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Introduction

Environmental and economic feasibility are significant and important to
the success ofthe emerging biofuels industry, however, it is also critical
to examine the perceptions, experiences and potential acceptance or
rejection of this emerging industry by local stakeholders and
communiies. Research indicates that the level ofknowledge
stakeholders perceive themselves to have influences their level of
supportfor biofuels industries (Moroney 2015; Monroe & Oxarart,2010;
Qu etal, 2011). The more knowledgeable stakeholders feel and the
fewer questions they have, the more confident they are in making
informed decisions relating to biofuels development One of the greatest
frustrations felt by stakeholders is that their questions and concerns are
not being addressed, which then results in lack of supportfor biofuels
development Severalstudies suggest that open communication and
more available information about biofuels canincrease supportfor

projects (Monroe & Oxarart, 2010; Peelle, 2001; Quetal, 2011).

Methods
A mixed methods survey was developed to explore stakeholder
knowledge, concerns,and agreement with topics related to woody
biomass feedstock collection, utlizaton and biofuels production.
Questions also asked aboutthe best forms ofcommunication for
becoming more informed aboutthe biofuels industry. The survey,
consisting of 22 qualitatve and quantitatve questions, was emailed to
stakeholders with vested interest in woody biofuels in Oregon,
Washington, ldaho, and Montana. Researchers builtthe survey
specifically to engage atargeted audience of individuals who would be
informed on various aspects ofthe wood to biofuels supply chain, and
would potentially understand some industry impacts. With this is mind,
the survey was sentto governmentofficials at local, state, and federal
levels; individuals working or involved in the wood products industry;
fribal communities and individuals with environmental conservation
interests.
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Knowledge and Agreement

Communicating with Stakeholders: Addressing Concerns,
Worries, and Knowledge Gaps
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The survey results show thatstakeholders who feel they know more aboutusing woody biomass to produce liquid biofuels are more supportive of various aspects of the wood to biofuels industry (Figures 1-3).

Survey participants from all four states and stakeholder groups had the following concerns/questions: 1) environmental impacts, 2) the ruraleconomy of their region, and 3) the economic feasibility of biomass to

biofuels production (see Figure 4).This information canbe usedto create and tailor outreach efforts to better target stakeholders that have concerns,worries,and knowledge gaps through communication

methods that are most meaningful and effective to them (Figure 5).

Which options for use of woody biomass generated from
forest management activities do you agree with?

Which sources of woody biomass do you agree should be
used for_bioenergy?

46
“¢Woody biomass from 44
44 forest thinning (p=.029)
g . 42 -
5 42 £ bt il
4 <
g - Woody biomass fom g e
g 4 timber harvesting and 2 38 <
< 38 logging residues (p= s ~ “=A liquid biofuels
g 3 009) 2 36 refinery (p= .006)
T #Woody biomass from bug
§ 36 infested/diseased trees = 4
34 (p=.007) 32
Iknow alot Iknow Iknow very |know lknow alot lkoow  lnow very | kaow
something litle ~_nolhing omething  litle nothing

Figure 1: Knowledge & Woody Biomass Sources Figure 2: Knowledge & Woody Biomass Utilization

State Knowledge Level and Concerns
Even though knowledge levels differed by state, it was apparentthat a noteworthy percentage of stakeholders in every state felt that they knew

very lile to nothing about liquid biofuels and using woody biomass to produce them. The level of perceived knowledge varied by stakeholder
groupin each state. Stakeholders from all four states shared concerns related to economic feasibility as well as environmental impacts, but also

had concerns that were particular to their state, as noted below in Figure 4.
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In addition to economic concems, Idahoans have concems

While also concemed about the economic  feasibility of a wood to
biofuels project, Oregon stakeholders  asked the most questions about
envionmental  impacts of harvesting and producing  liquid biofuels.
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Figure 4: Stakeholders’ main concerns in each state (text) and the percentage of stakeholder,broken down by category and state, who answered

that they knew “very little” or “nothing” about the topics shown (tables).
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Knowledge & Biofuels Industry Benefits vs.Risks

Outreach Topics and Methods

Data about knowledge levels,combined with the questions
that stakeholders wrote on their surveys,show a need for
education on the following topics: what liquid biofuels are,how
they are made, appropriate feedstock,and the environmental
and economic feasibility of production. This information can be
usedto create and tailor outreach efforts to better target
stakeholders that have concerns,worries,and knowledge
gaps through the communication methods that are most
meaningful and eflective to them. Over 90% of all
stakeholders felt that a project website was the best form of
communication followed by fieldtrips, newspaper, email
newsletter, community meetings, and workshops,which at
least three out of four stakeholders felt were effective forms of

distributing information (Figure 5).
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Figure 5: Preferred Communication Methods
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