance of biomethane-based fuels: Subjective norm perceptions

The survey participants were asked about subjective norms influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels.
In the overall sample, “Experts’ opinions” were perceived as the most important regarding their effect on
respondents’ choices and decisions, with positive responses summing up to 60%. Additionally, when referring
to the first two statements, the positive responses were the most common responses (49 and 43%,
respectively), without, however, achieving a majority (Figure 2-29). Experts’ opinion is perceived as the most
important on the national level, with all countries rating it as the most important (percentages ranging from
34% (Latvia) to 74% (Italy). The low level of agreement of Latvia for all three statements (ranging from 27 to
34%) and Czechia (29 and 37%) and Estonia (33 and 35%) for the first two statements also stands out (Table
2-26).
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Subjective norms
People who are important to me would approve of 5%6%_ 9%
my decision to use biomethane-based fuels.
I will use biomethane-based fuels if people who are  [[EeI7Y e _6%
important to me will use them.
Experts' opinions (e.g., engineers, scientists) could 5%5_ 12%
affect my choice to use biomethane-based fuels.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

| Strongly disagree m Disagree 1 Slightly disagree = Neither agree nor disagree = Slightly agree = Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-29: Subjective norms influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels

Table 2-26: Subjective norms influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels per country (%)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following
statements
Neither
Sfcrongly Disagree S_Iightly agree Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree nor agree agree
disagree

Cz 7 8 12 36 20 14 8

EE 12 12 9 36 16 13 4

DE 7 5 11 36 17 17 8

GR 2 3 4 37 30 19 7

People who are important to me HU 6 9 5 30 24 15 10
would approve of my decision to IT 1 3 6 20 16 39 16
use biomethane-based fuels LV 10 9 7 45 12 15 4
PL 6 3 8 32 26 16 8

RO 4 4 7 23 14 32 18

RS 2 4 9 23 23 27 12

ES 3 5 8 31 15 24 16

CZ 8 10 13 40 16 10 3

EE 17 12 7 32 23 11 1

DE 10 6 10 35 24 10 7

I will use biomethane-based fuels if | GR 3 g 7 30 27 20 6
people who are important to me HU 7 10 9 30 20 15 7
will use them IT 5 11 7 28 20 23 6
LV 14 14 9 38 10 11 6

PL 5 5 9 31 23 18 8

RO 5 7 6 25 20 26 14
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RS 5 9 8 31 19 20 6
ES 4 8 10 31 17 25 7
CZ 6 5 12 26 26 18 6
EE 8 5 10 24 29 19 7
DE 8 4 9 25 27 17 12
GR 2 1 6 22 26 32 13
Experts' opinions (e.g., engineers, HU 4 7 8 21 24 23 13
scientists) could affect my choice to | IT 1 2 8 15 23 33 18
use biomethane-based fuels LV 9 13 8 37 12 17 5
PL 3 0 7 19 32 25 13
RO 6 4 5 20 21 31 14
RS 3 3 7 20 25 24 17
ES 2 6 12 22 22 27 11

2.2.8 Market acceptance of biomethane-based fuels: Attitude

Participants' attitudes influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels were examined through two
statements. In the overall sample, both were rated positively (52% and 61% of agreement, respectively)
(Figure 2-30). At the national level, the respondents from all countries expressed a higher level of acceptance
with the second statement, i.e., “Using biomethane-based fuels would make me feel like an environmentally
responsible consumer”, compared to the first statement, with the respective percentages ranging from 37%
(Latvia) to 76% (Italy). Latvia stands out due to the low levels of perceived agreement with the two
statements, with the percentages of the two statements being 29% and 37% respectively (

Table 2-27).

Attitude

I would feel totally satisfied with myself if | used
biomethane-based fuels.

Using biomethane-based fuels would make me feel
like an environmentally responsible consumer.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Strongly disagree m Disagree I Slightly disagree = Neither agree nor disagree ' Slightly agree = Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-30: Attitudes influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels
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Table 2-27: Attitudes influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels per country (%)

Deliverable 3.3

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements
Sf{rongly Disagree §Iightly aglreeltehr?(;r Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree . agree agree
disagree
Cz 6 4 11 34 25 15 4
EE 8 8 7 36 23 14 6
DE 5 7 5 27 32 16 8
GR 2 1 5 35 38 14 7
| would feel totally satisfied with HU 6 4 4 30 23 19 12
myself if | used biomethane-based IT 0 2 6 21 24 30 15
fuels LV 12 15 5 41 15 10 4
PL 4 4 10 28 28 16 9
RO 2 6 7 23 12 35 17
RS g 4 9 38 21 16 8
ES 2 6 9 29 22 24 9
Cz 6 3 10 26 26 22 7
EE 8 6 10 25 28 19 6
DE 7 7 7 25 26 19 11
GR 2 3 6 23 32 23 13
Using biomethane-based fuels would | HU 6 1 7 21 30 16 17
make me feel like an environmentally | IT 0 3 6 15 20 36 20
responsible consumer LV 13 8 7 37 15 16 6
PL 3 5 5 24 26 20 16
RO 3 3 5 17 14 36 24
RS 1 6 6 15 31 22 18
ES 8 6 6 21 22 30 13

