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1. DEFINING COMMUNITY

The  word  “community”  has  its  roots  in  the  Latin  words  communitas (cum, 
“with/together”  plus  munus,  “gift”)  and  the  similar  communis meaning  “common” 
(Oxford  Dictionary).   In  the  Macquarie  Dictionary  (2005:  web)  definitions  of 
community include:

A  group  of  people  living  in  the  same  locality  or  under  the  same  local 
government area (a geographic community, eg. the Bankstown community)

A social  group or  class having common characteristics (a cultural  or  social  
community, eg. the Jewish community) 

Any group having common interests or similarities (a community of interest, eg. 
the scientific community)

Joint participation or common ownership (community of property or rights to  
‘the commons’, such as air, water, public space).

Society as a whole; the public.

In Ecology, the term community means “a group of plants and animals living in a 
specific  region under relatively  similar  conditions,  and interacting  with  each other 
through food webs and other relationships” (Reader’s Digest Dictionary 2008:  357).

1.1. CONTESTED CONCEPTS OF ‘COMMUNITY’

Traditionally, understandings of ‘community’ have been constructed around ideas of 
cultural sameness, implying a social grouping where certain dominant characteristics 
bind people together in a common sense of identity at the exclusion of other people 
and characteristics (Waitt et al 2000:101-102).  This leads to a sense of unity and 
homogeneity  within  a  social  grouping,  which  fosters  feelings  of  safety  and 
cooperation (ibid).  Issues arise when this constructed perception of sameness acts 
to  suppress  the  inherent  diversity  and  variation  within  any  population  (Gibson-
Graham 2006: 85).  For example, the White Australia Policy of the 1900’s sought to 
build  an  Australian  community  based  on  homogenous  ‘white’  looks,  culture  and 
values.  In  this  way,  ‘community’  can  be  “expressive  of  a  desire  to  overcome 
individualism and difference” (Young in Gibson-Graham 2006:85) and build  social 
cohesion through the dominance of sameness.  This is often the case with cultural or 
social communities.

More recently, theorists influenced by the politics of difference uncovered different 
ways of perceiving community, based on a sense of ‘being in common’, rather than a 
‘common being’ (Nancy in J.K. Gibson-Graham 2006: 85).  That is, rather than being 
bound by a singular group identity, communities are bound by common factors along 
side  which  diversity  is  recognised.   For  example,  within  a  migrant  Vietnamese 
community in Australia, people might share common heritage, food and stories but 
hold  different  language  abilities,  politics,  sexual  orientation  and  religious  views. 
Agamben (1993:19 in  Gibson-Graham 2006:  85) expresses this  understanding of 
community when he explains an “inessential commonality, a solidarity that in no way 
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concerns an essence”.   This understanding of ‘community’ is seen is communities of 
interest.

Additionally, the term ‘community’ is often used interchangeably with ‘local’, to denote 
the people living within a specific geographic region (i.e.. a community of locality).  
Yet again, it can also mean, very generally, ‘the public’, with no particular geographic 
delineation!   This  is  often  the  case  when  referring  to  types  of  non-government 
organisations.

Within modern society,  the term ‘community’ is  invariably loaded with all  of  these 
multiple meanings.  The positive  connotations of  the word have meant that  it  has 
become a beacon for many groups and their divergent purposes, slowly coming to 
mean ‘everything to everyone’ (Gibson & Cameron 2001; Valentine 2001). Walker & 
Devine-Wright (2007: 497) notice “community is a much used word that is readily 
attached  to  projects,  initiatives  and  policies  as  part  of  the  discursive  politics  of 
modern governance”.  Tom Morton (2001: 1) explains that “community has become a 
cult,  an  object  of  warm-and-fuzzy  ritual  worship  for  politicians  of  all  stripes, 
academics and .  .  .  social  commentators”  and indeed for  many ‘ordinary’ people 
themselves.  

The  word  has  thus  become the one-stop-shop for  addressing a  whole  gamut  of 
issues  from  crime  to  youth  suicide  to  environmental  problems  (ibid).   Similarly, 
Gibson-Graham (2006: 85) note that the word has garnered a stunning capacity to 
seemingly “do good work across the political and social spectrum”.  Thus, notions of 
community  are  continually  contested  and  constantly  created.   Although  the word 
sounds ‘warm-and-fuzzy’, it certainly doesn’t communicate a definitive message.  

1.2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Despite this complexity of meaning, we propose that the word ‘community’ is still a 
useful  word  to  include  in  our  repertoire  –  if we  clearly  communicate  what  we 
understand community to be within the context of our work.  Below is a discussion of 
different understandings of community renewable energy that can further inform how 
we choose to use (or not use) the word ‘community’.
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2. WHAT IS COMMUNITY RENEWABLE ENERGY (CRE)?

2.1. MAPPING THE DIVERSITY OF ‘COMMUNITY’ 
RENEWABLE ENERGY PROJECTS

Equally  diverse  uses  of  the  word  ‘community’  have,  of  course,  appeared  in  the 
context of community renewable energy projects.  Many different types of renewable 
energy  projects  clearly  identify  as  being ‘community’ projects,  often  including the 
word in their name.  A few examples from across the world include:

• Middelgrunden  Wind  Turbine  Co-operative  –  a  joint  venture  between 
Copenhagen and wider Danish residents and the municipal utility; 8,500 local 
members.

• MinWind I-IX – nine separate corporations running 1-2 turbine wind farms, 
each owned by 33 local farmer-investors in Minnesota, USA.

• Hepburn Community Wind Farm – a co-operative-run wind farm with majority 
local people of Hepburn shire in Victoria as shareholders; contributes money 
to a Community Sustainability Fund.

• Ellensburg Community Solar – a solar installation organised and run by the 
municipal  utility,  a  local  university  and  a  local  environment  group  in 
Washington state, USA; local residents of are investors.

• Mt Barker Community Wind Farm – a wind farm sized to the demand of the 
local community of Mt Barker, Western Australia, but owned by a company 
with majority corporate and non-local, even international, investors.

• Baywind  Wind  Co-operative  –  initially  a  joint  venture  between  a  wind 
developer and a co-operative of Cumbrian and wider UK residents, with a 
small  community  fund  for  energy  efficiency  projects  in  the  Cumbrian 
community.

• Westray  –  a  one  turbine  wind  development,  owned  by  the  Westray 
Development Trust, whose membership is open to any adult on the island of 
Westray, UK.

• Dardesheim  Wind  Farm –  a  large  wind  farm,  predominantly  owned  by  a 
developer, with shareholding opened up to local community members, a small 
percentage of the wind-farm revenue also goes to the town council; Germany.

Within  all  of  this  diversity,  how  do  we  know  what  they  mean  by  ‘community’ 
renewable energy?  Are they all genuine?
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2.2.WHAT IS COMMUNITY RENEWABLE ENERGY?

In the internationally growing field of community renewable energy (CRE), just as 
there are many definitions of community, so to there are many definitions of what it is 
to be a CRE project.  In this document we discuss four bodies of thought. 

2.2.1. SCALE DEFINITION

The simplest and perhaps the most limited definition of CRE is that the scale of the 
technology of the project matches the energy needs of the community (eg. Mt Barker 
Community Wind Farm, WA).  This is a one-dimensional, technical definition of CRE 
and  excludes  the  rich  social  elements  that  many  consider  to  be  a  fundamental 
component of CRE.

2.2.2. PROCESS AND OUTCOME DEFINITIONS

Through their  studies of  community  renewable energy (CRE) projects  in  the UK, 
Walker & Devine-Wright (2007) have been able to identify a way of understanding the 
extent to which a renewable energy project is ‘community’ oriented.  For them, local 
people’s involvement and benefit is the lynch pin of a genuine ‘community’ renewable 
energy project.   Thus, definitions of CRE are based on two social or socio-economic 
dimensions  -  how  locally  focused  the  processes and  outcomes of  a  renewable 
energy project are.   Within this context ‘community’ refers to local people within the 
geographic area of the renewable energy project.

Walker  and  Devine-Wright’s  process  dimension  refers  to  who  the  project  is 
developed  and  run  by:   who is  involved  and  included  in  planning  and  decision-
making?  Who has power and influence?  How open, inclusive and extensive is the 
consultation process?  

If  done  in  a  locally  focused  way,  a  CRE project  has  the  potential  to  build  local 
participation, empowerment and capacity.  It also has a positive correlation with wider 
acceptance and support for the wind farm and a greater general understanding and 
support for renewable energy.  Walker and Devine-Wright (2007: 499) have found 
that  strong,  participatory  processes  that  involve  local  people  in  meaningful  and 
substantial  ways  have  “wider  catalytic  effects  in  promoting  positive  beliefs  and 
actions about renewable energy”.  In other words, such projects contribute to broader 
social change.

Walker and Devine-Wright’s outcomes dimension refers to who is the project for: who 
benefits from the project socially?  Economically?  Spatially? 

If done in a locally focused way, a CRE project can bring income to a community by 
way of shareholder dividends or through a community Fund.  It can also contribute 
local jobs, support local businesses and provide education and training opportunities. 
The benefits of a CRE project relate very closely to who has a majority ownership in 
the project, with more local ownership bringing greater community benefit.
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These dimensions yield four possible definitions of CRE:

1.CRE projects must entail a high degree of meaningful participation from local 
community members in their development (process dimension); or

2.CRE projects must entail a high degree of benefit socially, economically and/or 
environmentally for the local community (outcome dimension); or

3.CRE projects must entail both a high degree of meaningful participation from 
local community members in their development and a high degree of benefit, 
socially, economically and/or environmentally for the local community (strong 
process and outcome dimension); or

4.CRE projects entail some degree of both a meaningful participation from local 
community members in their development and benefit, socially, economically 
and/or environmentally for the local community (mild  process and outcome 
dimension)

The  first  two  single  dimension  definitions  leave  out  the  richness  of  the  second 
dimension that is found in many CRE projects and the third definition excludes many 
projects and so is perhaps too strong.   The fourth definition,  however, allows for 
flexibility  and diversity  which is  abundant  in  the CRE sector  but  still  covers both 
process and outcome dimensions.  

In  their  work  Walker  and  Devine-Wright  draw  our  attention  to  the  fact  that 
‘community’ renewable energy is not about the physical scale or type of technology, 
but  rather  about  our  approach  to  developing  a  project  and  the  structures  and 
methods we choose to use along the way.  As is evident in the broad cross-section of 
CRE projects,  it  is  possible to  infuse just  about  any organisational structure with 
genuine community processes and outcomes, provided the founding values are right. 
Nevertheless, for some the definitions this work yield is not sufficient.

2.2.3. ENERGY USER DEFINITION

Preburn Maegaard (2010), a Danish CRE pioneer and Director of the Nordic Folke 
Center  for  Renewable  Energy  (Denmark)  defines  CRE  on  social  and  technical 
dimensions.  He proposes that energy customers should also be the owners of the 
energy system and that this should be done at a local or community scale, as this is 
what is both technically and democratically feasible. This is an ownership model used 
for district heating networks in communities across Scandinavia and in some parts of 
Germany. This definition closes the loop between supply and demand and thus has 
potential environmental, economic and social benefits. Nevertheless, by setting such 
a high standard for CRE, it  excludes many projects and limits the diversity of the 
sector.  

