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Executive Summary

The recent broader interest in reducing GHG emissions while supporting bottom-up initiatives has led to an
increased number of Energy Communities. Those are citizen-led energy initiatives, flourishing across all of
Europe as a decentralized way of energy production. Moreover, they have been acknowledged as social
innovations, too. ECs enhance the spread of other transitions, not only the energy one, e.g., car-sharing
services, EVs, and initiatives against energy poverty. However, an energy community, even though is now
acknowledged as a legal entity by the European Union and by local governments, is still facing barriers that
are hindering its full deployment. According to the academic literature, those barriers concern, for instance,
the lack of a factual regulatory framework, absence of intermediaries, and new business models. Moreover,
ECs have not been analyzed through the Multi-Level Governance, specifically on how institutional setting
and governance can influence the emergence of these initiatives and support their spread. This Multi-Level
Governance implies the study of the stakeholders’ interaction among different levels, EU, national and sub-
national, until the local level. This multi-level approach was acknowledged in the literature as relevant when
examining energy and climate policies, also due to the importance which is recognized in those topics of
the local and regional levels. Thus, the use of this framework for further analysis can provide clarity
concerning the different responsibilities of local, national, and international actors, as well as
intermediaries, and support the identification of additional barriers which has not been highlighted yet. This
research, hence, aims to formulate a policy advice on how to strengthen the flourishing process of these
citizen-led initiatives by assessing it through the Multi-Level Governance framework.

The main Research Question is, therefore: ‘How does Multi-Level Governance support or hinder the
empowerment of Energy Communities when comparing Italy and the Netherlands?’

The scope is achieved through, firstly, the identification of a Multi-Level Governance framework through an
extensive literature review. The main dimensions which have been classified to analyze the research are
Openness and Transparency, Participation, Accountability, Effectiveness, and Coherence. Those indicators
based on MLG have the aim to continue filling the gap on best practices for Energy Communities, as well as
factors that are still not considered within the levels and between different levels of governance.
Furthermore, given the purpose of this study, a qualitative approach, in particular, a comparative case study
design, is utilized. This qualitative approach fits the aim of this research, due to its capacity to consider the
complexities of each situation and, when analyzed, results in in-depth information needed to explore,
understand and explain phenomena. The identified case studies are Italy and the Netherlands, and data
from those countries are retrieved through semi-structured interviews. Due to the aim of evaluating the
governance of the case studies, the interviewees were selected to acknowledge the perspective of the
different levels of government, i.e., national, subnational, regional and local. Moreover, for each case study,
firstly, the description of the stakeholders and the ECs context, as well as the timeline of events, were
established; then, findings based on the interviews are analyzed through the lens of MLG, more specifically
of the beforementioned five dimensions. Thus, for the cross-case analysis, those findings are compared, in
order to observe similarities and differences, as well as barriers and hindering processes.

The results have shown that the use of the MLG framework allowed an in-depth analysis of ECs conditions,
both in Italy and the Netherlands. In fact, the use of this framework underlined how stakeholders in the
multiple levels are interacting, and, due to the bottom-up approach with which ECs should develop, the
local level, as well the interaction of this level with the higher ones, are fundamental for achieving their full
deployment. In Italy, Regions and Communes are the ones enabling the establishment of those communities
without losing sight of the main purpose of ECs as defined by the EU: achieving benefits for the community’s
members and its local context; while the Dutch provinces and municipalities support those communities
with additional funding schemes, with which they can lower the financial risks for citizens. Furthermore,
one aspect which was recognized as relevant but in both countries is still not implemented, is the
mobilization of the stakeholders, i.e., more in depth, understanding who the key actors are and opening a
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communication and cooperation channel with them. In fact, the MLG does not comprise only governmental
and public stakeholders, but private, too. Thus, the stakeholders identified at the local level should broaden
their collaboration, not only on financial support, but on sharing the engineering, technical and
administrative know-how as well, which is still considered a barrier to ECs’ development. In Italy, this could
encourage the spread of competencies, which are currently fragmented among different stakeholders and
result in one of the main barriers. Moreover, the Dutch cooperatives could benefit from this cooperation in
the early stages, with fewer risks in the investment and business plan, with easier access to the right
stakeholders. However, it must be noticed that few best practices exist in both countries, and they could be
beneficial for one and the other. For instance, the cross-interaction between Dutch ECs, as well as initiatives
to involve citizens in active participation regarding sustainability topics (e.g., ‘energy breakfasts’), could be
significant to be adopted by the Italian ones, where there is a lack of inhabitants’ engagement and
knowledge on the topics of ECs and sustainability aspects. On the other side, the involvement of the Italian
universities, as well as ESCOs and cooperatives’ interest could further deploy ECs on the territory.

Overall, the use of the MLG enlightened few barriers in both countries; however, it also supports
recommendations and solutions, as described above. The main recommendations for policy-makers
concern the facilitation of networking between members of ECs, and between the latter and the citizens;
the efficacious decentralization of financial and administrative power and competencies to the regional
level, the mobilization of stakeholders, as well as a clear division of roles and responsibilities across actors;
and a monitoring role to ensure a locally equal playfield. Furthermore, competences and funds should be
available for citizens, in order to achieve a fully bottom-up process of decision-making. And finally,
instruments, which could be regarding competences or financing schemes, to foster innovation.
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1. Introduction

With the recent EU Directive 2018/2001 (European Parliament & Council of the European Union, Directive
(EU) 2018/2001 on the Promotion of the Use of Energy from Renewable Sources, 2018), and the revised
Internal Electricity Market Directive (EU) 2019/944 (European Commission, 2019), the interest on how to
reduce GHG emissions while supporting a more sustainable way of producing (and consuming) energy is
rising, achieving a focal role in the European debate. One way that has the potential to speed up the pace
of this transition is the establishment of Energy Communities (EC) as legal entities (Lowitzsch, Hoicka, &
Tulder, 2020). The EU framework recognizes two definitions for Energy Communities, ‘Renewable Energy
Community’ (REC) and ‘Citizen Energy Community’ (CEC). Both definitions identify the organization,
governance, and purpose of cooperative initiatives related to the energy market, while emphasizing the
voluntary participation of citizens, local authorities, and small-scale businesses aiming at environmental or
social interest rather than profit. Energy Communities are hence citizen-led energy initiatives, and they are
arising across all of Europe as a decentralized way of energy production.