2.2.9 Market acceptance of biomethane-based fuels: Perceived behavioral control

Participants were asked about their perception of their control over the use of biomethane-based fuels,
meaning how capable they feel of buying and using them. In the overall sample, it is indicated that there is
an agreement with two out of the four statements, with the statement “Whether or not using biomethane-
based fuels is entirely up to me” scoring 52%, and the statement “I have sufficient time to make the proper
decisions concerning the use of biomethane-based fuels” scoring 49% positive responses. On the contrary,
the most common responses for the statement “I have the knowledge and information to make the proper
decisions concerning the use of biomethane-based fuels” were the responses stating some level of
disagreement (39%), while the responses related to the statement “I have the money necessary to buy
biomethane-based fuels” were somewhat split between positive (37%), neutral (31%) and negative (32%)
ones (Figure 2-31). On a country level, the first statement (“Whether or not using biomethane-based fuels is
entirely up to me”) had the highest level of agreement for the majority of the courtiers [with percentages
ranging from 39% (Latvia) to 68% (Romania)], except for Poland (58%), Italy (52%) and Germany (49%)
reporting their highest level of agreement with the fourth statement (“I have sufficient time to make the
proper decisions concerning the use of biomethane-based fuels”). On the contrary, the third statement (“I
have the knowledge and information to make the proper decisions concerning the use of biomethane-based
fuels™) was the one with the highest level of disagreement for all countries [ranging from 25% (Romania) to
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50% (Estonia)], apart from Italy were the first statement (“Whether or not using biomethane-based fuels is
entirely up to me”) was appointed with the highest level of disagreement (36%) (

Table 2-28).

Perceived behavioural control

Whether or not using biomethane-based fuels is  |[¥ 10%_ 14%

entirely up to me.

| have the money necessary to buy biomethane-based |JEsl L)) _6%

fuels.

| have the knowledge and information to make the

proper decisions concerning the use of biomethane- 11% [13% _0/0

based fuels.
I have sufficient time to make the proper decisions |WeA 1 _8%
concerning the use of biomethane-based fuels.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

| Strongly disagree m Disagree 1= Slightly disagree = Neither agree nor disagree = Slightly agree = Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-31: Perceived behavioral control influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels

Table 2-28: Perceived behavioral control influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels per country (%)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements
Sf[rongly Disagree S_Iightly agfelfahr?cl;r Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree . agree agree
disagree
CZ 5 10 13 24 18 17 12
EE 5 6 15 17 18 25 15
DE 12 14 13 18 19 10 16
GR 1 9 11 21 28 18 13
- HU 7 11 11 15 21 18 16
Whether or not using biomethane-
based fuels is entirel?/ up to me T 5 L) o 15 22 20 !
LV 8 11 10 32 11 17 11
PL 3 8 10 25 21 20 12
RO 1 6 9 17 16 33 19
RS 4 10 13 17 15 19 20
ES 7 9 15 22 22 16 10
CZ 9 14 14 33 17 10 3
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EE 11 13 15 31 13 15 3
DE 16 5 15 31 18 11 5
GR 4 9 15 43 17 11 3
HU 12 13 15 25 14 14 6
| have the money necessary to buy IT 5 11 7 32 17 20 8
biomethane-based fuels LV 16 14 12 35 10 9 6
PL 6 7 11 32 18 16 8
RO 7 8 6 29 18 25 9
RS 12 12 8 28 22 12 5
ES 3 11 14 29 21 16 8
CZ 8 15 18 33 12 10 3
EE 11 16 23 27 12 10 2
DE 15 16 14 27 17 9 3
GR 9 16 17 34 13 11 2
:nr}?)\;?n;ﬁ?ointzwr:]e:kgeetizd roper HU 14 12 19 21 15 13 6
decisions concerning the Fl)Jsepof T 2 L L = = 49 1
biomethane-based fuels Lv Li L 1 ok 11 y =
PL 8 10 12 31 17 13 8
RO 6 10 10 28 20 22 5
RS 11 15 14 25 18 10 6
ES 11 12 19 22 19 13 5
CZ 5 12 11 35 20 12 5
EE 8 12 16 26 18 19 2
DE 10 7 9 25 28 14 7
GR 2 8 10 26 32 19 5
| have sufficient time to make the HU 6 7 10 23 25 18 10
proper decisions concerning the use IT 4 10 8 25 19 26 7
of biomethane-based fuels LV 9 10 12 39 13 12 7
PL 4 6 7 24 27 20 11
RO 3 5 9 20 18 34 12
RS 5 6 11 24 20 22 10
ES 5) 9 12 29 17 22 8

