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Introduction

The ongoing energy crisis, which came on top of the climate crisis, and fuelled inflation has made it even
clearer why Europe must commit here and now to vast investments in clean energy supply, energy
sufficiency, renewable energy production and energy efficiency to end its high dependence on fossil fuels.
It is of paramount importance that this transition to energy sufficiency takes place in a democratic and
socially just manner. Investments in local renewable energy projects should be primarily made by local
citizens in collaboration with municipalities and local small and medium enterprises (SMEs), ensuring that
the benefits that flow from this renewable clean energy production strengthen the local economy and

society.

Community energy projects contribute to local resilience, as the community actively participates in the
collective decision—making process and project investments, whose returns are reinvested locally.

. These actors have access to a range
of valuable and diverse resources. Energy cooperatives and citizen—led initiatives are able to engage local
communities, mobilise local capital, access specialised networks and to utilise a wide spectrum of
capacities and skills. Moreover, municipalities can mobilise local communities in different ways, access
public funds, access specialised networks, access land, and develop strategies and supportive local

policies.

The current crisis has demonstrated how important it is to understand that climate emergency is just one
of the many emergencies cities are facing simultaneously. On top of that, despite the growing popularity
of the concept of energy communities across Europe, many cities, especially in the Southeast and the
landlocked countries of Central Europe, are still struggling to move away from ideas to action. Many local
municipalities have committed to energy or climate goals but reaching them can be challenging. Often the

ideas come easily, but it is more difficult to turn them into reality.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085




fel=z

local ownership of power

The findings of this report provide input for the development of our capacity building programme, on the
one hand, and contribute to our pool of messages aimed specifically at local authorities and citizen energy
communities, on the other. Furthermore, some preliminary recommendations are provided to local
authorities that wish to get involved in energy communities and to the citizen—driven energy initiatives

that wish to collaborate with their local municipalities.

Key takeaways

A local detailed assessment of the reasons that may discourage municipalities from collaborating

with citizens in community energy projects and vice versa should be conducted;

Awareness raising is still very much needed, along with the creation of networks and platforms to
share experiences, and build evidence about the benefits of energy communities with municipal

involvement and support;

Targeted training and capacity building is needed for local municipalities to participate in energy
communities, including softer skills around communication, trust, and relationship building, and

more technical ones related to financial and legal issues;

Specific policies and concrete incentives are needed for municipalities, both at the national and
European level, to support the development of energy communities with collaboration between

local authorities and citizens’ initiatives:

Member States should recognise the role of energy communities, and include in national and
regional budgets funds that can be used by regional and local authorities to safeguard municipal
involvement and support for energy communities;

Monitoring the progress in removing unjustified barriers to the development of energy communities

with city—citizen participation is imperative.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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Methodology

In preparation of this report, and as a starting point for the survey, a literature review was conducted that
focused on academic publications and industry reports on the collaboration between citizen energy
cooperatives and local municipalities. The list of resources reviewed can be found in Annex. Based on
this analysis, a list of issues of sociotechnical, organisational, environmental, social, financial, legal and
political substance, was compiled and shared with the members of the LIFE LOOP project consortium for
feedback and additional input; this request was particularly addressed to the project’ s pilot organisations

in Croatia, Greece and Romania.

After integrating the feedback received, a was prepared, including a list of statements for
participants to rate on a Likert scale. The options given were: Strongly agree (SA); Agree (A); Neutral (N)
Disagree (D); Strongly Disagree (SD); and I don’t know (NK). The survey was reviewed by colleagues from
REScoop.eu and Energy Cities. The survey was then disseminated in three waves. The first wave targeted
LIFE LOOP consortium members and their networks. The second wave targeted the networks of
REScoop.eu and Energy Cities through an internal member mailing. Lastly, the survey was shared more
generally with relevant coalitions, contacts from other related projects, and social media, clearly indicating
the target audience: citizen organisations (energy cooperatives or energy communities) and local municipal

governments.

Our aim was to collect around 100 responses in order to compile a representative sample of barriers and
opportunities. The survey was open for a month (mid—January to mid—February 2023). In total, we received

72 responses of which 70 were valid and reliable’.

1 We rejected 1 respondent from Palestine (out of scope), as well as another respondent who provided only
unreliable, extreme responses and input in Croatian language.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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Sample

About 63% of the respondents were people engaged in citizens organisations, while the rest (37%) were
engaged in local municipalities. 71.5% of the respondents had already been involved in a specific community
energy project, while the remaining 28.5% were not. [t should be noted that our sample includes
respondents who are already part of a community energy project, regardless of whether they are involved
in citizen organisations or local municipalities. Some respondents, while involved in a citizen organisation,
do not yet have a concrete community energy project. This is related to the wide geographic coverage of
our sample and the different stages of development of the citizen initiatives reached. A brief overview of

our sample is presented next.

Organisation type Participation in a
commubity energy project

= Energy Cooperatives  ® Municipalities =Yes mNo

Energy Cooperatives Municipalities

= Emerging Southeast & Central Europe m Rest of Europe ® Emerging Southeast & Central Europe = Rest of Europe

- This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
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Estonia

Luxemburg__ 1% Finland Latvia
o 1% 19 Country
Germany_ ———— _&
1% Portugal
3%
Netherlands
4% Czech Republic
1% ltaly_/ Cyprus N. Macoedonia
3% 1% 1%

B Greece B Croatia B Romania M Bulgaria B N. Macedonia
B Cyprus m ltaly B Czech Republic ® Netherlands  ® Belgium
H Ireland B Spain i Portugal m UK B Germany
B Luxemburg M Estonia M Finland [ Latvia

When clustering countries, we consider the emerging,

sample _ regarding energy communities, Southeast region, which in

our sample consists of Greece, Croatia, Romania,

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% Bulgaria, North Macedonia, Cyprus, together with the

B Southeast & Central Europe M Rest of Europe . . y R
P P neighbouring emerging territories of Central Europe,

which in our sample entails only the Czech Republic, as one. All the remaining countries are treated as

the “rest of Europe”.