2.2.4. THE 3 D’S DEFINITION 
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 Ison (2009) proposes a three-dimension definition of CRE projects, based on three 
overarching benefits of CRE projects.  Namely, they: 

 Decarbonise – Use renewable energy or low carbon technologies; 

 Decentralise and localize energy supply; and 

 Democratise  governance  through  community  ownership  and/or 
participation. 

This definition identifies three meta-benefits of CRE.  It is flexible and allows for many 
diverse types of  projects to be considered CRE projects  while  also including the 
scale aspects of the first definition discussed through its ‘decentralise’ dimension and 
the  process  and  outcome  dimensions  of  Walker  and  Devine-Wright  through  the 
‘democratise’ dimension. Further, it adds an important environmental aspect through 
the ‘decarbonise’ dimension.  It  is  also punchy and easy to understand,  although 
admittedly it may not be strong enough for some CRE proponents. 

Some organisations use a similar benefits-based definition to Ison’s and list the full 
gamete of  benefits  associated with  a CRE project  as its  definition.  For  example, 
Embark (n.d.: web) define CRE:

Community energy projects empower communities to play a constructive role 
in the response to climate change. They create environmental ‘leadership by 
example’ and provide lasting economic benefits to regional communities.  
Community energy projects are renewable energy initiatives:

 instigated by the local community
 scaled to the community's own energy needs
 funded and owned by the community
 welcomed within the community
 accountable to their host community
 built and managed to maximise local jobs.

However, a benefits-based approach to defining community renewable energy can 
become an unwieldy for a definition; instead we will discuss the range of benefits of 
CRE in detail in Section 3.  

We have chosen not define CRE projects in terms of certain legal structures (eg. co-
operative, joint venture, company, etc).   This is because there are many different 
legal structures that can be employed by CRE projects, as influenced by the group’s 
definition of community and their values and goals.  This is also discussed in the 
following sections.
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3. ADVANTAGES OF COMMUNITY RENEWABLE ENERGY

As  previously  explained  in  the  ‘What  is  Community  Renewable  Energy  (CRE)?’ 
section, CRE can take many forms from co-operatives to trusts to companies and 
hybrids of  these.  Each CRE project will  have its own unique characteristics that 
affect  the  extent  to  which  it  is  embedded  within  and  contributes  back  to  the 
community*1.   Decisions  about  the  process  of  setting  up  a  CRE  project  (eg. 
community involvement & consultation), the structure of the project (eg. coop, trust, 
etc.), the size and technology type used and the means of distributing the income 
generated (eg. dividends, community fund) all affect the relationship the project has 
with the community.  Below are some key reasons why we & others in the growing, 
world-wide CRE movement are so passionate about CRE.  These are based on what 
we have seen to be the advantages of CRE projects  from all  over the world,  in 
developed and developing countries.  This section is informed by a tour of over 30 
CRE projects throughout UK, Denmark, Germany, USA, Canada and Australia and 
personal communication with organisers of these projects.  It also draws on group’s 
self-published materials and academic literature.

3.1. BUILDS COMMUNITY RESILIENCE & 
EMPOWERMENT

A CRE project builds links and networks between people to achieve a common goal. 
Those people directly involved in the project learn new skills, like group organisation, 
project  management  and communication.   A successful  project  brings feelings  of 
community pride, strength and empowerment, for there is now a visible outcome of 
community effort present in people’s everyday lives (ie. you can see the solar panels, 
windmills etc).  The experience of setting the project up and maintaining it  brings 
knowledge of how to work together and of what you can achieve when you do.  In 
this way, a CRE project can help lay a foundation for future community projects and 
build community capacities to work together and respond to change.  This builds 
community resilience because resilience is inherently a function of how well a system 
responds to change.

3.2. BUILDS A STRONG MOVEMENT OF ACTION ON 
CLIMATE CHANGE

A CRE project, by definition, decreases greenhouse gas emissions and reliance on 
fossil fuels while bringing benefit to the community.  In this way, CRE projects open 
up the possibilities of new ways of responding to climate change that are viable at a 
local or community level.  People are yearning for ways to address climate change 
that are effective and where they can have some measure of control.  Community or 
local action presents a scale of action between what is possible at an individual level 
(eg. household energy efficiency, household solar and the national or global spheres 

1 By ‘community’ we mean people living in the local area of the CRE project, including those 
folk with direct (eg. shareholders) and indirect (eg. town resident) involvement.  We also 
include communities of interest, where shareholders might be geographically distributed 
across the state or country.
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of climate campaigning.  At this scale people are “participants and protagonists 
instead of just voters and taxpayers" (Sale, 1980 in Griffiths, 2009:41), or consumers. 
Griffiths explains that:

Many people feel that individual action on climate change is too trivial to be 
effective but that they are unable to influence anything at a national, 
government level.  They find themselves paralysed between the apparent 
futility of the small-scale and the impotence of the large-scale.

As such, citizen’s groups, such as climate action groups, are seeking new ways to 
impact the climate change response landscape beyond the usual routes of lobbying 
policy makers and protesting against  damaging government and industry  choices 
(eg. expanding coal mining and exports).  Doing practical things, like setting up CRE 
projects, feels positive and empowering because we are collectively creating new, 
climate-friendly ways of living and meeting our needs.  

Successful CRE projects are an inspiration to other groups and to policy makers, and 
part of the movement to effectively build stronger and more diverse ways of 
responding to climate change.  Indeed, “successful national and international 
responses are all the more likely in an environment where community responses 
[such as CRE projects] are abundant and vibrant” (Hopkins 2008: 76).

3.3. DEVELOPS THE RENEWABLE ENERGY 
INDUSTRY

In Denmark, groups of  local people and independent  scientists started setting up 
community owned wind farms in the 1980’s.   This relationship was crucial  to the 
development the wind turbine industry and Denmark remains the world leader in wind 
turbine manufacturing and design.  In Denmark, in  2002, 80% of all wind turbines 
were owned by individuals and co-operatives, while wind power accounted for 18% 
of Denmark’s electricity supply (Elliott 2003).  Denmark’s example has gone on to 
affect the whole world, both through its wind technology and through its experience in 
CRE.  Governments in other countries, such as the state of Ottawa in Canada, have 
learned  from  the  experiences  of  countries  like  Denmark   and  Germany  and 
established policies to encourage a similar approach to distributed renewable energy 
(OSEA 2010).  In this way, successful CRE projects provide the inspiration to other 
communities as well as contributing to a movement for climate policies that empower 
local people as change-makers.

3.4. SUPPORTS RURAL COMMUNITIES AND 
FOSTERS LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
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rural communities.   Dividends received by shareholders of CRE projects provide a 
steady income stream and contribute to more money flows in the community.  In the 
case of the Minwind investor companies in Minnesota, USA, local farmers collectively 
invest in wind turbines and the dividends from the sale of the electricity helps them 
guarantee a steady source of income for themselves and their families, along side 
the season ups and downs of farming income.  Their experience over the past 11 
years indicates that farming families with other sources of income (such as wind farm 
shares) are more likely to stay on the land, keeping rural communities strong and 
vibrant.  This is in stark contrast to the common scenario involving coal and gas, 
where properties are bought out by mining companies and prime agricultural land is 
lost, as seen in the current campaign to save the Liverpool Plains (see Caroona Coal 
Action Group).

3.5. ALLOWS US TO ACT ON MANY SIMULTANEOUS 
VALUES & GOALS

In setting up CRE projects we can create and use organisation structures to suit our 
many ethical commitments and community goals. For example, a co-operative 
structure with a one-member-one-vote policy can be both economically viable, 
socially responsible and a more democratic approach to our energy system.  There 
doesn’t have to be trade-offs.  In a study of local groups running renewable projects 
throughout NSW and VIC Hicks (2009) found that many different social, economic 
and environmental factors contributed to shaping the structure of a group and its 
practices, processes and projects.  The local groups demonstrate a range of social 
commitments (e.g. social justice, participatory decision-making, pay-equality), 
economic commitments (e.g. not-for-profit, profit-for-purpose, financial accessibility of 
renewable energy technologies, passing on bulk-buy prices, paying fair wages), and 
environmental commitments (e.g. acting on climate change as well as broader issues 
of environmental sustainability). In many cases, climate responses are seen as an 
opportunity to ‘reinvent’ society, with people designing approaches and projects as a 
means to simultaneously act on layers of environmental, social and economic ethical 
values.

Community Renewable Energy Research Report 11



4. VALUES & THE CRE DEVELOPMENT FLOW-CHART

A group wanting to establish a community renewable energy (CRE) project will form 
for many reasons, with many motivations and goals.  As we’ve noted above, different 
groups will see the word community in different ways and this, among other things, 
will  lead the project to develop in different  ways.   Often, the potential  variations 
between CRE projects can be boiled down to different underlying values within the 
organising group and their answers to the questions:  

• What are our driving ethics? 
• What are our goals? 
• What is most important to us?  

Below is a STEEP (social, technological, economic, environmental, political) analysis 
that  highlights  common values held  by  CRE groups (these match  closely  to  the 
benefits of CRE discussed above).  Not all of these values will  be important to all 
groups.  The relative importance of each value compared with others will influence 
the types of decisions a group makes along the way to setting up their project.  This 
can be seen in the examples given below, where, although projects may have similar 
legal  structures  (eg.  all  be  types  of  co-operatives),  they  have  turned  out  quite 
different in other ways as a result of different values weighing more to them.

Table 1: STEEP Analysis of CRE Project Values.

STEEP Factor Value
Social Local ownership & governance

Social Community building & empowerment

Social/Technical Renewable energy education & training & literacy

Technical Energy self-sufficiency

Technical Renewable energy development

Environmental Increase in environmental values & behavior

Environmental Greenhouse gas emissions reduction

Economic Local job creation

Economic Community income & community assets

Political
Building a social change movement (action on climate 
change/ sustainability)

CRE  structures  evolve  from  the  groups’  values  and  goals  growing  within  the 
constraints of government policy, the groups’ networks, legal requirements, monetary 
constraints, geographic and resource constraints.  Figure X represents the flow-on 
effects a group’s values will  have on other stages of project development.  Below 
there is an example of how this diagram might play out, the example is loosely based 
on Hepburn Wind.
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Figure 1: The Community Renewable Energy Project Development Flow-chart

Stage 1 - Values: The local CRE group might grow from an existing group, like a climate 
action or a transition town group.  This group might have a long history of working in the 
community and of making decisions in a participatory, open and democratic way.  For them, it 
will be important to establish a CRE project in a way that keeps decision-making transparent 
and local and has significant environmental benefit. 