2.2.10 Market acceptance of biomethane-based fuels: Environmental concerns

The environmental concerns of the participants influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels were also
examined. In the overall sample, the majority of the participants responded positively to both statements
regarding environmental concerns — “| believe that humanity is severely mistreating the environment” (77%)
and “I believe that human beings must live in harmony with nature in order to survive” (79%) (Figure 2-32).
The same result occurs when examining the national samples, with positive results ranging from 59%
(Czechia) to 86% (Greece) for the first statement, and from 66% (Czechia) to 88% (Greece) for the second

one (Table 2-29).
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Environmental concerns

| believe that humanity is severely mistreating the
environment.

| believe that human beings must live in harmony with
nature in order to survive.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Strongly disagree m Disagree I Slightly disagree = Neither agree nor disagree = Slightly agree = Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-32: Environmental concerns influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels

Table 2-29: Environmental concerns influencing the use of biomethane-based fuels per country (%)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements
S_trongly Disagree S_Iightly aglrzzzhr?c:r Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree g agree agree
disagree
Cz 5 6 7 23 18 19 22
EE 4 5 8 12 27 25 20
DE 5 g 6 13 23 21 31
GR 1 1 g 11 16 28 42
. _ HU 2 2 1 9 23 22 40
R o LT - S 5 O T .
LV 3 4 8 22 18 29 17
PL 2 8 6 12 23 25 28
RO 2 8 5 12 15 34 30
RS 2 2 6 4 17 26 42
ES 2 g 4 12 14 24 42
Cz 2 5 8 19 19 22 25
EE 2 4 7 10 21 31 27
DE 3 3 6 13 25 21 30
GR 1 1 2 10 14 26 48
| believe that human beings must live | HU 2 2 2 10 17 24 42
in harmony with nature in order to IT 1 1 2 8 12 27 48
survive LV 3 4 8 18 13 34 22
PL 2 2 2 14 16 31 31
RO 1 4 4 10 11 29 43
RS 1 2 4 6 9 24 53
ES 2 2 4 10 10 30 43
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2.2.11 Market acceptance of biomethane-based fuels: Intention to use

Two statements were given to the participants to assess their level of agreement/disagreement regarding
their intention to use biomethane-based fuels. In the overall sample, participants responded positively to
both statements (55% and 56%, respectively) (Figure 2-33). The same result was obtained at the national
level for the majority of the countries, with positive responses being the most common ones, ranging from
38% (Czechia) to 72% (Italy) for the first statement and from 44% (Estonia) to 70% (Italy) for the second one.
Latvia was the exception; the most common answer for both statements was “Neither agree nor disagree”
(43% and 38% respectively) (Table 2-30).

Intentions

I am likely to use biomethane-based fuels in the
future.

| will make an effort to use biomethane-based fuels.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

B Strongly disagree m Disagree I Slightly disagree = Neither agree nor disagree = Slightly agree = Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-33: Intention to use biomethane-based fuels

Table 2-30: Intention to use biomethane-based fuels per country (%)

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements
Sf[rongly Disagree S_Iightly a’g\;reelzzhr?cr)r Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree . agree agree
disagree
CZ 7 10 12 33 21 11 6
EE 8 4 8 34 24 19 5
I am likely to use biomethane- DE 12 8 10 33 28 6 6
based fuels in the future GR 1 3 3 26 35 23 11
HU 3 5 8 32 21 19 9
IT 0 1 4 21 20 36 16
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LV 7 9 8 43 13 16 5
PL 3 3 3 32 26 21 10
RO 2 2 7 23 12 40 17
RS 2 3 8 26 27 22 10
ES 1 6 6 24 22 28 15
CZ 5 6 9 34 26 12 7
EE 7 12 10 29 24 16 4
DE 10 5 10 29 25 17 6
GR 3 2 6 31 32 20 7
. HU 2 5 7 27 25 22 11
Wit e o o e o -
LV 9 11 9 38 15 15 6
PL 3 3 5 27 31 19 11
RO 2 2 5 23 12 40 17
RS 2 6 3 27 23 27 11
ES 2 4 6 23 28 28 10

2.2.12 Market acceptance of biomethane-based fuels: Behaviour

The behaviour towards the use of biomethane-based fuels was examined, based on two statements. In the
overall sample, the majority of the participants expressed their acceptance toward both statements (51%
and 54%, respectively) (Figure 2-34). When referring to the national samples, the most common responses
to the first statement were those indicating agreement, with percentages ranging from 39% (Germany) to
70% (Romania); Latvia and Czechia were the exceptions, with “Neither agree nor disagree” being the most
common responses (32 and 33% respectively). The same was the case for the second statement, with positive
responses ranging from 44% (Germany) to 72% (Romania); Latvia was the exception with the neutral
response scoring 45% (Table 2-31).