This project has received funding from the Eu(_opean Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 10107708 "
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The state of affairs of community energy

This report presents an analysis of the existing diverse capital of local communities, and discusses the
identified current barriers and opportunities for the collaborative development of energy community

projects with municipal involvement.

Natural, sociotechnical, human and social capital

The analysis of the contextual conditions for the development of community energy projects through
cooperation between citizen energy cooperatives and local municipalities starts with a look at the natural
capital available in their respective areas. The survey demonstrates that, overall, the vast majority of
people think that there are many renewable energy sources available. Specifically, 77% of people strongly
agrees or agrees with the statement (37,1% SA; 40% A). The rest rather stay neutral than oppose the
statement (N: 8.6%; D: 7.1%; SD: 4.3%).

Availability of Availabil |ty of RES

(emerging Southeast and Central
European region)

Renewable Energy Resources
(all respondents)
100% 100%

80% 80%

60% 60%
40% 40%

20% 20%

0% 0%

m Strongly agree M Agree m Neutral W Strongly agree M Agree W Neutral

B Disagree Strongly Disagree ~ | don't know M Disagree Strongly Disagree = | don't know

If we zoom in on the perspective of people in the emerging territories of Southeast and Central Europe,
we see a similar, yet slightly stronger pattern, especially concerning the strong agreement, with the majority
of them — 82,1% — noting the great availability of RES in their region (Emerging (EM)-SA: 35.9% or EM-A:
46.2%)), and very few opposing the statement (EM-D: 7.7%).

Therefore, the natural environment certainly provides a good basis for /the
devélopment of energy communities.in the region.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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Next, we assessed the acceptance of solar and wind energy technologies to exploit this great potential of
renewable energy resources. Our project hypothesis has been confirmed:

Specifically, about 84% of the respondents believe that solar energy is widely
accepted in their region (SA: 17.1%; A: 67.1%), while only 30% of all respondents think this is the case for
wind energy (SA: 1.4%; A: 28.6%). When it comes to wind energy technologies about 46% of people disagree
with the statement, and 24% prefer to stay neutral (in contrast to only 5.7% disagreement and 10% neutral

responses in the case of public acceptance for solar energy).

Solar vs. wind public Solar vs. wind public
acceptance acceptance
(all respondents) (emerging Southeast & Central
80% European region)
60% 80%
40% 60%
40%
20%
20%
0% I . | 0% I . _—
Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly |don't Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly |don't
agree Disagree know agree Disagree know
B Solar energy is widely accepted in my region B Solar energy is widely accepted in my region
Wind energy is widely accepted in my region Wind energy is widely accepted in my region

Zooming in, and comparing responses from the emerging southeast and central Europe with those from
the rest of Europe, we find that

. In the case of wind energy, more survey respondents from the more
advanced, in terms of community energy, European countries reject the statement that wind energy is
widely accepted in their region (RE-D: 39% vs. EM-D: 30.8%), while more survey respondents from the
emerging territories strongly reject this statement (EM-SD: 15.4 % vs. RE-SD: 6.5%). This may indicate a

cultural difference to express an opinion more strongly.

Most people who responded to our survey think that there is sufficient physical infrastructure, such as
roofs and/or appropriate locations for the development of community energy projects. There is no major
difference in perspective between respondents from the emerging territory compared to the rest of
Europe, with the exception of neutral responses, which are double in the case of the southeast and central

Europe (EM-N: 20.5% vs. RE-N: 9.7%), which may indicate a “hidden” lack of knowledge.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant N

agreement No 101077085 v
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The survey also shows that while a significant proportion of participants do not perceive any problems
with the capacity of the grid (D: 35.7% or SD:7.1%),

(A: 21,4% or SA: 10%).

Comparing the responses, we see that respondents more or less agree on the quality of the grid. While
more than 45% of the survey participants from the more advanced, regarding community energy, countries
state that there is no saturation on their local grid (RE-D: 45.2% and RE-SD: 6.5%), this percentage drops
to around 28% when we focus on the emerging territories (EM—D:28.2% and EM—SD: 7.7%), which may reflect
the . At the same time, more people
from the rest of Europe, albeit with an overall lower percentage, confirm grid saturation in their region,
compared to those from the emerging territories (RE-A: 25.8% or RE-SA: 6.5% vs. EM—A: 17.9% or EM—-SA:
12.8%). It is worth mentioning that slightly less than one quarter of the respondents from the emerging
southeast and central Europe remained neutral to this question (EM—N: 23,1% vs. RE-N: 9.7%), and about
a tenth clearly indicated their lack of knowledge (EM-NK: 10.3% vs. RE-NK: 6.5%). This may indicate that
people in this emerging region are less aware of the issue than in the rest of Europe, but it may also
indicate that respondents are less advanced in their local energy transition and/or less involved in the

development of renewable energy projects in general.

The research verifies that more needs to be done to raise awareness about the need for the energy
transition and the benefits of involving energy communities, and that across Europe. People in the emerging
southeast and central European countries are almost divided into three, as about one third agrees, another
disagrees and the rest prefers to stay neutral to the survey’ s statement “a majority of people in my area
are aware of the necessity of the energy transition and the anticipated benefits brought about by the
involvement of energy communities’. At the same time, a lot of people in the rest of Europe (i.e. 38.4%)

disagree with this statement.