An energy community, acknowledged as both technical and social innovation, has societal relevance. On
the technological side, it promotes the use of renewable or technology-neutral sources in the production
of electricity, its decentralization from main power plants, as well as the supply of the produced (but not
consumed) energy surplus. In fact, members of these communities are identified as ‘prosumers’: owners
of one, or multiple, Renewable Energy (RE) or fossil-fuel-based source, they generate energy and sell the
surplus to the grid (Parag & Sovacool, 2016). From a social perspective, the development of this innovation
can strengthen the creation of other kinds of communities around the energy one, thus realizing a transition
that is also socially relevant: e.g., car-sharing, sustaining initiatives against energy poverty, while still
considering energy efficiency (Hiteva & Sovacool, 2017). Furthermore, the inclusion of locals in these
bottom-up initiatives for energy production can lead to an improved engagement on environmental topics
(Brummer, 2018; Busch, 2021). Hence, these new legal entities have the potential to develop not only a
change in the electricity sphere but also in people’s behavior and awareness. This decentralization of energy
production is noticed to be more and more crucial in the transition toward new sustainable energy systems
(Bauwens, et al., 2016), and thus, successful and developing factors, as well as obstacles, should be explored
when determining new policies.

This first introductory chapter aims to first explore Energy Communities’ barriers and, briefly the Multi-Level
Governance. This is achieved through a literature review to identify the knowledge gap. This process leads
to the identification of the main Research Question (RQ) and the sub-questions necessary to answer the
former. Finally, the societal and EPA relevancies regarding the topic are discussed.

1.1 Problem Exploration and Knowledge Gap

Energy communities can achieve a central role in the energy transition, allowing the decentralization of
energy production and consumption on different scales, from households to neighborhoods, to more
intensive production. To enable this transition, the EU relies on its Multi-level Governance (MLG) structure,
which should empower different layers, from the EU itself to the regional level, all necessary to ensure a
more sustainable way of producing and consuming electricity. However, from the literature review
presented below, it appears that Energy Communities, even though elements of this transitional process
are assessed and based on the MLG’s configuration, have not been analyzed through this lens. Hence, the
following sub-chapters are looking into MLG, both in general terms and specifically in the energy transition,
and ECs, in order to conclude with the identification of the knowledge gap.

1.1.1 Multi-Level Governance
Multi-Level Governance (MLG) is regarded as a central concept of the European Union, defined indeed by
the Committee of the Regions in 2009 (Committee of the Regions, The Committee of the Regions' White

1 Crasis between the words ‘consumer’ and producer’.
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Paper on multilevel governance, 2009). The aim is to support the development of the EU and its countries
in partnership with local and regional governmental authorities, as well as private ones. Thus, also when
reflecting on energy transition, the multi-level approach is relevant: due to the importance which was
recognized at the sub-national level (Janicke & Quitzow, 2017), local and regional authorities have gained a
key role to ensure this transition (Coopenergy, 2015).

Janicke (2015) provided an overview of the different layers of the EU governance, from the Global level to
the EU, National, State and Local Levels. Here, the Local level should further include the regional and
provincial levels, in order to depict fully all the realities of MLG.

More in detail, the author underlines both vertical and horizontal influences between, respectively, the
different levels of governance and the different actors in the same level. In each layer, best practices and
innovations are developed, and the regional ones are further scaled up by the layer above and supported
by the latter. Few mechanisms are identified horizontally, such as “pioneer activities and lesson-drawing,
networking, and cooperation, as well as competition”. The article ends with policy recommendations, where
it is underlined the importance of an MLG structure to affirm sustainable practices for the energy sector.

Furthermore, Dobravec, et al. (2021) summed up a few key points of MLG in their initial literature review,
firstly the relevance of an ‘active participation’ of all layers for ensuring the energy transition, then the
importance of analyzing energy and climate initiatives through MLG lenses since barriers and responsibilities
can be identified both horizontally and vertically, and the value of cooperation between the sub-national
and national level.

There are a few metrics utilized to assess how MLG is performing, and those are going to be explored and
reviewed in chapter 2. This process will support the establishment of a theoretical framework suitable to
analyze and get new insights into ECs.

To conclude, Multi-Level Governance is considered for a few years as an approach that can enable climate
and energy transitions. Thus, it can be regarded as a relevant theoretical framework for assessing the role
of ECs in these transitions. The analysis of best practices on how to further develop horizontally and
vertically the governance is still going on; however, few studies had already proved them useful in improving
metrics and assessment methods. Thus, the alignment of the different layers has been acknowledged as
valuable in supporting energy initiatives. However, ECs have not been analyzed from this perspective, hence
this void should be explored and filled, in order to support the research and the spread of these
communities. In the following chapter, a literature review is conducted on the different barriers which are
still hindering the development of these communities, as well as best practices and identified key actors.

1.1.2 Energy Communities

The subsequent literature review focus on highlighting the main barriers and the main growth factors for
ECs, in order to understand whether a knowledge gap can be identified regarding the governance of these
initiatives.

One of the main difficulties which are hindering the evolving process of Energy Communities is the lack of
political support. According to Capellan-Perez (2018), the latter manifests itself in the absence of a factual
policy framework: legal, technical, and economic regulations at the national level do not leave any leeway
for a community to grow and mature. On the same line of reasoning, other authors, like Brummer (2018),
Vallecha, et al. (2021), Mirzania, et al. (2019), identified a lack of a supportive policy framework. In their
literature review, Busch, et al. (2021) underlined as well the necessity of an integrated mix of policies in
order to successfully achieve ECs’ development. While researching the case study of a renewable energy
island in Denmark, Sperling (2017) identified different enabling factors for energy community projects, as
shown in Appendix 1.

Furthermore, the study of Warbroek, et al. (2019) shows that success needs to be incentivized by
incorporating simultaneously the three levels (EC itself, interaction among ECs, governance): for example,
asitcan beseenin Table 11 in Appendix 1, internal accomplishments in the community still implies cohesion
with both the local government and other communities to reach its full deployment. In the early stages,
‘organizational capacity’ (e.g., project champions, human capital, fund, time) and ‘linkages to
intermediaries’ as facilitators are acknowledged as key factors.
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Moreover, according to Lowitzsch et al. (2020), the governance is hindering the formation and scaling
process of these communities, not supporting their development: the enabling frameworks are lacking in
“developing, implementing and rolling out business models that broaden the capital participation of
consumers”. The latest research on new business models for energy communities, e.g., (Brown, 2019;
Fioriti, et al., 2021; Nolden, et al., 2020), highlights the necessity of intermediaries. The latter, already
mentioned in the previous paragraph, are organizations, private or governmental, that should achieve the
role of facilitators in both stakeholders’ participation and alignment with policy changes, as well as investors
of new projects when revenues of the energy community are high enough. Intermediaries need to support
the progress of “practical” and “endogenous” capabilities while providing knowledge and resources to
overcome barriers: these behaviors should accomplish the implementation of “energy and governance
systems for new practices and concepts” (Warbroek, et al., 2018).