Behaviour

| will use biomethane-based fuels in the future.

| will recommend the use of biomethane-based fuels
to others.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m Strongly disagree m Disagree 1 Slightly disagree = Neither agree nor disagree = Slightly agree = Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-34: Behaviour towards the use of biomethane-based fuels
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Table 2-31: Behaviour towards the use of biomethane-based fuels per country (%)

Deliverable 3.3

Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements
S_trongly Disagree S_Iightly a';r?elghr?(;r Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree . agree agree
disagree

CZ 10 11 11 34 18 11 4
EE 8 4 9 30 27 19 5
DE 13 7 15 28 24 10 5
GR 2 3 4 32 37 15 8
. . HU 5 9 10 33 22 13 7
: r\}/\;l}l}leufs::tsizmethane-based fuels T 1 > 5 26 18 37 11
LV 7 9 7 46 14 14 4
PL 3 4 5 29 31 17 9
RO 2 3 5 21 17 41 12
RS 2 5 4 31 25 22 10
ES 2 3 8 26 27 26 11
CZ 8 8 8 30 23 17 6
EE 9 9 11 28 23 18 4
DE 11 7 11 28 25 12 7
GR 2 2 7 28 35 19 9
| will recommend the use of HU 6 6 8 29 26 13 11
biomethane-based fuels to IT 1 1 4 28 18 34 15
others LV 12 7 8 45 13 13 4
PL 5 2 3 32 24 21 12
RO 3 3 5 19 14 40 18
RS 1 5 4 27 26 24 12
ES 2 3 7 28 27 22 13

2.2.13 Willingness to pay for biomethane-based fuels

Survey respondents were questioned about their willingness to pay for biomethane-based fuels for different
uses (electricity production, space heating, cooking, and car fuel). When referring to the overall sample for
the electricity production, space heating and cooking uses, it is indicated that 13-15% would not choose a
biomethane-based fuel regardless of the price, 33-34% would pay 10% to over 20% less, 7-8% would pay 1-
5% less, 28-29% would pay the same, 8-9% would pay 1-5% more, and 8% would pay from 10% to over 20%
more for biomethane-based fuels compared to conventional fuels (Figure 2-35). The results concerning the
country samples are similar, with the most common responses in most countries being a) not choosing
biomethane-based fuels regardless of the price, b) paying 10% to over 20% less, or ¢) paying the same price
compared to conventional fuels. Some results that stand out are the percentages of Romanian respondents
stating that they would pay from 10% to over 20% more for biomethane-based fuels (14-17%), and Spanish
respondents stating that would pay 1-5% more for biomethane-based fuels compared to conventional fuels
(14-17%) (Table 2-32).
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How much would you be willing to pay for a biomethane-based
fuel, compared to conventional fuels?

To be used to produce the electricity you 13% 13% 11% 9%
consume in your household

For your household heating 13% 11% 9%

For your household cooking 15% 11% 12% [40%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

H | would not choose a biomethane-based fuel, regardless of the price M Less than -20%
m-20% u-10%

-5% -2%

-1% The same

+1% +2%

+5% m+10%
| +20% H More than +20%

Figure 2-35: Willingness to pay for biomethane-based fuels for electricity production, space heating and cooking

Table 2-32: Willingness to pay for biomethane-based fuels for electricity production, space heating and cooking, per

country (%)
How much would you be willing to pay for a biomethane-based fuel, compared to conventional fuels?
| would not
choose a
biomethane Less The More
_based fuel, thaon -20% | -10% -5% -2% -1% same +1% +2% +5% | +10% | +20% tha?
regardless -20% +20%
of the price
CZ 20 11 10 6 4 4 4 26 3 0 2 5 2 0
EE 16 16 9 13 6 2 0 32 3 1 2 2 1 2
DE 19 8 5 10 4 3 2 38 1 2 5 4 1 1
Tobeusedto gp 11 11 | 19 | 12 | 6 | 2 | 1 |2z | ¢t | 2] 3|5 | 38| 3
Elrgc‘i‘:icc?t;hyeou HU 16 11 |14 | 7 [ 3 [0 ] o0 [ 8| 1| 13 [2 52
consume in IT 4 10 11 12 9 2 1 33 5 1 5 4 2 1
your LV 22 20 9 8 3 1 2 29 3 2 1 1 1 1
household? PL 9 14 15 8 3 3 1 27 1 1 5 5 3 3
RO 7 19 15 10 3 2 2 21 0 4 4 7 7 3
RS 11 12 12 9 6 0 2 27 1 2 5 4 4 2
ES 11 11 9 10 7 1 2 30 1 4 10 5 1 2
CZ 18 10 9 8 7 2 2 27 2 3 4 6 0 1
EE 18 16 11 9 4 2 4 31 1 1 2 1 1 2
DE 21 10 8 9 6 0 3 29 1 1 7 4 2 1
GR 11 9 17 11 5 3 1 30 0 2 3 6 2 4
E‘;Lg:ﬁ;l J HU 18 10 | 13 | 9 | 2 [0 | 0 | 29 | 2 1 | 5 [ 4 | 3 ]2
heating? IT 4 12 9 11 8 2 1 35 4 3 4 3 1 2
LV 25 17 10 6 4 1 0 29 4 2 2 1 1 1
PL 8 13 14 8 4 2 1 27 1 5 4 4 3 1
RO 9 18 13 11 4 1 2 22 2 2 3 8 6 2
RS 9 11 14 11 3 1 2 25 1 4 5 5 3 3
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ES 10 13 7 9 6 3 1 31 4 7 6 3 1 1
CZ 18 9 10 9 4 2 3 27 0 1 5 5 1 2
EE 19 12 13 10 3 2 0 33 2 1 3 1 2 2
DE 22 7 6 10 4 2 1 32 3 2 7 2 3 2
GR 14 10 16 12 4 4 1 27 1 1 4 6 2 2
For your HU 19 10 12 10 1 0 2 30 1 1 4 3 4 2
household IT 2 9 12 15 9 1 1 33 2 1 6 4 2 2
cooking? LV 27 14 13 5 1 2 1 29 3 2 2 1 2 1
PL 8 16 11 8 2 3 1 28 1 4 5 4 4 2
RO 10 14 17 10 4 2 2 23 1 2 4 5 7 2
RS 13 13 10 10 4 1 3 22 2 3 5 4 4 3
ES 11 10 8 8 5 3 1 33 2 5 7 7 1 1