Our survey confirms (SA: 24.3%; A: 57.1%),
and interestingly, there does not seem to be a major difference between the two regions. Moreover, the
survey points to a lack of platforms and tools to support people and organisations involved in community
energy projects in general (A: 60% and SA: 18.6%), as well as a lack of infrastructure and facilities
specifically for energy performance improvement projects such as retrofitting (A: 45.7% and SA: 12.9%).
Perhaps not surprisingly, there is more infrastructure and support for energy performance upgrading than
for community energy. The lack of platforms for energy communities is also slightly more strongly

emphasised in the emerging region (EM-A: 61.5% and RE-A: 58%).

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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Moreover, the survey confirms the lack of sufficient information about energy communities (A: 60% and
SA: 21.4%). And in fact, there is an almost unanimous confirmation of a lack of information about energy
communities in the emerging region: 94,9% of people agree or strongly agree with the proposed statement
(A: 71.8% SA: 23.1%). As for the rest of Europe, 45.2% of respondents agree with the lack of information on

energy communities, while 19.4% strongly agree with the statement; yet 22.6% remain neutral.

The survey responses show that existing energy communities and energy cooperatives mostly function as
one—stop—shops where information is provided to those who want to learn more about energy communities
and how they could set—up one in their region. In municipalities, there are no dedicated staff nor dedicated
training programmes. In some cases, such as the city of Zagreb (Croatia),

In the case
of Hermani, a town in the Basque country (Spain), the task has been outsourced to the local energy
community, which has been contracted by the municipality to provide information and technical support
on energy communities. Table 1 presents the survey responses regarding existing One—stop—shops

focusing on community energy.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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Bulgaria Local government Burgas Energy Office

Croatia Local government Zagreb City: Energy poverty focus
including energy communities (by Society
For Sustainable Development Design)
& Online solar potential calculator (ongoing
upgrade aiming to cover the entire PV

installation process).

Croatia Local government City of KriZevci Energy & Climate office
Czech Republic Local government Partially in some regions
Estonia Citizen energy Tartu Regional Energy Agency

organisation
(cooperative /
community)
Ireland Citizen energy Superhomes

organisation

North Macedonia Citizen energy Skopje City
organisation
Spain Citizen energy ENHERKOM: Energy community
organisation contracted by the local municipality
Various: Greece Croatia, Citizen energy Energy communities or energy
Portugal, Belgium organisation cooperatives themselves

Table 1. Responses vis—a—vis the existence of Community Energy One—stop—shops

The survey also shows

, which is more intense in the emerging region, where about 44% of the survey
participants agree with the statement proposed in the survey, and about 13% strongly agree . This is
underlined with a follow—up question on the existence of a committed network of experts, actively providing
technical support to energy communities (D: 27.1%), again noting that while more than one third of the
respondents from the rest of Europe confirm, only slightly more than a quarter of the respondents from

the emerging territories acknowledge the existence of such a committed network of experts in their region.

flflf{;* This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
R  agreement No 101077085
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Energy communities are built by people for the people. Therefore, their establishment requires several
social pre—conditions, including trust. Our survey shows that trust between people in the emerging regions
of the southeast and central Europe is different from trust between people in the rest of Europe. While
about 39% of people from the latter group disagree with the statement that “tust between individuals
living in my local community is low”, only about 31% of people from the emerging territories disagree. At
the same time, while our sample generally shows (A: 47.1% and SA:
22.9%), about 55% of people in the remaining wider European region confirm the statement that “trust in

government authorities is low”, and 41% of people from the emerging region agree and 33.3% strongly agree.

Survey participants suggest a lack of initiatives driven by sincere and socially responsible people (A:34.3%
and SA:15.7%), indicating an actual lack of initiatives, but also a lack of trust in the ethics of (the few)
people who drive them. In the emerging southeast and central Europe, this statement is endorsed by the
majority of people (EM-A:38.5% and EM-SA: 20.5%), while it is rejected by many respondents from the rest
of Europe (RE-D: 45.2%).

Another factor that may play a role in people’ s commitment to the energy transition is their concern

regarding the negative impact of renewables on the landscape. About 40% of the people in our sample

Interestingly, our respondents from the emerging region, are slightly more positive than neutral towards
the statement (EM—A:38.5% and EM—SA: 2.6% vs. EM—-N: 28.2%), while people from the rest of Europe are
significantly more positive towards the statement (RE-A: 41.96% and RE-SA:16.1% vs. RE-N: 22.6%). This
difference may be related to the lower level of deployment of renewables in the southeast and (part of)
central Europe, but it may also indicate a more positive attitude towards the technologies themselves, and

thus lower annoyance due to them.

Our survey also looked at the engagement of people and local small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in the
energy transition. Our overall sample shows that more people believe that local citizens are actively
involved and engaged in the energy transition (A:37.1% vs. D: 32.9%), compared to local SMEs, where
around 43% of all respondents reject the statement. In the emerging region, slightly more people disagree
(than agree) with the statement that citizens are actively involved and engaged (EM-D: 38.5% vs. EM-A:
35.9%), compared to the rest of Europe, where more people agree with the survey statement (RE-A: 38.7%

vs. RE-D: 25.8%).

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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Municipality involvement in Energy communities

Focusing on the engagement of municipalities in energy communities, the participants of the survey
emphasise complexity more than time needed for their involvement in an energy community (A: 38.6% vs.
A: 28.6%). The same is observed when zooming in and contrasting the emerging southeast and central
European region with the rest of Europe (EM-A: 43.6% and EM-A: 30.8% for complexity and time
respectively in the emerging region, compared to RE-A: 32.3% and RE—-A: 25.8% in the rest of Europe).