Stage 2 –  Process: Based  on  these  values  the  group  might  choose  to  hold  many 
consultation forums, workshops and market stalls at community events and make use of 
local media to outreach to a broad cross section of the local community in the process of 
developing and making decisions about the project.  

Stage 3 – Outcomes: Based on these values, the targeted outcome of the project might 
be significant carbon abatement, the majority of income returning to the local community and 
the development of a fund for local environmental initiatives.  

Stage 4 – Organisational structure: These values and proposed outcomes might lead 
them  to  a  co-operative  organisational  structure,  majority  local  individuals  and  small 
businesses shareholding and governance based on one-person one-vote. However, given 
the co-operative law arrangements it is difficult to get the number of inter-state members that 
they would also liked to have had.

Stage 5 – Technical structure: Because of the values the best local renewable energy 
resource was chosen, which was wind.  For this group relying on the electricity grid was not a 
value issue, so the external influence of having a great wind resource in the community, was 
the primary deciding technical factor.  The size of the wind-farm might depend on additional 
external  factors,  such as government  support  and the availability  of  supportive  banks to 
provide loans.

To move a CRE project forward, it will be useful to think through the CRE Values Flow-chart. 
For  ideas  on  processes  options,  different  outcome  goals  and  types  of  organisational 
structures, see the following sections on Organisational Models and CRE Project Highlights. 
For discussion of key external factors, see the relevant sections below.
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5. ORGANISATIONAL MODELS

In Australia, there are five basic legal models available to community renewable energy 
projects:

 Co-operative
 Private company
 Public company
 Incorporated association
 Trust

The pros and cons of these legal structures for New England Wind, based on preliminary 
parameters are detailed by Hugh Piper in  his memo.  The law (aka these legal models) 
and/or the structure of government incentive programs can constrain some elements of a 
CRE organisational structure.  At times this means choosing a structure that wouldn’t have 
been the first pick, however organisational structures can then be modeled to meet identified 
process and outcome goals (as per ethical commitments).  Specifically, it is the decisions on 
three  key  questions  that  define  the community  nature  of  a  CRE project’s  organisational 
structure.  These questions are:

1.  Where does the money come from?
2. Where does the money generated go?
3. Governance/decision making – who is involved and how are they involved?

Associated with these questions there are (at least) three spectrums which move from more 
(left) to less (right) community orientated organisational features:

1. Local individual ownership -<--------> Non-local organisational ownership
2. All profit to a community fund <---------> All profit to investors
3. One vote per person decision making <--------> One investor has all votes

One example of molding a given legal structure to meet community needs is seen in Danish 
community  ‘co-operative’ wind farms.   Although  Denmark  is  famous  for  being the place 
where community ‘co-operative’ wind farms kicked-off, its a little known fact that these are 
not legally co-operatives at all, but rather carefully constructed legal partnerships.  According 
to Danish law, a co-operative cannot  own wind turbines!   Community ownership of wind 
turbines  in  Denmark  has usually  been achieved through local  people  joining together  to 
establish legal partnerships.  Although not legally co-operatives, these partnerships operate 
in much the same way as a co-operative, for example decisions are made on a one-person 
one-vote basis, thus showing that they value local ownership with democratic shareholder 
control.  However, for the traditional Danish wind co-op generating money for the general 
community is less important, so all money goes back to the local investors.

In this report, the pros and cons of a series of 10 organisational models are discussed in  
terms of the three questions identified above.  These models are a synthesis of over 40 
community and non-community renewable energy projects worldwide and are adaptations of 
four basic organisational models (Figure 2).  The models are distinguished by who owns the 
renewable energy project.  Note in Figure 2 the green ‘Legal Entity’ oval is the Renewable 
Energy  Project  and  is  typically  a  co-op or  a  company,  however  other  legal  models  can 
partially or wholly own the renewable energy project legal entity as shown.   
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The types of investors in a community renewable energy project could be local,  state or 
national individuals or other legal entities.  This is distinguished from partner legal entities 
that  typically  have a much larger  share or  different  governance arrangement,  such legal 
entities could be:

 Renewable Energy Developers
 Utilities
 Co-ops
 Trusts/NFP Associations
 Universities
 Local Council
 Company

Figure 2: Four basic models of renewable energy

Each of the organisational models discussed in this report are accompanied by a 
diagram with three arrows.  A key to what these arrows mean is given in Figure 3.  

Figure 3: Organisational Models Key
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ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 1: PRIVATE COMPANY

Figure 4: Private Company Model

Bank 
 

Private Company B 

 

Public Company A 

Overview: This is a classic model used for industrial wind farm development.  A wind farm 
developer company, ‘Public Company A’, develop a wind farm that has a company structure of its 
own, ‘Private Company B’.  In this model, Public Company A is a publicly listed company that  
wholly owns Private Company B.  This development model is often funded through bank debt of 
up to 70% and all profits go back to the parent company and its shareholders.  The companies 
are  motivated  by  profit  and  community  benefit  is  minimal,  generally  coming  in  the  form  of  
donations to community events or to a community Fund.  Donations are often in the range of 
$500 per turbine per year and often administered in conjunction with local council, as is proposed 
for the Sapphire Wind Farm in Glenn Innes.

Description Pros Cons
Ownership & 
Decision Making 
Power

Public Company A owns 
& controls Private 
Company B.

Companies are a 
familiar and 
straightforward legal 
structure.

Doesn’t facilitate 
community involvement 
or ownership.

Where the money 
is from

Public Company A and 
the bank.

Bank debt is easier to 
secure for a well 
established company.

No local or community 
ownership.

Where the money 
goes

To Public Company A, 
its shareholders, the 
bank and some 
donations to the 
community.

High profits for 
shareholders in Public 
Company A.

Very little money goes 
back to local people, 
groups or sustainability 
projects.

Case Study Example: Capital Wind Farm, Canberra, Australia.

Capital Wind Farm is a 140.7 MW farm comprised of 67 2.1MW Suzlon turbines that became operational at 
the end of 2009.  It is owned and managed Renewable Power Ventures Pty Ltd, which is a 100% owned  
subsidiary of Infigen Energy Ltd..
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ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 2: PUBLIC COMPANY WITH A 
COMMUNITY SHARE OFFER

Figure 5: Private Company with a Community Share Offer Model

Overview:  This model is based on a renewable energy developer undertaking a project and 
making a certain percentage of the shares in the renewable energy project (the private company) 
available to members of the local community.

Description Pros Cons
Ownership & 
Decision Making 
Power

A Wind developer 
develops wind farm, 
establishes a Private 
Company and opens it 
to the public to 
purchase a certain 
number of shares.  

Provides the local 
community with a say 
and typically greater 
involvement in the 
development of the 
project.

The focus is on a 
geographically 
prescribed community, 
can lead to 
resentment from 
people living just 
outside the region.

Where the money 
is from

Capital is 
predominantly raised 
by the developer,, 
community shares are 
ancillary or a part of 
that capital raising 
depending on the 
project.

Way for community 
investors to be part of 
larger renewable 
energy developments.

Can be tokenistic.

Where the money 
goes

Developer is the main 
profit recipient, as the 
majority shareholder 
in the Private 
Company, although 
community 
shareholders get a 
decent return on their 
investment.

Ensures that at least 
some of the revenue 
stays in the local 
community.

Only allows members 
of the community with 
money to invest to 
benefit from the 
project.

Case Study Example: Dardesheim (Germany); all on-shore wind projects in Denmark (Europe) from 
2009.

Dardesheim is a small town in central Germany and the location of a 62MW wind-farm.  The company of 
pioneer wind developer Heinrich Bartelt is the majority owner, however once operational share offer was 
made available to members of the Dardesheim community.
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ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 3: PRIVATE DEVELOPER & CO-
OPERATIVE PARTNERSHIP

Figure 6: Private Company & Investor Co-op Partnership Model

Overview: This model is based on 
the idea of a renewable energy 
project (the Private Company) having 
two major investors: a Wind 
Developer and a co-operative or 
other com-munity vehicle.  The Co-
operative enables communities of 
interest or communities of locality to 
benefit from a larger renewable 
energy development.  The Wind 
Developer is usually private or public 
company.

Description Pros Cons
Ownership & 
Decision 
Making 
Power

The renewable energy 
development is part owned by a 
Wind Developer and part owned 
by an investor co-op.  Decision 
making power in the Private 
Company would be proportional 
to investment share in the 
project. The co-operative would 
operate on a one investor, one 
vote policy.

This model provides a way for 
community investors to be 
part of larger renewable 
energy developments, 
because they only have to 
provide a portion of the 
capital for the Private 
Company.  Joining together in 
a co-op gives community 
members a greater measure 
of power and control in the 
partnership with a company.

Takes time and high 
legal costs to 
negotiate and 
requires a 
community minded 
Wind Developer.

Where the 
money is 
from

Developer typically bears the risk 
of the feasibility process and 
finds capital for their percentage 
stake in the wind farm.  Co-op 
bears the risk for running a 
community share offer and finds 
community investors for their 
percentage stake in the wind 
farm.

Reduces the amount of up-
front cash that a community 
needs to find to get the 
project to the construction 
phase, and reduces the 
associated early risk.

Can be hard to find 
a willing developer, 
as there is little 
benefit to them, 
other than building 
credibility and 
acceptance in the 
community.

Where the 
money goes

Revenue is split according to the 
relative stakes in the wind farm 
by the Wind Developer and the 
Co-op.  Community investors in 
the co-op receive return on 
investment in proportion to 
number of shares.

Community members typically 
get a good return on 
investment as the project can 
generally be larger as it 
leverages both commercial 
and community investment.

Only allows 
members of the 
community with 
money to invest to 
benefit from the 
project

Case Study Example: Energy4All/Falck Renewables Co-ops (UK), Baywind (UK). 

Baywind, the UK’s first wind co-op, was founded as a developer and community partnership.  A Swedish  
company developed a four-turbine wind farm and supported members of  the Cumbrian community  to 
develop a co-operative structure – Baywind.  Baywind then undertook a share offer and raised enough 
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money to initially purchase a one-quarter stake in the wind project.  The Baywind co-op also set up a local  
trust to administer 5% of the co-op’s annual income; this money is used for environmental initiatives near 
the site of the windfarm.

ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 4: PRIVATE COMPANY

Figure 7: Private Company Model

Overview:  This model for CRE 
development is familiar and administratively 
uncomplicated option, however, it does come 
with some constraints.  In Australian Private 
Company law there can be a maximum of 30 
owner-investors, which greatly limits the 
number of owners and beneficiaries in the 
project.   Voting rights are usually 
proportionate to the number of shares owned.

Description Pros Cons
Ownership & 
Decision Making 
Power

A company owned by 
up to 30 shareholders, 
who typically have one 
vote per share.

Less risky for big 
investors, as they have 
decision-making power 
in proportion to their 
level of investment. A 
company is a familiar 
legal structure.  

Not democratically 
controlled & unless 
investors are local, 
there is no local control.

Where the money 
is from

From investors and 
bank debt.