The corresponding results concerning willingness to pay for biomethane-based fuels as car fuels are
presented separately, as the particular scale of responses also included the “I do not drive” response. When
examining the overall sample, it is indicated that 19% do not drive a car, 8% would not choose a biomethane-
based fuel regardless of the price, 32% would pay 10% to over 20% less, 5% would pay 1-5% less, 23% would
pay the same, 5% would pay 1-5% more, and 7% would pay from 10% to over 20% more for biomethane-
based fuels compared to conventional fuels (Figure 2-36). The results concerning the country samples are
similar, with the most common responses in most countries being a) not driving a car, b) paying 10% to over
20% less, or c) paying the same price compared to conventional fuels. Some results that stand out are the
percentages of Romanian and Greek respondents stating that they would pay from 10% to over 20% more
for biomethane-based fuels (14 and 11% respectively), Spanish, Italian and German respondents stating that
would pay 1-5% more for biomethane-based fuels compared to conventional fuels (11, 11 and 10%
respectively), and Czech, Latvian and German respondents stating that would not choose biomethane-based
fuels regardless of the price (15, 13 and 12% respectively) (

Table 2-33).

How much would you be willing to pay for a biomethane-based
fuel, compared to conventional fuels?

- 8% 14% 11% | 8%
For your car

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

| do not drive H | would not choose a biomethane-based fuel, regardless of the price
M Less than -20% m-20%
m-10% -5%

-2% -1%

The same +1%

+2% +5%
m+10% u+20%

H More than +20%
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Figure 2-36: Willingness to pay for biomethane-based fuels for car fuel

Table 2-33: Willingness to pay for biomethane-based fuels for car fuel, per country (%)

How much would you be willing to pay for a biomethane-based fuel for your car, compared to conventional fuels?
10| omethane.oased | 16 The More
not than | -20% | -10% -5% -2% -1% +1% +2% +5% | +10% | +20% | than
- fuel, regardless of same

drive the price -20% +20%
CZ 20 15 11 10 6 8 0 1 18 1 1 5 4 2 1
EE 25 9 20 11 5 4 1 0 23 1 1 2 1 1 1
DE | 15 12 8 6 8 4 1 0 29 1 2 7 5 2 2
GR | 16 7 14 15 10 6 2 0 21 1 0 3 5 3 3
HU | 27 7 15 10 6 0 1 0 20 0 1 4 3 3 1
IT 7 2 11 12 14 4 2 2 30 3 3 5 1 1 2
LV 24 13 17 11 4 3 0 1 21 2 1 4 0 1 0
PL 12 6 13 15 6 2 1 1 27 0 1 4 5 2 2
RO | 21 4 19 13 7 3 1 1 16 1 1 2 6 4 4
RS 25 7 13 10 7 2 1 0 24 0 1 2 2 2 2
ES 15 6 12 7 12 6 1 2 24 2 2 7 4 3 1