When we look at and

Complexity vs. Time
compare the responses of P Y

as barriers to municipality involvement in
people involved in local energy communities

authorities and those

engaged in citizen—driven = ° N

energy initiatives, we 0
) Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly | don't know
notice that the former are agree disagree

.. . e | A "too complex for a municipality to get involved"
divided on the complexity P Pality 1o

. . Coops "too complex for a municipality to get involved"
of engaging in energy
e | A "too time consuming to get involved"
communities, with about

e Coops "too time consuming to get involved"
one third of them agreeing
and another third disagreeing with the statement, while the latter mostly believe that the matter is complex
for them (with Ageop:43% compared to Deoop: 25% of them who disagree). At the same time, more civil servants
(Amun: 46%) believe that involvement in a community energy project might be time consuming, compared to

engaged citizens who mostly disagree with this statement (Dqoop: 29.5%). It could thus be argued that while

. A
collaboration between the two could be fruitful in improving the current situation and accelerating the local

energy transition.

While the benefits of a municipal target for the development of community energy initiatives are clear,
most survey participants, in the emerging southern and central European region but also across Europe,
underline that their municipalities have not set clear community energy targets (SA: 31.4% and A: 28.6%).
However, more than one quarter of the respondents (mainly from the rest of Europe) disagree, thus
confirming that clear community energy targets have been set in their region by their municipalities. About
a quarter of the respondents even suggested that their local Sustainable Energy and Climate Action Plan
(SECAP) includes a clear community energy target; many remained neutral (N:11.4%) or stated that they

did not know the answer to this more specific question (NK: 18.6%).

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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To flourish, energy communities need to build partnerships and engage a variety of local stakeholders. Yet,
the survey respondents think that the benefits of energy communities are not equally recognised by the

main potential partners of citizen—driven initiatives, that is, local authorities, NGOs and SMEs.

The benefits of energy communities
and the main stakeholder groups

Civil servants/local authorities don't see the benefits of -
energy communities

|
NGOs and civil society organisations don't see.. | S
SMEs don't see... | |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Strongly agree Agree H Neutral M Disagree Strongly Disagree | don't know

Alignments and divergence of perspectives on main stakeholder groups

The views of citizens involved in energy cooperatives and local municipalities regarding the main
stakeholder groups, relevant to the local energy transition have also been analysed and compared. These
include: i) civil servants/local authorities, ii) citizens/ citizen initiatives, iii) civil society organisations
(NGOs), and iv) Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs). A full presentation of the responses regarding
these stakeholder groups can be found in the Annex. The issues that are more emphasised (due to
agreement or disagreement) will be discussed in more detail, followed by the issues that mark the greatest
divergence between the perspectives of stakeholders in citizen—driven energy cooperatives and those in

local municipalities.

Civil servants / local authorities
The two statements most endorsed, with a strong agreement of 38.5% of participants, state, on the one

hand, that civil servants/local authorities lack the knowledge, skills and expertise to develop community
energy projects, and, on the other, that they lack vision for community energy projects (with an A: 41.4%
for the former, and A: 32.9% for the latter). Next, about 46.5% of respondents underline that civil servants
don’ t take the initiative now, but instead wait for future savings opportunities. Some 44% of our survey
participants also believe that civil servants don’t want to change their internal processes and habits,
which marks another barrier to the development of and involvement in community energy projects.

At the same time,

, it is rejected by 20% of respondents and strongly rejected by

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant .

agreement No 101077085 ‘v’
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Citizens/ citizen initiatives

Interestingly, the statement most supported is that citizen initiatives lack the knowledge, skills and
expertise to develop community energy projects (SA: 25.7% and A:50%). This may be explained by the fact
that the survey statement includes citizens as individuals as well as collectives. This may have led to
some confusion in the questions in this particular section, but at the same time, it may show that many

capacity building activities are needed.

Another statement that receives a lot of support is the one stating that citizens’ initiatives have little
(SA:20% A:45.7%), which means a lot of efforts are needed to raise awareness and build

capacity in this area.

Obviously, the statements with the most disagreement are those on the benefits of energy communities
and their acknowledgement and the existence of a vision for community energy projects (SD21.4% and
SA:12.9% respectively). Another argument underlined (by disagreeing) is the statement that citizens’

initiatives can’ t mobilise and recruit people for actions (D: 32.9%).

Interestingly, respondents are divided on the
, mostly believing that this ability is lacking. This calls for special
training and capacity building on communication on one hand, and guidance and support on building trust

and fostering relationships between the two groups on the other.

Next, our analysis focuses on some pertinent issues to contrast the perspectives of respondents involved
in citizen—driven energy cooperatives or energy communities (see Cooperative*) with those of respondents
engaged in local municipalities (see Civil servants*). The overview of responses can be found in the Annex.
First of all, it is interesting to note that not only the majority of people involved in citizen—driven energy
initiatives suggest that municipalities lack a vision for community energy projects, but in fact, about half
of the respondents involved in municipalities also confirm this. Only about one third of respondents
engaged in municipalities believe that local authorities do have a vision for community energy projects.

Sharing some good examples of cities at the forefront of climate and energy collaborating with their citizens

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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to develop projects, especially in the emerging southeast and central European region, could help inspire

others to follow this path, to help address this barrier.

The majority of respondents involved in energy cooperatives also believe that municipalities lack the
knowledge, skills and expertise on community energy. However, this is claim is rejected by about 20% of

those involved in municipalities.

This lack of capacities and skills of municipalities is a well-identified area, and requires further attention,
efforts and partnerships with existing energy cooperatives/communities that can help municipalities

engage in community energy.