The combination of a 
small number of 
shareholders and bank 
debt makes for a rapid 
fundraising strategy.

Not a broad ownership 
base; bank debt adds 
costs.

Where the money 
goes

Goes to servicing debt 
and back to investors.

High level of 
shareholder return.

No broader community 
or local benefit.

Examples:  Mt Barker, WA, Australia.

Case Study: Mt Barker Community Wind Farm is a 2.4MW wind farm on the outskirts of Mt Barker, 
Western Australia.  The 12 investors that own Mt Barker Community Wind Farm Ltd are a mix of local, 
state, national and international individuals and companies.  In place of bank debt Mt Barker secured a 
grant from the federal government that covered 50% of their capital costs.  No donations are made to the 
local community.
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ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 5: LOCAL CITIZEN’S INVESTOR 
COMPANY WITH SHARE LIMITS

Figure 8: Local Citizen’s Investor Company Model

 

Company 

 

Local Investors Bank 

Overview: 

This model is much the same as the previous one, however restrictions on  investment have 
been introduced.  Here, the CRE project is only open to individuals or households living in a 
specifically defined ‘local’ geographical region.  Further, to increase the democratic nature of the 
private company structure the number of shares per individual or household is limited.

Description Pros Cons
Ownership & 
Decision 
Making Power

All decision making is 
made by members of 
the community who 
invest in the project.

Typically no one investor 
can have majority say, in 
some examples there is 
even a one-member, 
one-vote policy, despite 
being a company. 

Those who can’t afford to 
invest or don’t want to invest 
don’t  get a say.

Where the 
money comes 
from

Local community 
investors and often bank 
debt. 

Local ownership. A supportive policy such as a 
feed-in tariff is required to 
make this possible, or a 
wealthy local community, as 
there are a limited number of 
possible investors.

Where the 
money goes

Income goes to pay off 
debt and provide 
investors with dividends.

All income stays in the 
local community.

There is no direct financial 
benefit to the broader 
community, only 
shareholders.

Case Study Example: Burgerwindpark (Germany) and Minwind (USA).

The Burgerwindpark is a German company, which has had several rounds of wind farm development.  The 
first project in the early 90s was two wind turbines with 28 local members.  Now there are 70 2-3MW wind  
turbines and two 500kW biogas digestors.  Each stage of CRE development is funded and owned by 
members of the Reuβenköge community.  Shares are limited to one or a one-half share per household. 
Each share costs  1000s of Euros.  The good wind resource,  track record and Germany Feed-in Tariff 
means that 90-95% of the project funding is debt financing.  
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ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 6: CO-OPERATIVE WITH LOCAL FUND

Figure 9: Citizen’s investor co-op with local fund

Overview:  The  key  benefits  of  a  Co-operative  legal  structure  are  that  it  facilitates  broad 
collective  ownership  and  democratic  control.   Some  co-operatives  sell  shares  and  offer 
dividends, and others do not, depending on the desired purpose.  Any profits made by a co-
operative are distributed back to the benefit of all members.  

Description Pros Cons
Ownership & 
Decision Making 
Power

Owned and controlled 
by members on a one-
member one-vote.

Decision making is 
democratic rather than 
being determined by 
level of investment.

Good democratic 
decision making 
process only operates 
well if members 
participate and feel 
ownership.

Where the money 
is from

Member investments 
and bank debt.

Broad member 
investment facilitates 
strong feelings of 
community ownership.

Co-operatives are a 
less familiar legal 
structure, as such, both 
banks  and investors 
can be wary to provide 
money.

Where the money 
goes

To a Community Fund, 
community 
shareholders and the 
bank.

The broader community 
reaps benefits from the 
project, as well as 
shareholders. 
Additional sources of 
funding are available 
for community projects.

 A lower rate of return to 
shareholders (usually in 
the range of 5-10%) 
because funds are 
distributed more widely, 
although supporting a 
vibrant community has 
flow-on benefits for 
investors also.

Description Pros Cons

Example: Hepburn Wind, VIC (Australia); Pukwis (Canada).

Case Study: Hepburn Wind, VIC (Australia).

Hepburn Community Wind Park Co-operative  is a 4MW community-owned wind farm in Victoria owned by 
1,600 members,  51% of whom are local.   Each year $30,000 will  be put  towards a local  Community 
Sustainability Fund, to fund local sustainability projects.  Hepburn Winds predicts an average rate of return 
on investment of 15%.
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ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 7: CO-OPERATIVE FOR THE BENEFIT 
OF THE COMMUNITY

Figure 10: Co-op for the benefit of the community 

Overview: A co-op for the benefit of the community is a particular legal model found in the UK. 
The model is based on co-operative principles including one-person-one-vote, however is set up 
to provide services for its members as well as the broader community.  As such, the majority of 
income is set aside in a community fund to run community programs.

Description Pros Cons
Ownership & 
Decision Making 
Power

Decisions are 
made by the 
investors and 
board of the co-
op.

Typically, shares are set at a 
very low price so more people 
can invest and thus have a 
say.  Also since the purpose of 
the organisation is community 
benefit there is generally a 
greater proportion of local 
ownership and thus decision 
making.

Those who are not 
investors do not have 
legal decision making 
rights.

Where the money 
comes from

Investors, debt 
financing and 
grants.

Benefits associated with 
having investors: 
independence of the 
government and sale of 
shares.

The lack of priority 
given to return on 
investment, means that 
people and 
organisations are not 
likely to invest large 
amounts.

Where the money 
goes

To a local 
community fund 
and investors 
typically to 
recoup their 
investment, but 
not profit.

Whole community benefits 
from the project as well as 
investors getting their money 
back.

Often large amounts of 
money are not 
generated.

Case Study Example: Torrs Hydro, UK.
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ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 8: NOT-FOR-PROFIT ASSOCIATION & 
PRIVATE COMPANY PARTNERSHIP

Figure 11: Not-For-Profit Association & Private Company Partnership 

Overview: This model of CRE 
ownership enables a strong common 
ground between community and 
company ownership.  Here, any local 
person can be a member of the Not-
For-Profit (NPF) Association and, 
through its community fund, the entire 
community can benefit from the CRE 
project.  The CRE project is owned by a 
company in which the NFP Association 
is a co-owner along with other 
investors.  Depending on the rules of 
the company, the other investors may 
be local or non-local individuals or 
business or other NPF Associations.

Description Pros Cons
Ownership & 
Decision Making 
Power

Investors own the company 
and have decision-making 
power based in level of 
investment.  The NFP Assoc 
represents the collective 
views of its membership.

Is a mix between broad 
democratic control (though the 
NPF Assoc) and investor control 
as per their level of investment 
(and corresponding risk).

It isn’t completely 
democratic; may not be 
totally locally owned.

Where the money 
is from

Money comes from the 
investors in the company 
and the NFP Assoc.  The 
NPF Assoc gets its money 
from grants and (usually 
very low) membership fees.

Because the money comes from 
a local NFP Association, a very 
broad membership can feel 
ownership over the project, 
without having to contribute 
money directly.  The company 
structure may encourage a 
bigger number of bigger 
investors feel comfortable 
investing.

Having low 
membership fees 
enables the greatest 
number of individuals 
from all financial 
backgrounds to be 
members of the NFP 
Assoc.  This does, 
however, require the 
NPF Assoc to secure 
grant funding in order 
to be a significant co-
owner in the project.

Where the money 
goes

The NFP Assoc receives 
return on its investment, 
which goes towards projects 
of general community 
benefit, including a 
community fund.  Money 
also goes back to the other 
company investors as 
returns on investment.

The financial benefit of the 
project goes to the general 
community as well as the 
company investors.

Case Study Example: Denmark, WA, Australia.
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ORGANISATIONAL MODEL 9: LOCAL COMMUNITY TRUST

Figure 12: Local Community Trust 

Overview: This model of CRE 
development is found extensively across 
Scotland, where most rural communities 
have existing community or heritage 
trusts.  The Community Trust, whose 
membership is typically restricted to the 
local adult population, forms a subsidiary 
company to develop a renewable energy 
project.  The Community Trust applies 
for bank loans and government and 
philanthropic grants to fund the project.

Case Study Examples: Eigg Electric and Westray Renewables, Scotland.

Westray Renewables is a 100% owned subsidiary of Westray Development Trust.  The project consists of 
one 900kW Enercon Wind Turbine that has been operational since September 2009.
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Description Pros Cons
Ownership & 
Decision Making 
Power

Decisions are made at two 
levels, by the community 
trust and the board of the 
subsidiary company.  The 
board of the subsidiary 
typically consists of local 
community members active 
in the development of the 
CRE project.

A very democratic 
structure, as everyone 
can have a say 
regardless of their 
financial status.  The 
mechanisms of decision 
making are typically 
through AGMs and an 
energy working group.

None come to mind.

Where the money 
comes from

Trust based models of CRE 
rely on government grants 
or low-interest loans as well 
as debt funding from a 
financial institution.

Does not rely on 
individual investors.

Relies on good government 
policy and the existence of 
progressive financial 
institutions preferably with 
an experience of CRE. 
Additionally, makes CRE 
dependent on the state.

Where the money 
goes

Income goes to pay off debt 
and then to the community 
trust for the membership to 
decide on its use.

All income goes to a 
communal fund, money 
then goes to community 
projects, eg. 
development of new 
enterprises, 
environmental projects 
and needed social 
services.

All communities have 
politics, large sums of 
money can increase conflict 
in a community.



6. CAST STUDY HIGHLIGHTS

These case study highlights offer snap shots on specific topics from CRE projects across the  
world. This information compliments the discussions above and offers additional insight into  
the organisational/ legal models chosen by CRE projects.  Full case studies of some of the  
following CRE projects are available on the Embark website (www.embark.com.au) or on the 
New England Wind www.starfishenterprises.net/node/11. 

6.1. FINANCIAL TOOLS AND INVESTMENT STRATEGIES

6.1.1. PRE-SHARE  FUNDRAISING  –  MINWIND  III-IX  &  MIDDELGRUNDEN 
WIND TURBINE CO-OPERATIVE

The early part of the Middelgrunden Wind Turbine Co-operative project was financed through 
pre-subscriptions from people interested in being members of the Coop.   Pre-subscriptions 
were 7 Euros each and with 30,000 sold, this raised 210,000 Euros.  Once the share offering 
was complete, the value of the pre-subscriptions was subtracted from the price of the first 
share members bought.  If the project was to not go ahead, or people didn’t go on to become 
members, they forfeited this 7 Euros.

Similarly, Minwind III-IX raised money for their start-up costs through a AU $500 deposit from 
each person interested in later becoming an investor once the project was up and running. 
This initial fund-raising covered feasibility studies and project development.  People knew 
that  their  money  would  not  be  returned  if  the  projects  didn’t  go  ahead,  but  contributed 
anyway.  People felt confident to do this because of the success of the first two Minwind 
projects and because Minwind III-IX followed the same model.