2.2.14 Socio-political and community acceptance of biomethane-producing
facilities: Perceived risks

In the context of examining the socio-political and community dimensions of biomethane-producing facilities
acceptance, participants were questioned about the perceived risks of these facilities on a local level through
four statements. When referring to the overall sample, in all cases, there seems to be a rather low level of
worry; for all four cases, the level of agreement concerning negative effects ranges from 20% (negative effect
on the local economy) to 28% (negative effects on the local natural environment) (Figure 2-37). The case is
similar when examining the national samples; concerns regarding negative effects on the local economy rank
the lowest, ranging from 12% (Greece) to 26% (Romania); concerns regarding effects on the local society
follow, ranging from 16% (Serbia) to 29% (Estonia). Negative effects toward local population’s health and the
local natural environment present the highest level of concerns, with positive responses ranging from 21%
(Serbia) to 35% (Estonia) for the potential health effects, and from 20% (Serbia) to 44% (Estonia) for the
potential natural environment effects; it should be noted that the previously mentioned 44% score is the
only case of agreement higher than 35%, concerning all countries and perceived effects. Overall, the lowest
average perceived risk levels are presented in Greece (18,3%) and Serbia (18,5%), and the highest in Hungary
(28,3%), Spain (28,3%), and Estonia (32%) (Table 2-34).
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Deliverable 3.3

Perceived risks

A biomethane-producing facility may negatively affect |t/
the local natural environment.

A biomethane-producing facility may negatively affect |t/
the local population's health.

A biomethane-producing facility may negatively affect |SEEIA
the local economy.

A biomethane-producing facility may negatively affect |RETIAF:03
the local society.

B Strongly disagree m Disagree 1 Slightly disagree = Neither agree nor disagree = Slightly agree

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-37: Perceived risks of biomethane-producing facilities

Table 2-34: Perceived risks of biomethane-producing facilities, per country (%)

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.

A biomethane-producing facility may negatively affect...
S_trongly Disagree S_Iightly a’;reézhﬁgr Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree . agree agree
disagree
Cz 9 11 18 36 12 9 3
EE 4 12 14 28 28 10 6
DE 10 11 21 33 14 7 7
GR 5 14 14 46 15 5 2
The local natural HU 15 L2 21 24 16 8 >
environment IT 10 24 15 27 9 11 3
LV 5 9 10 46 15 11 6
PL 8 11 17 39 13 8 3
RO 14 18 11 31 8 15 6
RS 11 21 10 38 13 5 2
ES 6 13 14 36 17 9 7
CZ 8 14 22 33 13 5 4
EE 3 13 17 34 22 9 4
DE 10 11 18 35 14 7 7
GR 7 14 17 43 14 6 2
The local population's HU 8 12 23 23 20 8 >
health IT 13 21 12 29 13 9 2
LV 4 11 10 44 16 11 5
PL 6 11 20 35 14 12 1
RO 13 20 10 28 10 13 7
RS 11 17 12 38 12 6 3
ES 5 14 11 42 15 11 4
Cz 11 13 20 33 12 8 3
The local economy EE 6 25 21 29 10 7 3
DE 13 15 18 33 10 5 7

ul
S
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GR 11 15 25 38 I 3 2
HU 12 18 21 25 12 7 4
IT 19 25 13 23 10 7 2
LV 6 14 15 48 7 9 3
PL 8 14 27 31 8 8 2
RO 17 24 12 22 11 11 4
RS 15 21 14 32 8 8 1
ES 10 19 16 32 15 6 4
CZ 10 11 23 36 10 4 5
EE 5 20 20 28 16 6 7
DE 14 16 15 35 10 6 5
GR 8 18 15 43 12 3 2
HU 11 16 19 26 15 8 5
The local society IT 15 28 10 27 8 8 3
LV 6 12 11 50 12 7 5
PL 6 16 21 36 11 8 1
RO 17 24 8 28 8 12 4
RS 14 23 13 32 11 4 1
ES 7 19 13 38 9 12 4

2.2.15 Socio-political and community acceptance of biomethane-producing
facilities: Perceived benefits

Participants were questioned about the perceived benefits of biomethane-producing facilities on a local level
through four statements. When referring to the overall sample, in all cases, there seems to be a high level of
acceptance concerning the perceived positive effects on a local level. In particular, positive responses range
from 48% (local population’s health) to 62% (local economy) (Figure 2-38). The case is similar when examining
the national samples, with levels of agreement in the majority of the cases ranging from 50 to 80%, except
for benefits for the local population’s health, with most countries (6 out of the 11) presenting positive scores
lower than 50%. Hence, the cases were less than 50% agrees with the potential benefits of the facilities are:
in the case of benefits for the local natural environment, Latvia scores 37% in terms of positive responses
(neutral: 44%, negative: 21%) and Czechia scores 43% (neutral: 33%, negative: 24%); in terms of benefits for
the local population’s health, Latvia scores 31% in terms of positive responses (neutral: 45%, negative: 26%),
Estonia scores 36% (neutral: 37%, negative: 28%), Czechia scores 42% (neutral: 33%, negative: 25%, Greece
scores 43% (neutral: 44%); Serbia scores 45% (neutral: 32%, negative: 22%), and Spain scores 48% (neutral:
35%); in terms of benefits for the local economy, only Latvia has a positive score lower than 50%, being 43%
(neutral: 40%); in terms of benefits for the local society, Latvia scores 36% in terms of positive responses
(neutral: 49%) and Czechia scores 45% (neutral: 37%). Overall, the lowest average perceived benefits levels
are presented in Latvia (36,8%) and Czechia (46,3%), and the highest in Italy (68,8%) and Romania (72,3%)
(Table 2-35).
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Perceived benefits

For the local natural environment.
For the local population’s health.
For the local economy.