Cooperative* perspective on municipalities

lack vision for community energy projects | ININIGIGINTGTGTGTG@GEGEGEGEGEGEGEGEGEE .
lack the knowledge, skills and expertise | NN T s
don't want to change their processes and habits | T e
arerisk averse [N S ——
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Strongly agree M Agree  H Neutral B Disagree Strongly disagree | don't know

Civil servants* perspective on municipalities

lack vision for community energy projects RN
lack the knowledge, skills and expertise | NN
don't want to change their processes and habits | IR
are risk averse |
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

W Strongly agree  mAgree  HNeutral HDisagree Strongly disagree | don't know

The lack of work—related flexibility of civil servants around internal processes and habits is put forward by
the majority of citizens involved in energy cooperatives, and around 50% of the respondents from
municipalities. Yet more than one quarter of respondents from local municipal governments reject that
statement. Next, the statement that local authorities and civil servants are risk—averse is also widely
supported by those involved in energy cooperatives, as well as by respondents involved in such local

~ This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085




°
local ownership of power
authorities themselves. Yet, once again, under 20% of them reject it. These issues, and especially the latter

characteristic of municipalities in relation to their position as public institutions, represent significant

barriers to the development of community energy projects with municipal involvement.

Cooperative* perspective on
citizen initiatives

can't communicate effectively and bulld. g

relationships with local municipalities

don’t want to change their processes and habits [
don’t take initiative now, but wait for future _

savings opportunities

can’t mobilise and recruit people for actions |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Strongly agree M Agree M Neutral B Disagree Strongly disagree | don't know

Civil servants* perspective on
citizen initiatives

e ey A DU

relationships with local municipalities

don’t want to change their processes and habits [ | | j S
don’t take initiative now, but wait for future _

savings opportunities
can’t mobilise and recruit people for actions |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Strongly agree  m Agree  H Neutral M Disagree Strongly disagree I don't know

Regarding the views on citizen initiatives, about half of those involved in citizens’ initiatives and half of
those involved in local municipalities, believe that citizens’ initiatives cannot communicate effectively and
build relationships with local municipalities. The only difference is that, interestingly, more people involved
in local municipalities reject this statement than people involved in the cooperatives (37% instead of 33%).
Clearly, citizens’ initiatives would benefit from some communications training to join forces with their

municipalities.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
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Regarding practices, more people from local municipalities believe that those engaged in citizens’
initiatives do not want to change their processes and habits than those involved in such initiatives. The
latter reject this statement more strongly. And on the issue of initiative, the people involved in the energy
initiatives are remarkably divided but tend more towards the acceptance that they are waiting for future
(cost) savings opportunities, while more than 60% of the local authorities’ respondents suggest that such
a postponement of action in anticipation of future improvements is indeed happening from citizens’

initiatives.

Finally, surprisingly, about half of those involved in citizens’ initiatives, and slightly less than half of those
involved in local municipalities, believe that citizens’ initiatives cannot mobilise and recruit people for
actions. Nevertheless, about 43% of people involved in such initiatives disagree or strongly disagree with

this statement.

Civil society organisations (NGOs)

Regarding NGOs and civil society organisations, we first note that once again the lack of knowledge, skills
and expertise to develop community energy projects is highlighted (A:30% and SA11.4%), as well as the
lack of time for community energy actions (A: 21.4% and SA: 8.6%). More people already involved in such
energy initiatives disagree with this statement, possibly indicating the variety of skills needed for

community energy projects.

And this brings us to the next point. In addition to the fact that NGOs and civil society organisations see
the benefits of energy communities (D: 34.3%) and have a vision for community energy projects (D: 31.4%),

respondents emphasise (with their disagreement) the fact that
(D: 34.3%)
(D: 32.9%).

A (time—efficient) capacity building programme would thus be beneficial for the
empowerment and strategic involvement of NGOs and civil society organisations

in the community—driven local energy transition.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
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Zooming in on the difference in perspective, we notice that more people involved in energy cooperatives

think that NGOs see the benefits and have vision for community energy projects, compared to those

involved in the municipalities.
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Interestingly, those involved in energy initiatives seem to be more critical than those involved in the

municipalities regarding the ability of NGOs to effectively communicate and build relationships with local

stakeholders.
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Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs)
Interestingly, more than half of the respondents (A: SA:54.3%) state that SMiFs can’ t communicate
effectively and build relationships with local citizens. Next, one out of two participants claims that SMEs
lack knowledge, skills and expertise to develop community energy projects and can’ t mobilise and recruit
people for actions. It is then claimed that SMEs are not able to effectively communicate and build
relationships with local municipalities (A: 41.4%). At the same time, people are more likely to disagree with

two statements: the acknowledgement of the benefits of energy communities and their lack of financial

literacy (D;28.6% for both).
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A comparison of their views shows that civil servants are more positive about SMEs’ ability to
communicate with both citizens and municipalities. They are also more positive about their ability to

mobilise people. Lastly, they disagree with the lack of initiative from the side of SMEs.

This project has received funding from the Eun:_opean Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
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Legal and regulatory matters

Regarding the legal and regulatory issues that emerged from our explorative research, our survey shows
that the majority of respondents believe that the administrative procedures concerning community energy
projects are disproportionate and unfair (SA:27.1% and A: 34.3%). Moreover, the majority of respondents
(stronger) believe that planning and permitting procedures are complex (SA: 41.4% and A: 42.9%). This
complexity of planning and permitting procedures of RES projects is unanimously stressed by citizen
energy organisations from the emerging southeast and central European regions, while some respondents
from local authorities from the same regions point out that they have insufficient knowledge of
administrative procedures. At the same time, citizen—driven energy initiatives from the rest of Europe
somewhat disagree with the disproportionality and unfairness of such administrative procedures
concerning community energy (RE—Du.: 30%), while most of them strongly agree with the qualification that

planning and permit procedures are complex (RE=SA...,: 52%). Therefore, it can be suggested, that

One quarter of respondents remain neutral about the (lack of) clarity, as well as the (lack of) stability of
local or regional energy and climate policies, while more believe that such local or regional policies are
unstable (A: 41.4% and SA: 12.9%) rather than unclear (A: 25.7% and SA: 12.9%). This is the case for
respondents in the emerging southeast and central European region and beyond. Naturally, most of the
people who stress the lack of clarity and stability are involved in citizen—driven organisations. Most people

from local and regional authorities disagree with these statements.