However, energy communities are still not out of their niche (Ruggiero, et al., 2018). To sum up, several
problems that community collectives encounter are related to mismatch with existing institutions. These
include the absence of intermediaries in the decision-making process, unstable and uncertain policy
frameworks, limited political support and access to policymaking arenas, and experiencing a strained
relationship with government bodies that are not all eager to empower and support community energy
initiatives.

The absence of a consistent policy framework is partially due to the transposition of the beforementioned
EU Directives results in national regulations, where the main takeaways are the inclusion of both technical
aspects (e.g., gird tariffs, capacity) and governance ones (e.g., the role of members and eligibility) (Frieden,
et al., 2020). However, a few factors are still not included in those frameworks, e.g., the support on financial
aspects from governments, as well as on ‘structural’ and ‘symbolic’ resources, identified with engagement
and assistance for decision-making aspects (Bomberg & McEwen, 2012). Furthermore, Lowitzsch, et al.
(2020) underlined that the results of this transposition process are key to supporting the main
aforementioned factors which can strengthen the development of energy communities.

Moreover, Blasch, et al. (2021) in their recent research study depict four relevant research questions
concerning the deployment of Energy Communities, underlining the existing ‘mismatch between ambition
and reality’. The focus of these four research proposals, which still need to be addressed, is on the lack of
understanding on, respectively, the regulatory context, the learning mechanism, business models, and the
performance assessment for supporting the energy transition. More in detail, one of them is focused on
institutional setting and governance and how those can influence the emergence of these initiatives, as well
as support their spread. Thus, a knowledge gap concerning the topic of governance and its frameworks is
overall identified by the authors.

To conclude, a few barriers have already been acknowledged, as well as best practices. However, an analysis
through MLG of Energy Communities is still missing, leaving thus a gap in the research knowledge.

1.1.3 Knowledge Gap

Exploring these communities could support a deeper and new understanding of elements that are hindering
their full deployment, e.g., the transposition from the EU directives to national requirements; and,
furthermore, it could provide clarity concerning the different responsibilities of local, national, and
international actors, as well as intermediaries.

Consequently to the literature research, the forthcoming study will look into the different levels of
governance an Energy Community has to comply with, in order to formulate a comprehensive policy advice.

Additionally, in-depth case studies in the Netherlands exist but not in recent times, e.g., (Proka, Loorbach,
& Hisschemoller, 2018; Hufen & Koppenjan, 2015; De Vries, Boon, & Peine, 2016), except for (Vernay &
Sebi, 2020), while Italian case studies are still a novelty in the literature. Thus, in order to address these
guestions which still remain open, two case studies, one Italian and one, Dutch for a comparative approach
are going to be analyzed, as it will be explained in Chapter 2. However, since it is clear from both the EC’s
and MLG’s literature the relevance of intermediaries and the gap on how practically they can provide a link
between national and European governance, and national and local one, also the role of the latter will be
explored for both case studies. Different legal and administrative frameworks characterize the two
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countries, as well as geographical locations, making it interesting to explore both. Furthermore, an example
of a plausible intermediary at the European level is REScoop.eu, the European federation of citizen energy
cooperatives (REScoop, 2021) which has not been considered in any research paper yet. This organization
not only provides tools for citizens who are willing to create these communities, e.g., advocacy and
organizational development, but also citizen representation in the EU in order to achieve an equal playfield
across of all Europe.

Overall, a knowledge gap was identified regarding the Multi-Level Governance setting of Energy
Communities and this gap is going to be explored through different case studies which will support further
analysis and findings.

1.2 Research Question

The aim of this research is therefore to first differentiate between the different levels of governance that
participate in the spreading process of ECs and then combine the acknowledgments in the form of policy
advice for the involved governments on how to support the development of those communities. A gap in
the literature has been acknowledged concerning how Multi-level Governance could support the
development of Energy Communities. A policy advice is formulated on the latter question through firstly
the evaluation of the European Union governance, then the analysis of the Netherlands and Italy as case
studies, and furthermore the examination of the role of intermediaries, as a link between different layers
of the MLG.

Thus, the research question is:

‘How does Multi-Level Governance support or hinder the empowerment of Energy Communities when
comparing Italy and the Netherlands?’

The attempt of answering this RQ is achieved through addressing different sub-questions:

1. What are the implications of an MLG approach for Energy Communities?

2. How is the European Union hindering or supporting the empowering process of energy
communities?

3. How are the lItalian national and subnational governments hindering and supporting the
empowering process of energy communities: Italy as a case study?

4. How are the Dutch national and subnational governments hindering and/or supporting the
empowerment process of energy communities: the Netherlands as a case study?

5. What lessons and recommendations on MLG vis-a-vis Energy Communities can be identified and
applied by policy-makers according to the comparative case study of Italy and the Netherlands?

The first more descriptive question is useful to give the context and definitions of the metrics which are
used for evaluating MLG’s performance, as well as the identification of best practices from Energy
Communities; the aim is the establishment of an aligned metric for assessing the performance of EC through
an MLG perspective. The subsequent two questions aim to understand in practice what is still lacking in the
policy frameworks of respectively the European Union and both the Dutch and Italian governments on ECs,
in order to fill the gap on how to achieve a maturing process of those communities. The last one intends to
address the overall findings and data analysis, leading to the answer to the main RQ.

1.3 Relevance

Societal Relevance

As described in the previous chapter, the aim of the thesis is to assess how MLG performs regarding ECs.
First of all, the latter have a great deal of societal relevance. Reducing GHG emissions, increasing social
acceptance of RE sources, enhancing citizens’ knowledge on how energy is produced are a few of the
benefits which can arise when creating an EC. Furthermore, it supports the generation of a ‘communitarian’
feeling, which can start a virtuous circle of initiatives around these energy ones. On the other hand, MLG’s
approach has been acknowledged as relevant for climate and energy policies. Thus, applying this framework
to those communities can give additional insights into the factors which are still hindering the development
of these communities, as well as the elements which can support them and assist in their scaling process.
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Overall, the establishment of a theoretical framework based on the MLG’s approach for assessing ECs is still
a novelty, and it can support the already existing literature in understanding how to spread in the most
suitable way those communities and both their environmental and social impact across Europe.