For the local society.

0% 20%

40%

60% 80% 100%

B Strongly disagree m Disagree I Slightly disagree = Neither agree nor disagree = Slightly agree = Agree m Strongly agree

Figure 2-38: Perceived benefits of biomethane-producing facilities

Table 2-35: Perceived benefits of biomethane-producing facilities, per country (%)

Deliverable 3.3

This project has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon Europe Research and Innovation
Programme under Grant Agreement No. 101075676.

Biomethane-producing facilities can provide benefits...
Sfcrongly Disagree S_Iightly aglree:tehr?gr Slightly Agree Strongly
disagree disagree g agree agree
disagree
Cz 6 8 10 33 23 14 6
EE 4 8 10 29 31 16 3
DE 7 5 7 27 27 19 9
GR 2 3 9 35 32 15 6
HU 3 5 9 25 28 17 12
For the local natural iy 1 3 7 20 22 34 14
LV 6 6 9 44 15 18 4
PL 1 5 8 22 34 18 10
RO 3 3 6 22 12 35 20
RS 2 8 9 26 23 22 9
ES 8 4 10 31 23 24 7
CzZ 6 5 14 33 22 14 6
EE 4 13 11 37 23 12 1
DE 7 6 9 30 26 16 8
GR 2 4 8 44 23 15 5
For the local HU 4 4 10 26 28 15 12
population’s health T L 4 S 21 22 28 13
LV 7 7 12 45 14 12 5
PL 0 2 9 31 30 17 9
RO 2 4 5 22 11 37 19
RS 3 9 10 32 19 18 8
ES 2 6 11 35 19 21 8
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CZ 4 5 9 28 33 16 6
EE 4 5 7 26 26 29 6
DE 7 4 6 29 25 20 11
GR 2 2 4 32 32 19 11
For the local HU 3 2 7 21 31 21 14
egg;;ﬂ;“ T 1 5 5 19 20 37 14
LV 6 6 6 40 19 18 6
PL 1 1 4 26 32 23 12
RO 3 2 3 16 15 44 19
RS 4 5 10 22 21 25 12
ES 3 4 5 24 29 21 16
CZ 5 4 8 37 22 17 6
EE 5 4 9 27 30 23 3
DE 5 6 8 29 26 19 8
GR 2 2 6 33 31 20 8
HU 2 5 7 28 25 19 12
For the local society IT 1 1 4 22 26 31 14
LV 6 7 4 49 13 19 4
PL 0 1 6 29 29 22 11
RO 2 3 4 15 16 41 20
RS 4 4 8 25 19 28 11
ES 2 2 6 31 22 25 12

2.2.16 Socio-political and community acceptance of biomethane-producing
facilities: Perceived trust toward stakeholders

Participants were asked about their level of trust referring to stakeholders responsible for decisions on the
development of a biomethane-producing facility in the respondents’ neighborhoods. When examining the overall
sample, it is evident that there are different levels of trust between the five stakeholder types. In specific, the
government industries are the least trusted (27% positive answers), followed by industries (30% positive answers),
local companies/ cooperatives (38% positive answers), and environmental NGOs (41% positive answers). On the
contrary, scientists and researchers face a much higher level of trust, with the positive perceptions being 60%
(Figure 2-39). On a country level, a variety of diverse responses are indicated between the 11 countries. Trust
toward the government is quite low in all countries, ranging from 17% (Latvia) to 37% (Romania). Trust toward
the industries is also quite low, ranging from 21% (Serbia) to 38% (Romania). When referring to trust concerning
local companies/ cooperatives, higher positive scores are observed, ranging in the broad span of 22% (Serbia) to
50% (Germany); the same is the case concerning environmental NGOs, with positive responses spanning from 29%
(Latvia) to 56% (Italy). As already mentioned above, trust toward scientists and researchers presents the higher
scores; on a country level, they range from 45% (Latvia) to 74% (Greece). Overall, the lowest average trust levels
are presented in Latvia (29,6%) and Serbia (30,4%), and the highest in Romania (46,6%) and Italy (48,2%) (Table
2-36).
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Perceived trust toward stakeholders

Government 31% 13% _5%
Industries 13% 3% _5%
Local companies/ cooperatives |[EREANE _ 6%
Environmental NGOs |JESECSACIN 0 _ 10%
Scientists and researchers |[RCKERH _ 20%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m1l:Donottrustatall m2 =3 4 5 m6 m7:Completelytrust

Figure 2-39: Perceived trust toward stakeholders responsible for decisions on the development of a biomethane-
producing facility

Table 2-36: Perceived trust toward stakeholders responsible for decisions on the development of a biomethane-
producing facility, per country (%)