The . Specifically, more than
41% of respondents agree and more than a quarter (25.7%) of respondents strongly agree with the survey
statement. This argument is stronger among survey participants from the more advanced, regarding
community energy, countries, as 70% percent of them agree or strongly agree, while the same holds for

60% of the participants in the emerging regions.

The

In particular, about 81% of survey participants involved in citizen—
driven energy initiatives, as well as 58% of those involved in local authorities, argue that the support
provided to energy communities is low. There is no major difference between the initiatives of the two

regions, except for two respondents from the emerging region acknowledging their lack of knowledge.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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Existing (or previous) contracts with energy suppliers comprise a barrier to developing new partnerships
with energy communities according to about 40% of survey respondents. This argument is equally

supported by people involved in local authorities and citizen initiatives.

About half of the people responding to our survey believe that community energy projects are not being
prioritised for licensing (SA: 20% and A: 28.6%). Most people who identify this barrier to the development
of community energy projects are involved in citizen energy initiatives, and especially in Western Europe.

Around 20% of the participants stay neutral and 23% say they have insufficient knowledge.

. Our research also
Clarity of rules
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citizens, local authorities,
SMEs or NGOs, seem be quite clear, the rules on investment funds, i.e. investment products created to
raise capital and invest it collectively through a portfolio of financial instruments, and how they relate to
energy communities do not seem to be so clear to the participants of our survey. In fact, most participants
of our survey disagree with the statement regarding the clarity of rules of such investment funds. The

rules and eligibility criteria for support schemes for energy communities also seem rather unclear to our

survey participants, especially for those in the emerging region.

We found evidence that capacity needs to be built on legislative and regulatory
rules including financing matters.
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Financial capital

First, more than half of the survey participants underline the high requirements for energy communities to
access the energy market (A:54.3% and SA:17.1%). The majority of participants declare that their
organisation faces tight budget constraints; this is similarly the case for people involved in energy
cooperatives and local municipalities. Nevertheless, perhaps not surprisingly, both citizens’ initiatives and
municipalities in the emerging southeast and central region agree more than their counterparts in the rest

of Europe (EM=Aqoop: 65% vs RE=Acoop: 48% and EM-A,,.: 54% RE-A,..: 50%).

Our analysis demonstrates the of
respondents (SA:30% and A:30%). This lack of subsidies is more strongly acknowledged by respondents in
the emerging southeast and central region, of whom 38% strongly agree and 33% agree, than in the rest of

Europe, where 19% of respondents strongly agree and 26% agree.

The

, (SA: 35.7%, A:30%), while a third of them either have no opinion (N: 15.7%)
or lack knowledge on the topic (NK: 12.9%). An alignment seems to be merging between respondents from
the emerging southeast and central Europe region and those beyond. Unsurprisingly, 45% of respondents
involved in citizen—driven energy initiatives strongly agree with the statement, while only 19% of

respondents involved in local municipalities strongly agree.

This lack of project guarantees is especially important in the context of the
problematic access of energy communities to bank loans.

About one third of the participants of our survey reject the statement that
(equally divided between strongly or merely). Next, just over a third of the
participants agree with the statement about accessibility, while the remaining third is divided among those

who remain neutral or acknowledge their lack of knowledge regarding the matter.

Comparing responses across regions, we notice a reflection of different realities. In the emerging southeast
and central European region, about 21% of respondents strongly reject the accessibility to bank loans. In
fact, it is mostly people involved in local energy cooperatives who reject their access to bank loans for
community energy projects, while people involved in local authorities are somewhat more likely to reject
the statement as well, but some of them also accept it or remain neutral. Among more advanced energy
cooperatives, and some local municipalities,

. Nonetheless, if we zoom in more on the responses

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant )
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of the different citizen energy cooperatives, we notice that they are divided: as one third of them agrees,

another disagrees and yet another stays neutral or expresses lack of knowledge.

Regarding the provision of sufficient meeting space for people setting up community energy projects, our
survey respondents are divided. In the rest of Europe, conditions for meeting spaces appear to be
slightly better than in the emerging region. This means that local authorities in the region have the
opportunity to play an important role in the local energy transition by providing these meeting spaces to

community energy leaders.

Public procurement policies and community energy projects

About 39% of survey participants strongly reject the statement about the compatibility of public

procurement policies and community energy projects. In addition, about 31% of the participants claim that
. At the same time, about

one—fifth of the respondents (of both related survey questions) either does not have an opinion or

knowledge on the matter.

The current public procurement processes and associated criteria appear to
emerge as an outright barrier to community energy projects.

Nevertheless, while nearly half (48%) of the respondents in both the emerging region and beyond, underline
the incompatibility of public procurement with community energy projects, a closer look at the responses
of people involved in community energy initiatives reveals some disagreement. Specifically, about 6% of
the communities in the emerging southeast and central European region and about 15% in the rest of

Europe disagree with this statement.

More visibility of current good practices on the topic, as well as more targeted training of those involved
in public authorities, are considered crucial for the development of community energy projects involving

municipalities.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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Political capital

Our research highlights the low level of knowledge on energy communities among politicians and decision
makers. This is confirmed by about 51% of the survey participants, and further emphasised by 37% of
respondents who strongly agree. There is no major difference between the emerging territories and the
rest of Europe, except that in this case the latter express their agreement more strongly (EM-A: 53.8%
and EM-SA: 33.3%, compared to the former (RE-A:41.9% and SA-A:41.9%). At the same time, as might be
expected, those already involved in energy communities also agree slightly more with the statement than
those involved in local municipalities and local authorities (SAc.,: 40.9% and Acoop: 52.2% vs.