6.1.2. THE PUKWIS FLIP MODEL

The Pukwis Community Wind Park is a community-owned 20MW wind farm co-operative in 
the final stages of planning, near Toronto, Canada.  The Pukwis Flip model is a means they 
have developed as one option of raising finance in the early phases of a project.  In this 
model, a company is set up as well as a co-operative.  The CRE project is set up initially as a 
joint venture between the company and the coop.  Initially the company owns a majority of 
the project (up to 99%).  The company itself is owned by a handful of big investors, such as 
businesses, foundations, superannuation founds.  Over time, as the community invests in 
the coop, the coop progressively buys the company out, over an agreed time (eg 2 years). 
Share-offers to members buy out company equity partners over time.  Eventually the coop 
owns 100% of the project and, thus, 100% of the benefits (eg. returns on investment).  At this 
stage,  ownership  has  ‘flipped’  from  the  company  to  the  co-operative.   Pukwis  have 
determined that this funding option is likely to be just as expensive as bank debt, but may be 
easier to secure.  Experience in Australia and overseas has shown that until co-operative- 
and community-owned renewable energy becomes commonplace, it  can be very hard to 
secure bank loans.  In Germany and Denmark, where CRE projects are common, banks are 
often willing to finance 60-70% of project costs.

The Pukwis Flip model ensures that coop members buy into an already established, viable 
project.  Because of less perceived risks, more people are willing to invest.  This model also 
accommodates  for  the  time  lag  CRE  projects  often  face  between  garnering  enough 

Community Renewable Energy Research Report 
25

http://www.starfishenterprises.net/node/11
http://www.embark.com.au/


community buy-in (investment) and the fact that costs are almost entirely up front.  Private 
investors also increase the reliability of the project in the eyes of the public and helps people 
feel safe investing.

This model is similar in some ways to the Minnesota Flip model, which is available on the 
Embark website (www.embark.com.au).  Minnesota Flip model, however, is largely designed 
around  specific  government  incentives  offered  by  the  Minnesota  State  Government;  its 
relevance to an Australian context is, therefore, limited.

6.1.3. CO-OP  AND  DEVELOPER  PARTNERSHIP  -  ENERGY4ALL  AND 
FALCK RENEWABLES  MODEL 

Energy4All is a co-op of energy co-operatives based in the UK, it often works in partnership 
with Italian based renewable energy development company Falck Renewables to develop 
community wind farms.  This model of community wind development starts with either Falck 
identifying a good wind site  and Energy4All  approaching the local  community or  a local 
community approaching Energy4All and Falck assessing its potential as a wind site.  Once a 
good site has been proposed, Falck does what a typical renewable energy developer does, 
putting in train wind resource mapping, environmental impact statements, planning approval, 
technical design, ordering turbines, power purchase agreements etc.  Meanwhile Energy4All 
works with members of a local community to develop an investor co-op which typically has 
both local investors and ones from across the UK.  This includes developing a community 
share  offer,  setting  up  a  board  and  legal  structure,  publicity  etc.   When  nearing  the 
construction phase the co-op, buys a stake in the wind farm Falck is developing.   As such, 
Falck takes on the financial  risk of  the wind-farm development,  Energy4All  takes on the 
financial  risk  of  the share-offer  and community  members have the opportunity  to  invest. 
Once operational, Falck and the co-op get a share of the revenue, while Energy4All gets 
paid back for its upfront costs as well as an annual fee for managing the co-op.  

6.1.4. USING  INTEREST  ACCOUNTS  -  HEPBURN  COMMUNITY  WIND 
PARK

The Hepburn Community Wind Park in Australia used interest on savings to fund a key staff 
person to drive the feasibility and development of the project.  Money raised from early share 
offers was set aside in a high-interest bank account.  The interest generated was enough to 
fund an executive director position, which was essential to driving the project forward in a 
professional  and  timely  manner.   Other  feasibility  costs  were  covered  by  a  $975,000 
Renewable Energy Support Fund grant from Sustainability Victoria and by their contracted 
wind developer, Future Energy.  Once the project was approved and further share sales were 
underway, Future Energy’s costs were reimbursed or converted into an equivalent value of 
shares.

6.2. DIRECT SALE OF ELECTRICITY MODELS

The key factor that enables a community energy project to directly sell their electricity to a 
project member is ownership of  some electricity distribution infrastructure (the poles and 
wires).  Internationally, this has been done through either direct purchase or development of 
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the electricity distribution infrastructure (e.g. Shonau, Germany; Eigg Electric & Findhorn, 
UK) or developing a partnership with an electricity distribution company.

6.2.1. DEVELOP YOUR OWN MINI-GRID – ISLE OF EIGG

The  Isle  of  Eigg  is  a  small  island  of  the  west  coast  of  Scotland,  with  a  population  of 
80people.  The island was an off-grid community and as such did not have access to 24hour 
power.  As such, most households were reliant on diesel generators and some were slowly 
going bankrupt as the cost  of  diesel  increased.   To rectify this situation the Isle of  Eigg 
developed  their  own  mini-grid  at  a  quarter  of  the  cost  of  connecting  to  the  mainland 
electricity network. 

Features of  the Isle  of  Eigg mini-grid  run by  Eigg Elecric  which is  perhaps the ultimate 
example of direct community electricity supply include:

 Successful  integration of  three renewable  electricity  generating technologies – 
solar pv, wind and hydro;  

 An electricity grid that connects all households in the island;
 A sophisticated control  system with battery storage that  can supply the whole 

island for 24 hours if all three renewable energy technologies fail;
 Four local maintenance officers who were specifically trained to keep the mini-grid 

operational;
 An online billing system that tracks electricity supply and electricity use and bills 

households directly based on a flat charge;
 Democratic  control  of  the  organisation,  which  is  wholly  owned  by  the  Eigg 

Heritage Trust whose members are the local island community; and
 A demand management or social contract strategy: all households after receiving 

a grid connection and an energy meter agreed to not draw more than 5kW of 
power at any one time, this is raised for 10kW for businesses, if they exceed this 
amount they are fined.  This demand management strategy was readily agreed to 
as 5kW represents a significant increase on what most households previously 
had access to, further this process ensures the stability of the grid, preventing 
blackouts.

The island is now 98% renewable energy self-sufficient, with the remaining 2% coming from 
back-up diesel generators, which are needed during the drier summer months.  While this is 
not a practical approach for the New England Wind project, the Community Power Agency 
thought this was an important example to highlight as to what is possible regarding direct 
community electricity supply.

6.2.2. OWN YOUR OWN PRIVATE WIRE – FINDHORN

Findhorn, located in the north-east of Scotland is one of the world’s oldest eco-villages.  It is 
located on an old caravan site, one of the features of which is that the land title included the 
ownership of the electricity distribution wire on the site.  This has led the community to create 
a  subsidiary  with  some  outside  investment  from  the  Caledonia  Renewable  Energy  Co-
operative that owns and operates a windfarm of four 75kW turbines (300kW total) and tree 
225kW  turbines.   The  electricity  generated  is  enough  to  supply  the  whole  Findhorn 
community and export excess to the grid.  The subsidiary Findhorn Wind Park Ltd directly 
sells electricity to the residents of Findhorn Eco-village through the Findhorn Foundation.
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A similar situation may be possible in New England on new development sites or on sites 
with large energy users such as the University or Council.

6.2.3. DEVELOP A CO-OPERATIVE ELECTRICITY RETAIL AND DISTRIBUTION 
COMPANY – ELECTRIZITATSWERKE SHÖNAU

The Elektrizitätswerke Schönau (EWS) all began when in response to the Chernobyl nuclear 
catastrophe, a few families in the Black Forest village of Schönau in South-West Germany 
started an anti nuclear campaign.  This lead to a number of energy efficiency initiatives and 
finally in the 90s to the idea of purchasing the local electricity distribution grid.  At this time,  
the German electricity network was such that customers had to purchase electricity from 
their local distributer.  As such, if the citizens of Schönau owned their own electricity grid, 
they could chose to purchase and distribute electricity generated by renewable sources, thus 
withdrawing monitary support for the nuclear industry.  In order to purchase the network, the 
EWS co-op had to raise the equivalent of AU $4.2 million.  This was done through a national  
campaign,  donations  and  an  ethical  bank  created  a  dedicated  fund  which  local  and 
interested  people  could  invest  in  the  project  (see  the  process  section  below  for  more 
information).  By 1997, the co-operatively owned EWS started distributing electricity to the 
township of Schönau.  When the electricity industry was deregulated in 1998, EWS decided 
to go national and now has 100,000 customers across Germany.  

EWS is an energy distribution and retail company.  One feature of EWS is that for every kWh 
of electricity sold, EWS customers can chose one of three renewable energy premium rates. 
These  premiums  go  to  a  fund  that  EWS customers  can  then  apply  to,  to  use  for  the 
installation of renewable energy systems such as PV panels.  

While  EWS is  not  a generator,  like New England Wind proposes to be,  EWS does sell 
electricity from a number of community hydro projects in Norway.  This contract ensures that 
some of  the money is  reinvested in  those communities  and also used to establish new 
community hydro projects.  Further it enables households and community organisations to 
invest in their own renewable energy projects as well.

6.2.4. LOCAL  COUNCIL  AND  COMMUNITY  PARTNERSHIP  –  ELLENSBURG 
COMMUNITY SOLAR 

The Ellensburg Community Solar project is a positive example of how community members 
and a local council can work together to deliver a CRE project.  A local environment group 
initiated the project in conjunction with the local council and university.  The active support of 
the City of Ellensburg council has been crucial to the success of the project, as they perform 
much of  the  initial  and on-going project  management.   The project  received unanimous 
council  approval and the City’s  Conservation and Renewable Energy Program funds the 
property that is the site of the solar farm, the grid connection, the racking systems, inverters 
and grid connection.  The council also plays a big role in the marketing of the project and 
attracting new members, through their contact with local residents.  This support means that 
people’s investments in the project are channeled completely into purchasing solar panels. 
Investors receive a credit on their energy bills in proportion to the kWhs produced by the 
portion of solar panels they own.

Another  factor  contributing  to  the  projects  success  is  that  Ellensburg  still  has  a  public 
municipal  utility,  not  a private utility.  The City’s  Energy Services  maintains the members 

Community Renewable Energy Research Report 
28



database,  tracking  each  member’s  level  of  investment  and  kWh produced.   The  billing 
department adds each member’s solar credit to their electricity bill.  They also take in new 
investments and organise the project expansions as the funds roll in.  Although municipally 
owned utilities do not exist in Australia anymore, Ellensburg still offers a useful model for 
cooperation with  local  councils  or  what  may be possible  to negotiate with  an Australian 
energy utility. 

Also see Middelgrunden Cast Study on Embark (www.embark.com.au) and in  Sørenesen, 
H.C, Hansen, L. and Larsen, J (2002)  “Middelgrunden 40MW offshore wind farm Denmark – 
Lessons Learned”, available www.middlegrunden.dk, accessed April 2010.