Relevance to the Engineering and Policy Analysis (EPA) Master track

The EPA Master lays its foundation on an interdisciplinary approach, applied to Grand Challenges as main
topic. This thesis aims in analyzing the Grand Challenge of sustainability, specifically energy transition, and,
in order to achieve this goal, not only technology is significant to evaluate, but also organizational, legal,
administrative, and managerial aspects. ECs, in fact, are both technical innovations, since they allow a more
sustainable way of living with the use of RES and the aim of self-consumption, and social innovations. As it
will be explored in the following chapters, those communities involve human interactions, supporting the
creation of communities of people beyond the Energy one, e.g., car sharing services, involvement of low-
income households for the fight against energy poverty. Thus, the interdisciplinary methodology, which is
core for the Master, is crucial to address in a comprehensive way the subject of ECs.

Furthermore, this research ends by suggesting a policy advice as answer to the main RQ, advice which is
going to be formulated through analytical and validation processes of the EC's complex multi-actor system.

Overall, this research project fits the purpose of the EPA Master, since it examines a complex system of
interactions among stakeholders, while not only considering the technological aspects, but also policy
domains and networks among relevant public and private actors. It, hence, embraces the interdisciplinary
and actor-based approach which the Master requires, with the addition of a topic related to the Grand
Challenges.
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2. Theoretical Framework

In this chapter, it is established a theoretical framework that enables explanations and analyses of Multi-
Level Governance (MLG) and its relation to the decision-making process of Energy Communities. Firstly, the
definition of MLG is presented and discussed, and its background in the application for energy and climate
topics is explored; then, indicators used to assess MLG’s performance are identified through a literature
review. Finally, the identified parameters are reviewed to see if they are relevant for the scope of the
research, specifically for ECs, and, thus, a new theoretical framework is reached with the proper indicators.

2.1 Framework on Multi-Level Governance

2.1.1 Definition

Multi-Level Governance has not been defined univocally, yet. However, it can be depicted as ‘the
participation of a range of different types of actors (public, private and societal) in policymaking and
implementation through formal and informal means’ (European Parliament, et al., 2014). The main aim of
MLG to be utilized for is the switch from a centralized government to distributed, sub-national one, hence
the decentralization of governmental forms across levels (EU, national and sub-national) and actors. As
explained in the Introduction section and described in the following figure, Janicke (2015) provided an
overview of those different layers and stakeholders’ interactions, which can be horizontal (actors
cooperating at the same level) and vertical (actors interacting between different layers).

Global Level

EU Level
National
Level
State Level

Local Level

Figure 1: MLG (adapted from (Janicke (2015)).

Starting from the definition cited above, participation of actors in the MLG approach can be vertical,
between stakeholders of different levels, horizontal, between actors at the same level, and functional.
Those interactions provide the support for the shifting paradigm of ‘command-and-control’ policies into
more flexible and adaptive policies. The involved stakeholders are multiple, from governmental ones to
private, but also citizens and voluntary members (e.g., local authorities, universities, and communities). The
more recent theoretical studies on MLG, e.g., (Di Gregorio, et al., 2019) and (Kuyper, Linnér, & Schroeder,
2017), are also focusing on non-state stakeholders and partnerships among them, as well as their changing
relations, due to the more inclusive process which is arising in the field of energy and climate mitigation
policies.

Moreover, cooperation and participation among stakeholders of different levels and intra-level have been
categorized into two types of MLG, Type | and Type Il, where formal and informal arrangements can be
performed. The first one is in accordance with federalist principles, while the second one with adaptive
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policies’ governance. As is summarized in Figure 4, Daniell & Mercer (2017) represent, according to Grid-

Group Cultural Theory (Douglas, 1978), the different typologies of MLG.

Grid: subject to rules +

Grid:

Fatalist — Type O

- No one in control
- Breakdown of negotiations
Waiting for events to create a window
of opportunity that makes unilateral
action possible

Hierarchist — Type |

- Government control
- Top-down centralised management
- Primary negotiations are between
levels of governance

ties -

Individualist- Type Il

Business and individual actors’ control
Primary negotiations are between
economic managers (business
individuals, government and other

Egalitarian — Type Il

- Control is shared
Participatory multi-actor processes of
negotiation (community groups,
government, business and others) and

Grid:
ties +

groups) learning by doing

Grid: subject to rules -

Figure 2: Types of MLG (own adaptation from (Daniell & Mercer, 2017)).

Even though the first type implies clear jurisdictional boundaries and ‘non-intersecting memberships’, while
the second one is based on flexibility, those types are not mutually exclusive, since one can be absorbed in
the other and co-exist.

Moving on, what does a ‘good’ MLG actually mean? First of all, the Committee of the regions, a European
Union advisory body, when introducing MLG as a core concept for the EU, defined five principles for a ‘good’
governance: openness and transparency, participation, accountability, effectiveness and coherence
(Committee of the Regions, The Committee of the Regions' White Paper on multilevel governance, 2009).
Thus, this Committee identifies a resilient MLG in clear communication and division of responsibilities
between stakeholders, in an active inclusion of the latter from the policy design to the policy
implementation process and in straightforward goals and their evaluations.

The EU Covenant of Mayors, launched by the European Commission in 2008 to bring together local
governments voluntarily committed to implement climate and energy objectives, supports the effective
realization of MLG, for which it identifies two key aspects to be implemented: ‘structures’ and ‘dialogue-
processes’ ( Covenant of Mayors, 2021). The former implies formal and informal means of stakeholders’
participation, while the latter the interactions between actors. However, it is underlined that MLG is not
univocal, but its implementation should be customized to the territory’s and government’s needs.
Furthermore, Di Gregorio, et al. (2019) mentions three changes in power/authority mechanisms necessary
for a successful implementation of MLG. Firstly, power should be decentralized, applying a bottom-up
perspective; then, it should be allocated across the different levels of governance. And finally, coordination
arrangements should be spread internationally, avoiding the centrality of the state.

However, thus far only a few indicators and frameworks have been used for assessing the MLG's
performance (see next sub-section), and they can provide more answers on what relevant factors have been
acknowledged to be successful for its implementation.

In the scope of this thesis research, academic literature focused on the relevance of MLG in addressing
energy and climate policies. Di Gregorio, et al. (2019) coined the term ‘glocal’ to underline both the local
and global aspects of climate change mitigation, which can hence be solved only by integrating a holistic
and multi-level perspective of the governance. Likewise, Dobravec, et al. (2021) underline in their review
the necessity of all levels’” deployment to successfully address climate and energy policies. They outline a
few cases where MLG was utilized as an approach for the evaluation of energy policies in both developing
and developed countries; it enabled the acknowledgment of barriers (e.g., blurred responsibilities, lack of
collaboration, active participation from all levels) and best practices (e.g., relevance of regional and local
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authorities). Similarly, (Janicke & Quitzow, 2017) underline the necessity of multi-level governance for
addressing the complexity of climate and energy policies; moreover, they also highlight the relevance of the
local level of MLG, due to the crucial role of civil society (and thus, bottom-up initiatives) is starting to gain.