How much would you trust each of the following to make good decisions on the development of a
biomethane-producing facility in your neighborhood?
7
1: Do not
trust at all 2 3 4 5 6 Completely
trust
Cz 36 19 10 15 12 8 8
EE 27 13 14 15 20 8 4
DE 31 11 13 21 14 9 3
GR 33 11 19 14 15 9 2
HU 40 15 11 9 9 8 7
Government IT 14 9 18 24 15 13 7
LV 34 16 17 18 9 5 3
PL 21 14 15 19 12 12 6
RO 32 9 9 15 16 12 9
RS 37 11 16 12 10 6 6
ES 34 11 15 10 17 9 6
Cz 6 11 23 32 14 10 3
EE 12 16 21 22 20 6 5
DE 14 12 19 25 19 9 3
GR 17 14 22 23 16 8 2
Industries HU 17 14 22 16 12 12 5
IT 10 12 17 25 18 14 4
LV 17 13 16 27 16 9 4
PL 6 11 19 26 14 14 8
RO 14 11 20 18 17 13 8
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RS 14 13 31 20 12 5 4
ES 15 16 18 23 15 9 6
cz 5 6 16 32 25 12 4
EE 10 10 21 25 21 12 3
DE 8 10 16 18 32 14 4
GR 8 11 18 26 = 13 3
Lol o/ HU 14 10 19 20 16 9 10
ng";‘)ecr‘;?\f’;”'es T 6 10 16 23 20 18 6
v 14 10 19 31 15 8 5
PL 5 12 19 18 18 16 10
RO 11 11 19 16 19 15 10
RS 13 19 29 16 15 4 B
ES 7 12 18 29 18 12 6
cz 14 11 7l 17 15 12 7
EE 14 14 13 21 19 14 8
DE 16 10 9 22 7 14 8
GR 16 12 15 22 19 10 8
HU 13 8 15 15 13 16 19
Environmental NGOs IT 5 9 13 16 18 22 16
v 18 11 20 7 14 9 6
PL 7 11 13 = 17 16 12
RO 14 9 14 16 15 19 15
RS 16 12 22 17 18 7 7
ES 14 10 14 21 i 21 8
cz 7 4 14 20 14 25 16
EE 3 6 11 16 24 21 2
DE 7 8 10 20 17 26 12
GR 4 B 12 9 22 31 21
Scientists and HU 9 8 12 17 14 16 24
rg'sir;tr'cs:fe o i 2 6 7 15 12 28 30
v 13 7 16 5 18 15 12
PL 4 6 9 19 18 21 5
RO 9 5 10 13 19 25 21
RS 6 7 16 16 20 19 16
ES 4 6 7 15 24 20 26

2.2.17 Socio-political and community acceptance of biomethane-producing
facilities: Perceived attitudes

Perceived acceptance of biomethane-producing facilities on the national and local level was examined, based
on respondents’ attitudes in terms of welcoming or protesting against such facilities. Four different levels of
spatial proximity were under question (country/ region/ city/ neighborhood), to examine the effect that
distance from such facilities has on respondents’ attitudes. It is evident that as the level of proximity
increases, the level of positive attitudes decreases: positive responses toward having biomethane-producing
facilities in the country score 59%, in the region/ province score 54%, in the city/ town 49%, and in the
neighborhood score 41% (Figure 2-40). This result is also evident when referring to a national level; as
depicted in Figure 2-41Error! Reference source not found., in all countries, the level of positive attitudes
reduces as the level of spatial proximity increases. Moreover, when examining the results separately for each
country, it could be mentioned that Romania has the highest level of positive attitudes for all levels of
proximity (almost tied with Italy for the two first levels: country and region), while Latvia has the lowest levels
of positive attitudes, and at the same time the highest levels of negative attitudes for all four proximity levels
(Table 2-37).
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Perceived attitudes

Having biomethane-producing facilities in my country. 6% _ AU
A biomethane-producing facility being located in my 7%5_ 20%

region/ province.

A biomethane-producing facility being located in my [ 7%_ 18%

city/ town.

A biomethane-producing facility being located in my 13% 9% _ 14%

neighborhood.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

m1|would protest againstit m2 3 4 5 m6 m7I|wouldwelcome it

Figure 2-40: Perceived attitudes towards biomethane-producing facilities on a national and local level

Perceived attitudes: Positive attitudes per level of spatial

proximity
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Figure 2-41: Perceived attitudes towards biomethane-producing facilities on a national and local level: positive

attitudes per proximity level of the potential facility for each country
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Table 2-37: Perceived attitudes towards biomethane-producing facilities on a national and local level, per country

(%)
Which of the below is true for you regarding each of the following statements?
1: would
protest 2 3 4 5 6 7:1 woulq
L welcome it
against it
Cz 6 4 9 27 21 14 18
EE 6 5 12 23 20 15 20
DE 10 3 4 24 24 19 17
GR 5 3 6 21 28 16 23
Having biomethane- HU 8 6 9 21 19 13 22
producing facilit