6.2.5. NATIONAL  UTILITY  AND  COMMUNITY  PARTNERSHIP  –  SVERGIES 
VINDKAFTKOPERATIV

The Swedish Wind Power Co-operative (‘the Co-op’) began as a project of local people in 
1998 and opened its first wind farm in 2000.  The Co-op has developed a unique nation-
wide,  direct-sale  service,  where it  sells  the  electricity  it  produces direct  to  its  members, 
cutting out the need for a ‘middle-man’ energy retailer.  The Co-op has been able to do this 
through forging a clever relationship with a national electricity distribution utility, Falkenberg 
Energy.   This relationship enables the Co-op to provide its members with community-owned, 
environmentally friendly and cheap electricity anywhere in the country.

For a small  fee per kWh (~0.06¢),  Falkenberg Energy agreed to provide the ‘balance of 
responsibility’,  to  collect  and  supply  the electricity  and  to do some administration.   This 
means the Co-op has access to a national grid network and that when the Coop isn’t able to 
produce enough power to meet its member’s needs, Falkenberg Energy does. Operationally, 
this  requires  that  all  members  of  the  Co-op  are  also  customers  of  Falkenberg  energy. 
Members generally source 80% of their electricity from the Co-op and 20% from Falkenberg 
Energy. For Falkenberg Energy, this relationship offers an opportunity to expand its customer 
base.  Co-op members pay a very low rate for their electricity, nearly half the average market 
price.  The low price is possible because electricity is sold to members at the wholesale rate 
and because the co-operative rolls all the Swedish government’s wind incentives (subsidies, 
tariffs, taxes) into their price per kWh. In this way, their members have truly become their  
own power generators.  

Through establishing as  a  national  co-operative  in  partnership  with  a  national  electricity 
utility, the Co-op is able to supply wind power to members all over the country, regardless of  
where  the  wind  turbines  were  located.  The  Co-op  is  open  to  all  Swedish  electricity 
consumers that are connected to the grid, leading the membership base to be spread out 
across rural and urban Sweden.  Members are individuals, businesses, apartment blocks, 
other  co-operatives,  farmers,  etc..  Because it  is  a national  co-operative,  moving isn’t  an 
issue, members simply change their address with the Co-op and with Falkenberg Energy. 
Shares can be sold on, as organised by the current shareholder and then approved by the 
Co-op board.  The Co-op helps to link people wanting to sell with people wanting to buy. To 
date, shares have increased in value, which, along with cheap and stable electricity prices, 
makes for a good investment option.
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6.3. PROCESS  AND  INVOLVEMENT  OF  KEY 
STAKEHOLDERS

6.3.1. FARMING COMMUNITIES – MINWIND WIND FARMS I-IX

Farmers are key stakeholders in rural community energy projects, both as investors and as 
landowners.   The Minwind farms in Minnesota,  USA, show how farmer-owned wind can 
contribute additional revenue for farmers to cushion the seasonal ups and downs of farming 
income.  This, of course, also has positive flow on economic effects for the rural communities 
in which they live.  The founders of Minwind firmly believe that local ownership and control is 
central to maximising the local benefits of wind development. For the Minwind projects, local 
benefits are realised through returns of investment, rent paid to land holders, creation of 
local employment and fostering local business relationships.  Minwind uses local labour and 
inputs from local companies wherever possible.  Increasing farmer’s income means there’s 
more money in the community, making it more likely for other local businesses to prosper. 
Other than keeping the economic benefits local, Minwind also wanted to generate clean, 
renewable energy, use proven technology, and participate in creating a more positive future, 
for farmers, rural communities and the environment.

Why farmers? One of the founding farmers, Mark Willers, believes that “farmers have the 
financial  resources  and  the  entrepreneurial  spirit  needed  to  make  projects  like  Minwind 
happen”.  To spread the benefits of the projects as far as possible, each of the Minwind wind 
farms has a different set of 60 owners.  In order to ensure ownership and benefits stay local, 
85% of shareholders must be from the local community around Luverne, Minnesota, and the 
remaining 15% can be from elsewhere  in  the  state.   Because the projects  are  majority 
owned by local farmers, they control the site and size of the wind farm and can ensure it has 
least negative impacts on other local people and existing farming practices.

6.3.2. INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES – PUKWIS COMMUNITY WIND FARM

The  Pukwis  Community  Wind  Farm  is  a  leading  example  of  a  partnership  between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous communities delivering social, economic and environmental 
outcomes.  The Pukwis project grew out of an energy efficiency program co-delivered by the 
Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation and the Windfall Ecology Centre.  Because of the 
success of this first project and out of the strong working relationship, trust and friendships 
that had developed, they decided to set up a community-owned wind farm together.  The 
Pukwis Community Wind Farm is 51% owned by the Chippewas and 49% owned by other 
local  community  members  from  the  Greater  Toronto  Area,  Canada.   Now  nearing 
construction phase, Pukwis is planned to be a 10-turbine, 20 MW wind farm on Chippewas 
land.

For the Chippewas of Georgina Island First Nation, it is important to have co-ownership and 
control over the project, rather than selling the wind development right off to a company, 
which has happened in other parts of Canada.  As co-owners, the Chippewas have a critical 
say in size and siting of the wind farm, ensuring as little impact on ecosystems and other 
land uses (eg. traditional hunting and gathering) as possible.  The project is also means for 
them to gain an independent source of income, employment and clean, renewable electricity. 
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As Chief Donna Big Canoe explains, the Pukwis project is important in “ensuring that we limit  
the impact on the environment and to our natural resources”.  Because of an underlying ethic 
of environmental care, it was essential to perform robust environmental impact assessments, 
going beyond legal requirements, before the Chippewas considered their land a viable site 
for the wind farm.

The  money  that  comes  back  to  the  Chippewas  through  land  leases  and  returns  on 
investment will go towards community projects, as decided by the Chippewas council.  This 
income  stream  will  mean  the  Chippewas  no  longer  need  to  consider  other  sources  of 
community income, such as building holiday houses and casinos.  The wind farm will have 
significantly  less  environmental  and  cultural  impact  than  these  other  income  generation 
options.

6.3.3. PARTICIPATORY  &  DEMOCRATIC  CONSULTATION  PROCESS  – 
MIDDELGRUNDEN WIND TURBINE CO-OPERATIVE

The Middelgrunden Wind Farm is a good example showing us that an industrial scale project 
doesn’t have to mean a move away from strong community consultation, involvement and 
ownership.  Middelgrunden is a 20-turbine, 40MW project that cost AU $70 million in 2000, 
half  owned  by  the  Middelgrunden  Wind  Turbine  Co-operative  and  half  by  Copenhagen 
Energy.  There are over 8,600 members in the Coop, 88% of which are from within greater 
Copenhagen.  Middelgrunden, with its arc of turbines 3.5kms off the shore of Copenhagen, is 
one of the most famous and most photographed wind farms in the world.  The Coop was 
responsible for much of  the public consultation, engagement and information giving for the 
project.

According to Sørensen et. al. (2002: 3) the benefits of a co-operative and utility partnership 
are that:  “The utility possesses the big organisation for questions about technique, contract 
work,  etc.   The wind co-operative has the knowledge from the private wind sector,  with 
enthusiasm and commitment as well as better contacts with the public”.  The Co-operative 
organised three public hearings and after each modifications were made until the proposal 
was widely accepted.  This involved changing the proposal from 27 turbines in three rows to 
20 turbines  in  one  arc.   At  the first  public  hearing,  they received 24 positive  and eight 
negative submissions.  Sorensen et al (2002: 2) “Behind these figures, a comprehensive 
information work is hidden” involving Copenhagen residents, non-government organisations, 
citizen’s groups, business and government.  Wide-scale outreach through meetings, letters, 
stalls, public discussions, etc. led to greater public knowledge of the wind farm and therefore 
greater acceptance.  This thorough outreach to stakeholders enabled the wind farm to collect 
the pre-subscriptions that funded the start-up costs (see above), many of these people later 
became members of the Coop.  The Coop also organised tours to near by wind farms in 
response to concerns local people had about the noise and visual impacts of the turbines; 
feedback was overwhelmingly positive.  Sørensen et.al. (2002: 6) believe that “direct public 
involvement, eg. the co-operative ownership model, is an important means for social and 
political acceptance”.

6.3.4. LOCAL  DEMOCRATIC  CONSULTATION  &  NATIONAL  SUPPORT  – 
ELECTRIZITATSWERKE SHÖNAU

The set up of  ElectrizitatsWerke Shönau (EWS) (described in detail  in the direct  sale of 
electricity  section),  Germany's  first  co-operatively  owned electricity  retail  and  distribution 
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company, in the 1990s was an example of a process that engaged people both locally and 
nationally. Key elements of the process to set up EWS included:

• Undertaking initial energy efficiency and education initiatives in the village to build 
awareness and support for the group's formation

• Developed a network of experts and supporters to help with the project development
• Winning two closely fought local referendums at the town council level to enable the 

purchase of the local distribution network to go ahead
• Undertaking a solar pv installation on the main Protestant church in the village, which 

brought together those opposed to the idea with those involved in developing EWS, 
as it was tangible to the community

• Approaching an advertising firm to run a pro-bono national campaign to raise funds 
and support for the project.  This campaign tapped into anti-nuclear sentiment, which 
was the motivation for the project and became famous across Germany

• When  people  donated  they  got  personally  thanked,  which  inspired  loyalty  and 
generosity for example one French woman doubled her 25,000DM investment after 
receiving such a phone call.

• An ethical bank creating a dedicated fund which local and interested people could 
invest in the project 

The success of this process meant that even when the electricity system in Germany was 
deregulated, the majority of people in the village continued to buy their electricity from EWS. 
After initial division the project has inspired trust and loyalty.  

6.4. UNIVERSITY PARTICIPATION

6.4.1. PROJECT INITIATION  AND  EXPERT SUPPORT -  JÜHNDE  BIOENERGY 
VILLAGE

In the case of Jühnde, Germany's first bioenergy village, the local university played a pivotal 
role.  Specifically, the Centre for Sustainable Development at Goettingen University were the 
ones to conceive of the community bioenergy project and subsequently found the funds to 
undertake  an  action  research  project  to  make  the  idea  a  reality.  