Furthermore, Smith (2007) addresses the role of the regional level regarding renewable energies in England
through MLG lenses. The latter was selected due to the complexity of the topic, its necessity for coordinated
activities and negotiation processes from different actors, and the relevance of networking; from his
findings, it turned out the high degree of interconnection between Type | and Type Il of governance. The
Committee of the Regions, as before mentioned, interested in applying the principles of MLG, analyzed how
this governance supports the performance of Sustainable Energy Action Plans (SEAP), and summarized a
few recommendations, e.g., a more central role of Municipalities, the necessity of more internal and
external coordination. The European Commission commissioned developed a study on MLG’s performance
from the perspective of local and regional partners on energy efficiency as the main topic (European
Commission, 2015); this European body underlined the need for MLG when approaching energy policies,
too. This study explores each level: the European one should have the task of providing both funds and
institutional regulations, the national one the adaptation to national legislation and support policies; the
local level should have enough leeway to provide ‘an open planning process with broad participation’, cross-
sector policies, and mobilization of actors. Additionally, it underlines the stakeholders’ identification as a
significant step in implementing MLG, as well as keeping them determined and in communication between
them.

2.1.2 Multi-Level Governance Indicators

MLG has been studied and theorized widely, as it can be read in the previous sub-chapter. A few studies,
e.g., (Hooghe & Marks., 2003) and (Committee of the Regions, 2014), explore more in-depth plausible
theoretical frameworks for assessing MLG’s performance, and, thus, for identifying the factors that are still
absent for its resilient implementation. Hence, this chapter examines those frameworks, in order to
understand the necessary indicators for analyzing the further case studies.

Firstly, Hooghe & Marks (2003) underlines three measures for MLG regarding how much is it dispersed
power across different authorities: the “distribution of policies across jurisdictions”, the “fiscal power” and
the “formal and informal power relations among jurisdictions”. The importance of this dispersion is
highlighted in the paper: decentralization enhances the role of citizens, ‘internalizes externalities’, and
supports innovation. In this article it is defined, according to what was just said, the two beforementioned
types of governance, where the EU is placed in between, with some elements from Type | (e.g., hierarchical
structure) and others from Type Il (e.g., flexible territorial authorities). The author identifies a few
characteristics regarding coordination across jurisdictions for each governance, which are key to understand
the possible dynamics MLLG can assume, as depicted in Table 5.

Table 1: Coordination in Type | and Type Il of MLG (own adaptation from (Hooghe & Marks., 2003)).

Type | Type Il
Non-intersecting jurisdiction Functional specificity
Sharply cascading scale Low level of distribution conflict
Multiplex competencies Ad hoc, policy-specific, architecture

System-wide institutional architecture

As it can be drawn from Table 5, Type | is based on a hierarchical structure, where the governments have
clearly defined not-overlapping boundaries on the same level and different levels, while Type Il decomposes
specific policies among overlapping and numerous jurisdictions. And again, the author identifies the mix of
both types as optimal: several task-specific Type Il governments and a few multi-purposes Type |.

The following frameworks are all utilizing those definitions and characteristics, in order to better understand
the forces and loops of MLG. And, thus, it is relevant to include them in this research.
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OECD (2010) applied an MLG’s framework to analyse climate change policies, more specifically for
understanding the coordination and interactions of stakeholders both at the same level and at different
ones. They identified as necessary for the analysed topic the inclusion of both the vertical and horizontal
dimensions. In order to do so, MLG for climate best policies is assessed through three main areas:

e |ocal and horizontal coordination;
e National/local and vertical coordination and their institutional models;
o Key tools for MLG.

With these guidelines, the authors established a few good practices, which are mostly located at the local
level. For example, the national level is valuable in creating a long-term and cost-effective framework, while
the local level can support innovation and the implementation of participatory systems.

Other best practices which are useful to consider when evaluating MLG are identified by the European
Parliament, et al. (2014). Those are summarized by the Committee of the Regions (2014) in the following
Table 6.

Table 2: Indicators of best practices for MLG (Committee of the Regions, 2014).

Indicator Specifics
Types of policy coordination e Vertical

e Horizontal
e Functional

Institutional capacity e New forms of organizations, procedures,
skills
Stakeholders’ mobilization e Process
e Design

e |mplementation
e Monitoring

Governance modes e More/less formal
Transferability and pragmatic arrangements e Tools used for implementing policies
Administrative and political stakeholders e Technical efficiency

e Democratic accountability

The authors evaluated MLG in EU countries against these indicators, which they identified as characterizing
this kind of governance. Again, the type of coordination between levels is explored, with the addition of
organizational and administrative factors than the frameworks explored before.

The European Parliament, et al. (2014) based partially their analysis on the scoreboard made by the
Committee of the Regions (European Committee of the Regions, Germond, Maurer, & Gaillard, 2012). The
latter is dived into two macro-areas, procedures and content, and those are analyzed through different
indicators with a score from 1 (low) to 6 (high), as can be seen in Table 7. This table is based on a more
recent version of the scoreboard (European Committee of the Regions, Vara, Unfried, Maurer, & al., 2018).

Table 3: Scoreboard for MLG (own adaptation from (European Committee of the Regions, Vara, Unfried, Maurer, & al., 2018)).

Indicators Specifics

Information and Consultation e Availability of information
e Enabling procedures for public
consultation
e Decentralized communication policies
(e.g., networks, grass root organizations,
LRAs)
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Stakeholders’ involvement e LRAs (local and regional authorities)
involvement and participation
e Quality of contributions

Responsiveness e Receptivity of EU institutions
e Consideration of LRAs’ contributions
Territorial/Integrated approach e Customization on the territory in defining
policies
e Inclusion of local knowledge/expertise in
policies
e Monitoring system
Smart regulation mechanisms e Simplification of administrative
mechanisms

e |mpact analysis

e Subsidies
Innovative instruments for implementation and e |nnovative instruments
partnership

The difference between this framework from the others above is the perspective that is adopted to evaluate
MLG: here, the focus is on local and regional authorities, and how this level deploys MLG’s full potential.

More specific on the energy sector, the International Energy Agency (IEA) explored how MLG can positively
affect energy efficiency. In order to achieve this purpose, IEA (2009) defined a scoreboard, mainly from 1 to
5, where the following indicators were identified:

Table 4: MLG for energy efficiency Scoreboard (own adaptation from (IEA, 2009)).