SA.un: 30.7% and A, 50%).

Furthermore, according to our survey participants, community energy initiatives are not sufficiently
politically accepted or promoted, as about 31% of the participants disagree with the statement, or at least
remain neutral (N: 31.4%), and
across Europe. This is underlined more by people involved in
community energy initiatives than by people involved in local authorities. This is consistent with the
identified
which is stressed more by people involved in energy communities

(Dcoop: 45%) than those from the local authorities (Dmun: 35%).

Our survey also addressed the issue of local-level resistance towards community energy projects. About
one third of participants suggest that community energy projects do not generate resistance at the local
level (D: 33%), while just undern half remain neutral (N: 30%) or acknowledge their lack of knowledge (NK:
12.9%). Yet, a bit less than 15% of the participants state that there is resistance at the local level, even for
community energy projects. Looking closer, it seems that this is underlined by survey participants from
the more advanced in community energy (western) European countries (RE-A: 26%), and in particular by
those involved in community energy initiatives (RE—A..,30%). This warns for caution when working on

renewable energy projects, even if the project is community—driven and owned.

About 40% of the survey participants reject the statement that opposition in the local government creates
resistance to community energy projects, yet about 19% agree. Comparing responses from the emerging
territories with those from the rest of Europe, we again find that people who confirm the presence of
opposition in the local government as the cause of resistance to community energy projects are active in
community energy initiatives in the more advanced in community energy countries, and about 40% of them

are active in a citizen energy organization.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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About 31% of the participants agree with the statement that incumbent, energy companies hinder the
access of energy communities. We see that slightly more people from the more advanced in community
energy countries confirm the statement compared to the emerging region (RE-A: 39% vs. EM-A: 33%).
Again, we notice a trend within the group of people already involved in citizen energy communities, and
while this statement receives some support from respondents from municipal or regional civil servants
from the emerging region (EM—Amun: 18%), we notice no support from local or regional authorities from

the rest of Europe.

The survey also

, this is claimed by almost half of the survey participants
(D:30% and SD:14.3%). This lack is particularly stressed by citizens involved in local energy initiatives. Only,
one in five respondents argue that such a dialogue takes place (A: 12.9% and SA: 7.1%).

Lastly, when we look at the endorsement of the views and experiences of energy communities regarding
the development of supportive legislation frameworks by their various national governments, we again find
a lack thereof, as evidenced by the fact that a total of 42.8% of respondents (strongly) disagree with our
statement. A significant proportion of our survey participants remain neutral (25.3%) or openly acknowledge
that they lack knowledge (12.9%), which is consistent with the finding that there is a lack of an open and
direct dialogue between communities and high—level Ministry officers in the first place. Such a dialogue

with responsible ministry officers is a prerequisite for such an endorsement.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
agreement No 101077085
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Conclusions and recommendations

As Europe’ s energy transition progresses, the opportunity to maximise local benefits should not be lost.
We must work together to ensure a just and sustainable energy transition that helps eliminate climate
risks for both citizens and nature. LIFE LOOP aims to build knowledge and experience to facilitate,
incentivise and empower citizens to take action, using a set of powerful, accessible tools, locally adapted
approaches and capacity building activities. At the same time, it aims to use this knowledge and network
to strengthen the communal, technical, and financial capacities of local actors to support citizen—led
energy initiatives. With this aim in mind, one of the first activities of the project was the development and
analysis of this survey focusing on the barriers and opportunities for the development of energy

communities with a collaboration between citizens and their local authorities.

While our sample showed that local citizens are actively involved and engaged in the energy transition, this
report presented a number of challenges that citizens and local authorities face when attempting to
develop community energy projects together. From the general lack of awareness, the absence or, at best,
limited skills and capacities for the development and operation of energy communities, to complex

legislative frameworks and unstable local and regional policies.

Critical in this regard is the identified lack of intermediaries or supporting network organisations for energy
communities in the southeast and central European region (and beyond). Member States have the
responsibility to develop a one—stop—shop in the form of a single point of contact, providing a manual of
procedures for renewable energy communities. Such one—stop—shops should also act as a single contact
point, that can guide and “facilitate” interested parties through “the entire administrative permit
application and granting process”. However, our survey shows that Member States have not yet
established such platforms, and that so far, energy communities and local authorities are fulfilling this role.
LIFE LOOP will support the organisations that emerged as in charge of this function by developing of

guidance materials, tools, and templates of all relevant documents and information.

To begin with, more evidence needs to be gathered on the benefits of the collaboration between citizen
initiatives and local authorities on community energy projects, and platforms should be created or
strengthened for knowledge exchange, technical support and advice. Connecting these two actors can
help address some of the different barriers that cities and citizen initiatives face. Our survey showed, for
instance, that while citizens recognise the complexity of community energy for civil servants, they don’ t
consider that their involvement will be time—consuming, while the opposite appears to emerge for civil
servants. Citizen initiatives can guide cities in their effort to shape a decentralised and renewable energy

future with citizens at the centre.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
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The ability of citizen energy cooperatives to effectively communicate and build relationships with local
municipalities has been stressed by both the people involved in such initiatives and the local municipalities.
Yet, these two types of organisations have (as a minimum) overlapping visions and objectives. And since
both energy cooperatives and municipalities are mission—oriented rather than profit—oriented, trust is often
built quickly, and both entities can become long—term partners, mutually building capacity. To this end,
some training should be provided, along with good practices for inspiration and some pilot projects need

to be developed to establish the collaboration between the two actors.