Jühnde is a village with a population of 750 located in central Germany.  It is a co-operatively 
owned 700kW (electric) and 700kW (thermal) Anaerobic Digester combined heat and power 
plant  connected  to  district  heating  network.   The  electricity  generated  produces 
approximately double Jühnde’s electricity use and is exported to the grid, while the district 
heating network heats 80% of the homes in the village.  The success of Juhnde has seen 
local job creation, a reduction in heating bills,  returns to investors (75% local members), 
3000 visitors  to the project  each year.   Indeed there are  now 200 bioenergy villages in 
operation or development across Germany.
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The University played a very important role in co-ordinating the project pre-feasibility stage, 
which  was  predominantly  about  locating  the  most  suitable  village  for  the  project  both 
technically and socially.  This identification stage entailed:

 Phone calls to mayors of the villages surrounding Gottingen to see whether they 
were interested

 Mayors inviting villagers to a roundtable run by staff of the Centre for Sustainable 
Development, this enabled staff to gauge the level of interest in the community by 
both  numbers  and  types of  people  e.g.  were  they  people  of  influence in  the 
community

 Sending  a  questionnaire  to  3000  people  in  the  villages  around  Gottingen,  to 
gauge their support

 Finding the money to undertake a technical bioenergy pre-feasibility study of the 
four most promising villages

Once Jühnde was identified as the best site, a public meeting was held to better introduce 
the  idea  to  local  people.  The  project  was  then  taken  on  by  members  of  the  Jühnde 
community  with  ongoing  support  from  the  Interdisciplinary  Centre  for  Sustainable 
Development staff.  The development process included the creation of a series of working 
groups which both community members and university researchers participated in.   Thus 
the univiersity provided the project with engineering, economics, agriculture, pycology and 
sociology expertise.  

Since the project became operation the university uses site for teaching and taking visitors 
based on a  Memorandum of  Understanding between Juhnde Bioenergy Village and the 
University and has led the  Centre for Sustainable Development to  write a book about the 
project.

6.4.2. ELLENSBURG  COMMUNITY  SOLAR  &  WASHINGTON  STATE 
UNIVERSITY

The Ellensburg Community Solar Project has been a real collaborative effort between the 
City of Ellensburg, the Washington State University, the Bonneville Environment Foundation 
and the general community.  As leading community institutions with vast research and skill  
capacity,  universities  can  play  a  significant  role  in  the  transition  to  renewable  energy. 
Further, universities often have large energy footprints and access to money.

The Ellensburg project is an example of how a university can offer its capacity and resources 
to support a community renewable energy project.   Washington State University students 
and  staff  were  involved  in  many  aspects  of  design  for  the  project,  including  the  logo, 
marketing materials, website and the engineering of the racking system.  They also assisted 
in writing successful grant applications. Additionally, the University is a significant investor in 
the project, contributing $117, 500 (or 50%) to phase 2 of the project.  

The University  also plays an active  role  in  encouraging and actively  aiding solar  power 
education in Ellensburg, a key element of the project from the beginning.  To this end, they 
have  developed  an  accredited  continued  learning  program  on  solar  power  and 
environmental education for teachers.  Many local schools are now including the solar farm 
as a learning tool in their classes. 
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6.5. ONGOING CATALYST FOR CHANGE

6.5.1. THE ROLE OF COMPETITIONS – ISLE OF EIGG

One important component of the Eigg mini-grid was that it became the basis for Eigg's bid to 
the  Lottery's  UK  Green  Challenge  Competition,  for  which  they  came  runner  up.   The 
combination of the electricity project and the competition has seen a rise in awareness of 
environmental issues and an increase in pro environmental behaviour on the island, as well 
as providing new employment,  skills  development and empowerment.   Additionally,  EWS 
continues to support  the anti-nuclear movement both monetarily and through information 
resources.

6.5.2. RENEWABLE ENERGY CAMPAIGNING – HEPBURN WIND

The Hepburn Community  Wind Park in  Victoria  has over  1500 shareholders,  more than 
50%of which are local people.  A key motivation for them in establishing the project has been 
to take local action on climate change and to help local people feed empowered as change-
makers.  Because of  these commitments,  Hepburn Wind has used their  experience and 
contacts  in  the community  to  support  movements for  strong renewable  energy  policy in 
Australia.   In  a recent  Senate  review of  wind farms,  Hepburn Wind facilitated hundreds 
submissions to the enquiry.  Throughout the process of establishing the Hepburn Community 
Wind  Park  organisers  emphasised  strong  community  consultation  and  opportunities  for 
people to get involved, it means they have a developed a network of engaged shareholders 
and community support.
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7. EXTERNAL FACTOR – NSW ELECTRICITY SECTOR
Figure 13 below provides a simplified overview of how the NSW electricity sector operates, 
the bottom flow is the physical electricity distribution i.e. the flow of electrons, the top is flow 
is the commercial arrangements i.e. the flow of money.  

Figure 13: Overview of the NSW Electricity Sector

There are four main functions that are required for an electricity system to operate, they are:

 Generation – the generation of electricity

 Distribution  –  the  distribution  of  electricity  from  generators  to  consumers, 
these are split into high voltage or transmission networks and low voltage or 
distribution networks

 Retail  –  the  organisation  of  the  sale  of  electricity  from  generators  and 
distributers to consumers i.e. putting a price on matching supply and demand 
of electricity.

 Consumption –  the use of  electricity  to  produce useful  services  e.g.  light, 
warmth,  cooling.

Over the past thirty years the electricity sector in Australia has gone through a series of 
changes regarding who undertakes these different functions and how they are regulated.  

Pre-90s – Electricity system was vertically integrated, that means one company generated, 
distributed and retailed electricity.  These companies were state owned.

Late 90s to 2010 – Generators were state owned companies, then there were different 
state owned companies that were both distributers and retailer (Energy Australia, Country 
Energy and Integral Energy), as well as a state-owned transmission company (Transgrid) 
and multiple private retail companies (Origen Energy).
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2011 onwards – The energy privatisation arrangements brought in by the State Labor 
Government combined with a new NSW government makes it difficult to know exactly what 
is  happening.   What  is  known for  definite  is  that  –  companies  that  used  to  have  both 
distribution and retail  operations have been split  in  half.   So we now have state  owned 
distribution  and  transmission  organisations  –  Transgrid,  Essential  Energy  (formerly  the 
distribution arm of Country Energy), Ausgrid (formerly Energy Australia’s distribution arm) 
and Endeavour Energy (formerly Integral Energy’s distribution network arm).  All retailers are 
private (non-state owned) companies.  The generators are some combination of private and 
public ownership – its complicated and uncertain.  

It is important to understand when considering direct sale of electricity models (see highlights 
section),  what  an  electricity  bill  is  made up  of  and  how the current  set-up of  the  NSW 
electricity system enables or hinders that possibility.

What is described above is the traditional model of electricity generation based on large 
centralised generators and a one way flow of electricity.  With the advent of new distributed 
and renewable technologies, this will likely change, new players such as community energy 
projects will start to emerge, how this will work is hard to tell.  A windfarm the size that New 
England Wind is considering would be considered an embedded generator located on the 
right hand side of Figure 13.  Typically, an embedded generator would negotiate a power 
purchase agreement with a retail organisation.  This means the retailer will buy generally at a 
fixed price the electricity generated by the project.  The retailer will then add this electricity 
into the mix of all electricity contracts and purchases they make to ensure their customers 
are supplied with electricity.  This all acts at the commercial level.

At the physical level, an embedded generator will also have to negotiate an electricity grid 
connection with their local electricity distributer.  This will be a significant cost and will be 
difficult as most distribution companies currently do not have a culture of liking/knowing how 
to deal with medium scale project.  There are also technical issues to contend with such as 
voltage, wire capacity etc.

An electricity bill consists of the following components:

 Wholesale electricity costs

 Transmission costs

 Distribution costs

 Retail costs

 Margins

 Policy costs e.g. cost of the Renewable Energy Target, NSW Energy Savings 
Scheme etc.

If it is possible to locate the New England Community wind farm on a site that could directly  
supply  an  energy  customer  for  example  the  university,  or  the  council  the  cost  you  are 
competing against is retail price (made up of all the cost components listed above).  If the 
wind farm is located in an area that will just supply the grid the cost the project competes  
against  is  the wholesale  electricity  cost  with the added value of  Large-scale  Renewable 
Energy Certificates (discussed in the policy section).  This cost is a lot lower.  Internationally, 
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CRE projects have been able to negotiate with different organisations to provide different 
direct  supply  packages,  which  have  cut  out  different  cost  components.   This  might  be 
possible for New England Wind, however, it hasn’t yet been done in Australia and is made 
more difficult by the fact that distribution and retail organisations are no longer one and the 
same.  
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations to New England Wind

A review of examples community renewable energy projects operating around the world as 
well as community renewable energy related literature shows a diversity of:

 Definitions of community

 Motivations

 Benefits

 Organisational structures

Based on this diversity, the Community Power Agency recommends that a continued focus 
should be given to strong community engagement processes, from which the wants and 
needs of the New England community can be identified.  Based on these wants and needs a 
legal structure or series of legal structures can be established to facilitate the development of 
a community wind farm.  

Given the lack of grant funding available to renewable energy projects in the New England 
area, it is likely that the legal structures developed will be based on an investor company or 
co-operative  model  or  a  community  partnership  with  a  developer.   Nevertheless,  the 
Community Power Agency feels that any community project employing these models should 
also include:

 A strong community process;

 At least one partner entity that is democratically controlled and community 
owned; and

 A community fund to provide benefit to the wider New England community.

 Strong Community Process

To date the New England Wind consortium has engaged in strong community engagement 
processes from community and investor forums, to a public survey, social and print media 
presence  to  consortia  workshops  and  working  groups.   The  Community  Power  Agency 
recommend  that  this  engagement  process  continues  as  it  will  pave  the  way  for  strong 
participation in governance and community acceptance and even support for the project(s) 
pursued.  A key factor in the success of a community renewable energy project is capturing 
the hearts and minds of the specified community.  A governance structure that is chosen for 
its  democratic and participatory qualities will  fail  to function effectively,  unless there is  a 
feeling of ownership over the project by the community.  A strong community process is key 
to developing this sense of ownership, as well as developing the supporter based that is 
likely to become the investor membership.
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Democratic Community Ownership

Democratic  community  ownership  facilitates  genuine  feelings  of  ownership  that  enable 
people to engage and contribute in the governance of the project as equals.   This form of 
ownership  accords  value  to  every  individual  member  rather  than  their  level  of  financial 
investment.  This implicitly recognises the many different types of contributions people can 
make, not just financial.  

Nevertheless,  we  recognise  that  larger  investors  may  be  needed  for  larger  community 
renewable energy projects and that they may require more project control to mitigate the risk 
associated with investment.  For this reason, a partnership model between a large investor 
(e.g. a company) and a democratic community entity (e.g. a co-operative) is possible way 
forward, that meets both party’s needs. 

Community Fund

One  of  the  issues  with  a  model  of  community  renewable  energy  that  is  based  on  a 
membership of investors, is that the financial  benefit  of  the project goes entirely back to 
those  individual  or  organisational  members.   While  this  is  better  than  going  to  a  large 
company outside of the geographic community, there are many people who cannot afford to 
invest or can’t for some reason, who are left out.  To ensure that some of the financial benefit 
is  returned  to  the  wider  community  the  Community  Power  Agency  recommends  the 
establishment  of  a  visible  community  fund.   Some  form  of  community  fund  is  a  key 
component of many if not most community renewable energy projects world-wide.  There are 
three options for the governance of such a fund, the first is through the local council, and the 
second is to establish a new community entity and the final option is to give this money to an 
already established community fund or trust.  We recommend one of the final two options, as 
if it is managed by the council, the money runs the risk of going into general council revenue 
and the specific benefit of the project not being seen by the wider community.  Additionally, 
we recommend that the fund is governed by a board of locally elected directors who have a 
commitment to the values enshrined in the New England Wind farm.