Type Specifics
Dimension of coordination e Horizontal
e Vertical
Modes of governance e Governing by authority

e Governing by provision
e Governing through enabling
e Self-governing

Scope considerations e |evel of inclusion (from bilateral to
multilateral, where multiple levels are
included)

e Type of energy efficiency measure
promoted

Structure considerations e |nitiation and decision-making process

(Bottom-up/Top-down)

e Nature of participation
(Compulsory/Voluntary)

e  Formality of administrative structures

e |evel of accountability (e.g., reporting
evaluation)

Other considerations e Budget size
e Funding symmetry

The authors included both MLG’s main frameworks (Horizontal/Vertical coordination and Modes of
governance) and additional elements which support the specificity of the analysis. For example, the
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indicator on energy efficiency is directly linked to the topic, in order to address and diversify all the possible
policies implemented (e.g., subsidies, refurbishment, training).

Finally, the last comprehensive framework addressed is the one created by (Riedel, Rambelli, & Storch,
2016) to evaluate the impact of MLG on the implementation of the Sustainable Energy Action Plan (SEAP)
across European countries.

Table 5: MLG's framework for SEAP (own adaptation from (Riedel, Rambelli, & Storch, 2016)).

Type Specifics
Transparency of the approach and e Active provision of information/ openness
communication of the consultation

e Responsiveness

Stakeholder Involvement and participation e Within the administration
e With Civil society / citizens
e With Businesses
e With local policy-makers/political fora

Horizontal Integration (cooperation with other e |ocal level
municipalities) e Cross-border cooperation
Vertical Integration (cooperation with authorities e Municipality contact
in different levels) e Regional contact

e National contact
Innovation e |nnovation
Additional criteria e Geographical distribution

e Size and structure of municipalities

In conclusion, the common factors which are, thus, identified as relevant are the ones concerning horizontal
and vertical coordination, stakeholders’ participation and innovative criteria. Hence, the next sub-chapter
is going to introduce the framework for energy communities on the basis of what was discovered in this
one.

2.2 Multi-Level Governance Framework for Energy Communities

ECs, as explained in section 1.1.2, while in a few countries are becoming more mainstream (e.g., Denmark),
in others they are still in the niche phase. Thus, understanding how MLG can support the deployment of
these communities at the regime level could be vital. As explained in the Literature review on ECs, few are
the factors that support this change. To sum them up, in the early stages of organizational development,
ECs should focus on engaging with citizens and local communities, in order to achieve support, by displaying
the benefits of being a member and a co-owner of these initiatives. In this phase, reaching consensus among
the different levels of governance, from the government to the citizens,. is vital for moving toward the next
organizational stage, in which energy communities face their success (or failure) in deploying sustainable
energy projects. The achievement of the latter is accomplished through challenges linked with
organizational capacity and the cooperation of intermediaries, if any. However, the success of ECs is also
determined by interaction with both the local government and local communities, thus implementing in its
structure ways of communication with the latter actors. Finally, acknowledging the importance of the
mission’s choice gives insights into the possible direction an EC is moving towards. Considering the success
factors for empowerment, a community can shape its organizational frame to achieve its full potential.

Hence, the framework based on MLG has the aim to continue filling the gap on best practices for ECs, as
well as factors that are still not considered in the different levels and between different levels of governance.
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In order to achieve this purpose, all the beforementioned indicators are compared to each other, and when
there is overlap, the most comprehensive indicator is chosen. The following step is to divide the indicators
over the components and dimensions of MLG. This results in a new framework, see Table 6, which will be
used to address the main RQ: How does Multi-Level Governance support or hinder the empowerment of
Energy Communities when comparing Italy and the Netherlands? The sub-questions mentioned in chapter
1.2 are meant to explore the case studies and understand the best practices of Italy and the Netherlands,

and what still can be improved. Thus, the selected indicators have the role to enable this identification.

Table 6: New MLG Framework for evaluating Energy Communities.

Dimension Indicator Specifics
Openness and Transparency Openness Networking
Transparency Availability of information

Enabling procedures for public
consultation

Participation Policy Coordination Vertical
Horizontal
When Process
Design
Implementation
Monitoring
With who Partnership (Within the
administration, With citizens,
With Private organizations,
With local policy-makers)
Accountability Responsibility Level of accountability
Effectiveness Regulation Formality of administrative
structures
Decision-making process Initiation and decision-making
process
Supportive mechanisms Budget size
Funding schemes
Innovation Innovative instruments
Coherence Alignment Receptivity of EU institutions

e Customization on the territory
in defining policies

The framework’s dimensions are based on the beforementioned five principles which were defined by the
Committee of the Regions as the foundation of a resilient Multi-Level Governance. Both indicators and
specifics were retrieved from the previous frameworks and analyzed if fitting the purpose at hand.

The measures for the indicators are defined in Appendix 1.

2.3 Conclusions
Overall, in this chapter the theoretical framework is established. The latter is useful to both analyse those
communities through a MLG lens and give insights on how to implement in a more fruitful way the MLG.
The framework was achieved through the delineation of both MLG’s definition and the identified indicators.
Furthermore, after a brief review of ECs, a new MLG framework for the evaluation of those communities is
determined. Five are the identified dimensions, Openness and Transparency, Participation, Accountability,

23



Effectiveness and Coherence, while eleven are the indicators upon which the following analysis will be based
upon. This framework is the result of an in-depth analysis of the MLG definition, its success factors, and ECs
elements that are significant to achieve their full deployment.

In the next chapter, it is acknowledged how this theoretical framework is utilized for the analysis of the
project. In fact, the research design and methodology are explored in chapter 3.
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3. Research Design and Methodology

This chapter addresses the following items. Firstly, the research design and its justification are addressed,
with a focus on case studies’ selection and comparative case study design. Furthermore, a brief description
of data collection’s methods and the objectives this research wants to achieve, as well as the following step
of data treatment and data analysis: thus, coding and qualitative data analysis. Finally, the chapter addresses
validity, its threats, and replicability of the analysis.

3.1 Research Aim

3.1.1 Research Design

This thesis aims to explore the impact of multiple levels of governance regarding the deployment of ECs,
and how it contributes to and improves the maturity process of these bottom-up initiatives for the energy
transition.

Given the purpose of this study, a qualitative approach, in particular, a comparative case study design, is
utilized. Qualitative methods are particularly appropriate for this study because they examine the different
meanings, experiences, and interactions that individuals have and place them within a specific context (Lune
& Berg, 2017; Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). The main benefit of using these methods is their capacity to consider
the complexities of each situation and, when studied, results in in-depth information needed to explore,
understand and explain phenomena. However, the qualitative methodology, as well as the quantitative one,
can be subject to bias from the author’s perspective. Thus, this limitation would be kept in mind throughout
the further study, which will be critically analysed to ensure its validity (Whittemore, et al., 2001).