Targeted training and capacity building are also required for local municipalities to participate in energy
communities, including softer skills on communication, trust and relationship building, and more technical
skills on financing, and legal issues. Sufficient time and money for each stage of the development of an
energy community should be allocated by and for the local authorities, to ensure the organisation and

participation in relevant meetings. Various public funds are currently available for this purpose.

From the EU Cohesion Fund to the Just Transition Fund and the Recovery and Resilience Facility, there
has never been more strategic motivation for the EU to invest in energy communities. Member States
should recognise the role of energy communities by including them in operational programmes which have
so far mostly not supported community energy initiatives. Such funds should be deployed in national and
regional budgets and be used by regional and local authorities looking to support the development of energy

communities.

For each stage of the development of an energy community, sufficient time
and money should be allocated by and for the local authorities to ensure the

organisation of and participation in relevant meetings.

Undoubtedly, the capacity of both local authorities and citizen energy cooperatives in terms of legal and
regulatory rules, as well as financing schemes needs to be built. The lack of project guarantees by
municipalities is especially important in the context of the problematic access of energy communities to
bank loans and should be addressed. Moreover, while current public procurement processes and associated
criteria seem to be an outright barrier for community energy projects, there are good practices in Europe
that should be shared to inspire and mobilise similar (transformative) action in the region. Schemes tailored
to the needs of energy communities are now emerging and are enthusiastically welcomed by the community

energy movement.

This project has received funding from the European Union’ s LIFE programme under grant
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At the same time, NGOs and civil society organisation confirm their position as actors who can effectively
communicate and build relationships with local stakeholders, and who are crucial for the mobilisation and
recruitment of people for actions. Partnering with and engaging NGOs and other types of civil society
organisations seems a good opportunity for energy communities. Moreover, SMEs can also play a role in
the local energy transition. Local municipalities collaborate with local SMEs and have more confidence in
the ability of SMEs to communicate both with citizens and with the municipalities themselves. Involving
local SMEs may offer new opportunities for the advancement and diversification of community energy

projects.

Regrettably, the low level of political support and lack of political vision regarding community energy
initiatives and projects, as well as the low level of trust in the government authorities, were highlighted
across European counties. Moreover, the respondents stress the absence of an open and direct dialogue
between energy communities and top—level officers of the respective energy Ministries. A case should be
made for the development of specific policies, both at the national and European levels, to support citizen—

driven energy communities with municipal involvement by removing existing counterincentives.

Lastly, it is important to monitor and communicate about the progress regarding the removal of the
unjustified barriers to the development of energy communities with the collaboration of local authorities

and citizen energy cooperatives.

This work has mapped issues spanning from social, organisational, (socio)technical, and environmental, to
financial, legal, and political substance. All in all, our analysis shows that citizen initiatives and local
municipalities experience associated, yet often, different barriers and opportunities in their efforts to
advance a decentralised, democratic, and renewable energy future. Joining forces to collaboratively
develop and operate energy communities, they can tap into their complementarity, and “lift each other
up” when needed, to materialise their shared ambition for local ownership of renewable power that can

maximise the benefits for the local communities.
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Civil society organisations (NGOs)
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Small and Medium Enterprises (SME)
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local ownership of power

Civil servants perspective on municipalities
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Energy coop’ perspective on municipalities
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local ownership of power

Civil servants’ perspective on citizen initiatives

don't see the benefits of energy communities
have low financial literacy

lack vision for community energy projects

don’t want to change their processes and habits

are risk averse

don’t take initiative now, but wait for future savings
opportunities

lack the time for community energy actions

can’t mobilise and recruit people for actions

can’t communicate effectively and build relationships with
local municipalities
lack the knowledge, skills and expertise to develop
community energy projects
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Energy coop’ perspective on citizen initiatives
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lack vision for community energy projects
don’t want to change their processes and habits
are risk averse
don’t take initiative now, but wait for future savings...
lack the time for community energy actions
can’t mobilise and recruit people for actions

can’t communicate effectively and build relationships with...

lack the knowledge, skills and expertise to develop...
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local ownership of power

Civil servants’ perspective on NGOs and civil society
organisations

don't see the benefits of energy communities
have low financial literacy

lack vision for community energy projects

don’t want to change their processes and habits

are risk averse

don’t take initiative now, but wait for future savings
opportunities

lack the time for community energy actions

can’t mobilise and recruit people for actions

can’t communicate effectively and build relationships with
local stakeholders
lack the knowledge, skills and expertise to develop
community energy projects
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Energy coop’ perspective on NGOs and civil society
organisations
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lack vision for community energy projects

don’t want to change their processes and habits

are risk averse

don’t take initiative now, but wait for future savings
opportunities

lack the time for community energy actions

can’t mobilise and recruit people for actions

can’t communicate effectively and build relationships with
local stakeholders

lack the knowledge, skills and expertise to develop
community energy projects
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local ownership of power

Civil servants’ perspective on SMEs

don't see the benefits of energy communities

have low financial literacy

lack vision for community energy projects
don’t want to change their processes and habits

are risk averse

don’t take initiative now, but wait for future savings
opportunities

lack the time for community energy actions

can’t mobilise and recruit people for actions

can’t communicate effectively and build relationships with local
citizens
can’t communicate effectively and build relationships with local
municipalities

lack the knowledge, skills and expertise to develop community B s

energy projects
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Energy coop’ perspective on SMEs

don't see the benefits of energy communities
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lack vision for community energy projects

don’t want to change their processes and habits

are risk averse

don’t take initiative now, but wait for future savings
opportunities

lack the time for community energy actions

can’t mobilise and recruit people for actions

can’t communicate effectively and build relationships with local
citizens
can’t communicate effectively and build relationships with local
municipalities
lack the knowledge, skills and expertise to develop community
energy projects
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