To move the current New England Wind process forward, the Community Power Agency 
proposes that the consortia develop clear answers to the questions outlined in Figure 14.
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Figure 2: The CRE Project Development Flow-chart Key Questions

Additional questions to consider include:

 What is our definition of community?

 Where  have  existing  New  England  Wind  community  processes  been 
effective? What are the gaps?

 How do we make decisions on these questions?  What is quorum?
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APPENDIX A: MT BARKER, WA CASE STUDY

Project name 

Location

Mt Barker Community Wind Farm 
by Mt. Barker Power Company Ltd.

Mt. Barker, Western Australia.

Contributor/s Jarra Hicks

Project cost and 
funding source/s

It is expected to cost $4.8 million AUD to establish the 
2.4MW project on Mt Barker.

The Mt. Barker Community Wind Farm is funded 50% by 
federal grant funding, under the Renewable Remote 
Power Generations Program, and 50% through the sale of 
shares.  There are 12 investors in the Mt. Barker Power 
Company, a majority of whom are not local individuals; 
some are private companies and two investors are from 
overseas. As bank debt was impossible for them to 
secure, they worked to secure a large portion of the funds 
from a WA-based company, Advanced Energy Resources.

Project overview Skyfarming,  a  small,  Perth-based  renewable  energy 
consulting business, initiated the Mt Barker wind farm in 
2004.  The  Mt  Barker  Wind  Power  Company  was 
established  in  2007  and  construction  on  the  wind  farm 
began in late 2010.  According to the Mt Barker Power 
Company, a ‘community’ wind farm is one that is scaled 
appropriately  to  the  electricity  demands  of  the  local 
people.  Hence, the Mt Barker wind farm is comprised on 
three 800kW Enercon Turbines.  Ideally, they had hoped 
for  more  local  investors,  however,  this  wasn’t  made  a 
priority in the time frame they had available.

The wind farm site is just 4km north of Mt Barker township 
and is  comprised of  3 x  800kW Enercon turbines..  The 
foundations  for  the  turbines  have  been poured  and  the 
turbines are due to arrive in early 2011. Grid connection 
and power purchase agreements have been negotiated.

Background • Wind monitoring began in 2005 (5 years of data)
• Chose site because of  the altitude (important  for inland 

farms) & proximity (3km) to a local substation.
• Mt Barker Power Company Board:

- 1 x Sky Farming (though currently there’s 2)
- 2 x Advanced Energy Resources
- 2 x Shareholder Elected.
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• Community  consultation:  not  a  lot  of  community 
involvement facilitated.  Did contact Traditional Owners for 
support in 2005. Held some information stalls to get some 
submissions to the wind farm approval process.  

• Community  Investment:  The  short  window  of  time  for 
locals to invest, and the very high minimum investment, 
meant that few local people were able to invest. 

• General  Community  Benefit:  no  community  fund  or  the 
like, only benefit in that there is now locally generated and 
visible renewable energy. 

• In WA lots of wind farms are scaled to the needs of the 
nearby  community,  and  are  named  after  those 
communities.   Eg.  Esperance,  Hopetown,  Bremer  Bay, 
Albany,  Coral  Bay,  Denham,  Rottnest,  Kalbarri  &  Mt 
Barker.  These farms are scales to local demand because 
they are not  grid  connected,  the electricity  is  just  used 
locally,  or  because  they  are  not  near  a  big  enough 
transmission line to warrant a bigger farm. Also because 
of  the  governments’ RRPG funding restrictions – up till 
2005 it had to be under2MW and off-grid; now it can be on 
grid, but still remote and under 2MW.

• Key organisers of the wind farm feel that the ‘community’ 
models of renewable energy in Denmark (the country) are 
not  viable  in  Australia,  and  used  Hepburn  Community 
Wind  Farm  as  an  example  of  how  hard  and  time 
consuming the process is.

• Key  organisers  feel  that  wind  farms  are  not  profitable 
enough to justify putting money aside into a community 
fund, especially because investors expect good returns.

• To others, they suggest  finding a developer and having 
local people invest in a portion of their wind farm.

• Their definition of ‘community’ renewable energy
- Sized to local electricity demand
- Some local investment (not necessarily a majority, 

so not ‘locally owned’ but locally supported).

Achievements • The wind farm will produce 7,500MwH per year, which will 
abate 7,500 tonnes of carbon dioxide each year.

• They  successfully  attained  an  amendment  to  the  Town 
Planning  Scheme  to  allow  the  wind  farm  in  its  current 
location. 

• Secured the RRPG grant in April 2009.
• Local community benefits: rent is paid to land owner and 

local businesses are used where possible.
• Visible clean, local power generation
• Show that it is viable to have a wind farm in a small town 

of 2000 people in a rural area.

Challenges • Securing a power purchase agreement is difficult
• Grid connection and access can be expensive, hard and 

there is  no clear regulation governing the process and 
who is responsible for paying.

• Despite trying hard, they were unable to secure a bank 
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loan
• It is hard to secure turbines in a timely manner, given the 

smallness  of  their  order,  world wide supply  constraints 
and having no access to locally made products.

• The development application process and having to get 
town zoning changed. 

Further information 
(contact  details),
links  and 
references

www.mtbarkerpower.com.au 
www.skyfarming.com.au 
Andrew Woodroffe (2011) Secretary, Mt Barker Power Company, 
and Founder, Skyfarming. Personal Communication.

Contributor/s
Name Jarra Hicks

Contact email Jarra.Hicks@gmail.com
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APPENDIX B: DENMARK COMMUNITY WIND, WA CASE STUDY
Case Study 

Project name 

Location

Denmark  Community  Wind  Farm  owned  and  operated  by 
Denmark Community Windfarm Ltd.

Denmark, Western Australia.

Contributor/s Jarra Hicks

Project  cost  and 
funding source/s

It  is  expected  to  cost  AU  $5.8  million  to  establish  the 
1.6MW project.

The  Denmark  Community  Wind  Farm received  a  $1.48 
million  grant  from  the  Federal  Government  under  the 
Renewable  Remote  Power  Generations  Program. 
Remaining funds will  come from the sale of shares and 
bank debt.

The project also received $450,000 from federal and state 
governments for feasibility studies.

Project overview The  wind  farm  project  was  initiated  in  2003  by  the 
Denmark  Community  Windfarm Inc.  (DCWI)  as  a  “local 
response to the global challenge of climate change”.  The 
idea grew out  of  a series of  community  workshops that 
provided  clear  intention  for  the  establishment  of  locally 
owned  renewable  energy  generation.   Meetings,  public 
workshops, social events, discussion groups, surveys and 
bus  tours  to  a  nearby  wind  farms  were  all  part  of  the 
community-based  planning  and  consultation  process  for 
the wind farm.  

The aim of the project is to reduce reliance on fossil fuels 
and to “deliver tangible social and environmental benefits” 
for the community.  Through the wind farm, they also seek 
to  employ  local  people,  provide  ongoing  educational 
opportunities  and  a  tourist  attraction  for  the  town. 
Importantly, DCWI believes that the project will  “increase 
community cooperation, through having a shared goal”.

DCWI  established  and  will  own shares  in  the  Denmark 
Community  Windfarm  Ltd.  (DCW  Ltd.),  which  will  be 
“responsible for taking the project from final feasibility to 
construction and operation”.   

The wind farm is  to be located at  Wilson’s Head,  11km 
south of Denmark on coastal reserve (crown land).  It will 
consist of two 800kW Enercon turbines on one hectare of 
land,  which  has  been  re-zoned  for  the  purpose.   The 
closest permanent dwelling are 3km away.  Two years of 
wind  monitoring  data  indicates  the  site  has  a  wind 
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efficiency of > 35%, which is among the best in the world. 
The  project  has received  planning approval  and  is  now 
focusing  on  share-sales  and  a  Connection  Agreement. 
They aim to be operational mid-2012.

Background The Denmark Community Wind Farm Inc. is a not-for-profit 
association with 100 local residents and a locally elected 
management committee. They estimate that over $53,000 
of  ‘sweat  equity’,  or  volunteer  hours  calculated  at  the 
nominal  rate  of  $15/hour,  have been contributed to  the 
project to date.  

20 local members contributed early investments dollars in 
DCW  Ltd.,  to  help  provide  community  credibility  and 
support for the project in its early stages.  DCW Ltd. had 
now issued  a  public  share  offer  to  raise  the  remaining 
equity needed for the project.

The Denmark  Shire Council  is  supportive of  the project 
and  “look  forward  to  working  together  with  DCW  and 
government agencies to address Denmark’s power supply 
and climate change issues” (25/11/08).

Skyfarming,  a  small,  Perth-based  renewable  energy 
consulting  business  compiled wind data  for  Denmark  in 
2004-5.  They have acted as consultants to DCW Ltd. and 
did the initial modelling for the wind farm.

Achievements In the past Denmark has been supplied through the state 
grid network, with electricity travelling over 400km from the 
closest coal and gas-fired power stations.  By establishing 
a  decentralised,  renewable  energy  project  they  are  not 
only generating their own clean electricity,  they are also 
avoiding  a  lot  of  transmission  losses.   Additionally, 
because Denmark is situated at the far reaches of the grid, 
having  their  down  decentralised  power  generation 
increases  the  stability  and  reliability  of  the  grid  and 
reducing black outs for the people of Denmark.  Western 
Power, which maintains energy infrastructure in the region, 
acknowledges DCW as an important contributor upgrading 
the local grid network.

The  community  wind  farm  will  supply  about  55%  of 
Denmark’s power needs.  Given that Denmark consumes 
about 86GwHs per year costing roughly $1 million, this will 
act  to  keep  a  lot  of  money  circulating  in  the  local 
community.

The project reduces reliance on fossil fuels and will result 
in  the abatement of  7,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide per 
year  –  the equivalent  of  taking  1,500 cars  off  the road 
permanently.
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Challenges Approval for the wind farm required rezoning of land by the 
WA state government to be a Wind Energy Facility Zone. 
This took some time, but way eventually approved in 2005. 
The fact that the site is crown land has meant land access` 
agreements have been more difficult and lengthy than with 
private land owners.

The  Denmark  Power  Company  are  currently  still 
negotiating  a  Access  &  Connection  agreement  that  will 
secure  their  right  to  connect  to  the  grid  and  sell  their 
electricity to an energy retailer.

Further information www.dcw.org.au, info@dcw.org.au 
www.skyfarming.com.au 

Contributor/s

Name Jarra Hicks

Company/group Community Power Agency

Contact phone 0401 952 805

Contact email Jarra.Hicks@gmail.com
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