As it will be discussed in the next paragraphs, the main research approach is comparative case studies,
specifically Italian and Dutch, in which the theoretical framework of MLG will be applied to them in order to
understand what are the successful or hindering factors for the Energy Communities’ development.

3.1.2 Research Flow Diagram

To present an overview of both the steps which are going to be followed and the structure of the research
project, a Research Flow Diagram is constructed. The research starts with a theoretical phase, which is the
preliminary research. A literature study on different concepts surrounding both MLG and ECs is conducted.
The first one is going to support the conceptualization of a theoretical framework, while the second one for
adapting and validating the latter. Also, stakeholder analysis will be conducted in this phase. This is used to
decide which experts will be interviewed. Then, interviews and desk research are the key methods for
retrieving data at the European level. Furthermore, the case studies of Italy and the Netherlands are going
to support the further analysis. Finally, data are analysed, and the policy advice is formulated to answer the
main Research Question. The steps which are going to be followed in this research are summarized in the
Research Flow Diagram below (Figure 2), while the methodology used will be addressed in the following
section.
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Figure 3: Research Flow Diagram (own figure).

3.2 Comparative Case Study Methodology

The methodology of ‘case study’ will allow the researcher to investigate within a real-life context. Yin (2014)
describes a case study as ‘an empirical study that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-
life context, especially when the boundaries between the phenomenon and context are not clearly evident.’
Hancock & Algozzine (2006) summarize a few recurrent characteristics which delineate case study research:
it focuses on phenomena, analysed in their own specific context through multiple sources of information.
Furthermore, case studies are utilized to address complex phenomena, both in an exploratory and
explanatory way (Harrison, et al., 2017). For this reason the research method in the present study fits and
tries to explain the specificity of the topic at hand. The case study, therefore, is a pertinent way to investigate
a real-life, answering the sub-questions and laying the foundation for giving a policy advice concerning the
governance of Energy Communities.

Furthermore, regarding the use of more than one case study, Yin (2003) and Stake (1995) utilize two
definitions. The former delineates the multiple-case study methodology, which, according to him, enables
an in-depth understanding of differences/similarities within and between cases. Similar to this definition,
Stake (1995) use the word ‘collective’ for identifying the application of multiple case studies. In this research
project, a multiple-case approach is designated to analyse two different case studies. To ensure that more
confidence is established in this methodology, firstly each case is addressed thoroughly (Baxter & Jack,
2010). Then, a comparison is achieved based on the theoretical framework defined in Chapter 2.

3.2.1 Case Study Selection

The previous sub-chapter explored and defined the theoretical framework, which, through the use of its
indicators, is going to be utilized to identify and further assess what MLG can enhance for the development
of ECs. However, the definition of the frameworks’ boundaries can support the identification and validation
of the chosen case studies. As mentioned in Chapter 1, the latter are Italy and the Netherlands. Thus, this
chapter has the aim to explain why those countries were chosen in the first place and in the light of this
framework.

Due to the broad context of the topic at hand, multiple criteria are utilized to assess the feasibility of those
two countries as case studies for the analysis. Firstly, geo-economic factors are addressed, to underline the
context in which ECs are developing, as well as energy-related aspects, e.g., energy sources and energy mix.
Furthermore, two more features are relevant to delve into: the current situation of ECs and the MLG
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structure in those two countries. Those two last points aim to enhance the understanding of the setting,
and whether Italy and the Netherlands are suitable for a comparative case study approach.

Firstly, the geo-economic factors of the two countries were considered. Italy, located in the Southern part
of Europe, is a less rich country, with lower GDP per Capita (ca. 31 USS) than the Netherlands (ca. 52 USS)
(World Bank national accounts data, 2022), in the North of Europe. Thus, analysing how two different
geographical locations, with different standards of living, are dealing with the development of Energy
Communities could depict a wider photograph of Europe’s connotations when addressing ECs.
Furthermore, it is relevant to address these countries since they have different energy mixes, where Italy
has higher shares of renewable energy sources than the Netherlands, as it can be seen from the graphs.

Total Energy Supply in 2018 in the Total Energy Supply in 2018 in Italy
Netherlands

0%

- -

1%

= Gas Oil = Coal+Others = Renewables Nuclear m Gas Oil = Coal+Others = Renewables Nuclear
Figure 4: Graphic of the Total Energy Supply in 2018 in the Netherlands Figure 5: Graphic of the Total Energy Supply in 2018 in Italy (IRENA, Energy
(IRENA, Energy Profile: Netherlands, 2021). Profile: Italy, 2021).

The data are referred to the pre-Covid19 period.

Additionally, the Netherlands makes use of a lot of Bioenergy (66%) when considering renewables, then
Wind (23%) and Solar (11%) (IRENA, Energy Profile: Netherlands, 2021). Not entirely different is the Italian
situation, where Bioenergy is still the main renewable source, with 50%, followed by Geothermal (20%),
Hydro/marine (15%), Solar (8%) and Wind (7%) (IRENA, Energy Profile: Italy, 2021).

Thus, the similar energy mix even though in the opposite areas of Europe makes it interesting to delve into
those countries.

More related to Energy Communities, mainly two factors were considered significant. Firstly, the
Netherlands counts the highest number of Energy Communities (ca. 670 in 2021) (HIER, 2022) after
Germany and Denmark, while Italy does not even reach the threshold of fewer energy pioneers’ countries
(e.g., Spain), counting around 20 Energy Communities (Utilitatis & RSE, 2022). Second, REScoop.eu
developed a tracker with which it monitors the transposition process of the EU Directives on ECs, specifically
the Directive on common rules for the Internal Electricity Market ((EU) 2019/944) and the revised
Renewable Energy Directive (2018/2001/EU), in national regulations (REScoop.eu, Transposition Tracker,
2022). According to it, the ltalian legislative framework for ECs is in a better stage than the one in the
Netherland. Italy defined thoroughly both RECs and CECs as legal entities, while the Netherlands lacks
separate definitions, leading to a not comprehensive regulatory framework and an incomplete definition in
terms of governance and citizen participation. Thus, it is relevant to analyse why the Netherlands, even with
a partial framework, counts a high number of ECs while Italy is facing the opposite situation; and later on,
to compare the results to identify best practices that could be significant for one and the other.

Lastly, the framework explained in the previous sub-chapter can support the analysis and comparison of
these two countries. The latter are at dissimilar stages of ECs’ definition, and thus evaluating them through
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an MLG lens can support additional insights and the uncovering of both success and ineffective factors.
Their MLG system is quite similar, both divided into multiple subnational governments, and with a
decentralized score, calculated by the European Committee of the Regions and based upon fiscal,
administrative, and political dimensions, equivalent in both countries (European Committee of the Regions,
Decentralization Index, 2022).

The MLG indicators can further uncover why, even though from a legislative point of view, regarding ECs, it
is more advanced than other countries, Italy does not see high numbers of Energy Communities in its
territory, leading to the hypothesis of hindering factors in the lower level of governance or in the
communication between them; and, on the other side, why the Netherlands is encountering difficulties in
a righteous and complete legal definition.

Overall, Italy and the Netherlands represent, from a geographical and economic perspective, two samples
of European countries. They are going through the transposition process in a complementary way; and,
thus, the analysis of those can lead to find Multi-Level Governance best practices, which are suitable for
one and the other, in their comparison.

3.3 Data Collection

Data collection was conducted through desk research and semi-structured interviews. Firstly, through desk
research, information will be gathered with the use of online academic search engines. Essential sources
for academic literature are Science Direct, Scopus, Google Scholar, and the TU Delft repository. Internal
documents of the European Union, Italian and Dutch governments will be used to enlarge the amount of
information. The overall desk research will generate better insights on how the governance of ECs works,
and what are the parameters that must be satisfied and promoted at a national level. Furthermore, the
understanding of those communities, generally speaking, and more specifically in area development cases,
will be improved. Desk research will provide more knowledge on what has already been researched and will
contribute to the understanding of the research problem and questions (Sreejesh, et al., 2014).
Additionally, interviews with experts, identified through the stakeholder analysis, will be conducted. There
are three different types of interviews: structured, semi-structured and structured (Bolderston, 2012).
Moreover, the chosen mode of the interviews will be semi-structured. This allows for new ideas to be
brought up to discuss during the interviews, as a result of what the interviewees say. It further allows the
interviewer to react to the answers of the interviewees and be more reactive than with a structured
interview, which is close-ended. However, this typology of interview brings some limitations: it is a time-
consuming task, and the achievement is dependent on the willingness of the people interviewed to
collaborate. Overall, the interviews are used as main source for input data for the framework, next to
literature sources. The questions can be found in Appendix 2, and those are based on the theoretical
framework presented in Chapter 2. In fact, the questions are divided into two areas: the first one with
general information on the interviewee and the liability of the shared insights; the second is further split
per dimensions of the MLG framework for ECs, i.e., Participation, Openness & Transparency, Accountability,
Effectiveness, and Coherence. Furthermore, due to the aim to evaluate the governance of the case studies,
the interviewees were selected to acknowledge the perspective of the different levels of government, i.e.,
national, subnational, regional and local. The interviews were conducted until no new additional
information was gained. And, as it can be seen in Table 7: Overview of interviews., each stakeholder
interviewed has been allocated within one or two levels, based on the different roles the stakeholder covers.
The interviewees were selected beforehand, through stakeholder analysis, which will be presented at the
beginning of the case studies’ chapters, and they were contacted mainly via e-mail. In total, 22 interviews
were conducted, online, and, when the interviewee agreed, registered. Furthermore, for those who
preferred to be anonymous, this condition was respected.
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Table 7: Overview of interviews.

Organisation Level of Governance Case Study
European Parliament European Europe/Italy
Energie Samen National The Netherlands
TNO National The Netherlands
Amsterdam Wind Local The Netherlands
RSE National Italy
Greenchoice National The Netherlands
GSE National Italy
Stedin National The Netherlands
Ass. Senatore Girotto National Italy
Enel/ComeRes European/National Europe/Italy
ComeRes European/National Europe/The Netherlands
Enexis National The Netherlands
REScoop.eu National/European Europe/The Netherlands
Municipality Den Haag Regional The Netherlands
Ventotene EC/FSA Regional/Local Italy
Regione Lazio Regional Italy
NEWCOMERS European/National Europe/The Netherlands
Arera National Italy
Ministry Economic Affairs National The Netherlands
TNO National/Regional The Netherlands
Bocconi University National Italy
Province Zuid-Holland Regional The Netherlands

3.4 Data Treatment and Analysis

After collecting the data from the interviews and the desk research, the conversations were transcribed as
text files, and grouped accordingly to the different case studies. All the gained information is analyzed by
the qualitative data analysis tool ATLAS.ti (ATLAS.ti, 2022), as software that allows Computer-assisted
Quialitative Data Analysis (CAQDAS). Thus, the latter software, which is suited to analyses large bodies of
textual data, is used to code the interviews and to link the coded data: more specifically, codes are based
on the indicators defined in the previous chapter, i.e., Openness, Transparency, Policy Coordination, When,
With who, Responsibility, Regulation, Decision-making process, Supportive mechanisms, Innovation,
Alignment. This supports the analysis of the interviews, allowing the identification on the text of relevant
insights. Furthermore, to enable a comparative analysis of the case studies, the incidence of the codes is
compared.

Moreover, within case study, firstly, the description of the stakeholders and the context, as well as the
timeline, were established; then, findings based on the interviews are analyzed through the lens of MLG,
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more specifically of the five dimensions acknowledged in Table 6, (i) Openness and Transparency, (ii)
Participation, (iii) Accountability, (iv) Effectiveness, and (v) Coherence. Then, for the cross-case analysis,
those findings are compared, in order to observe similarities and differences, as well as barriers and
hindering processes. A table is presented, to summarize the main acknowledgments. Finally, the sub-
guestions and the main research question are answered, and a policy recommendation is outlined.

For the validation process, after the research project is conducted, one expert of the ECs’ field, and
employer of REScoop.eu will reviewed part of the project. This process is conducted in this way for two
main reasons: firstly, to avoid bias; and furthermore, due to the wide context of the case studies, a one-
sided view would not be enough. Furthermore, validating the results, as well as the theoretical
framework, could enhance the trust in the replicability of the findings and in a further use of this
framework for other case studies. However, before the process of replication, limitations of this research
(section 8.3) should be acknowledged.

3.5 Conclusions

In summary, a multiply-case study approach, is used to answer the main RQ. Two case studies were selected,
Italy and the Netherlands, based on economic, geographical and MLG criteria. Firstly, a within-case analysis
is accomplished, and, afterward, the findings built on desk research and semi-structured interviews via the
MLG for ECs” framework are compared in a cross-case study. According to those findings, the analysis is
concluded with policy recommendations.

More in detail, from chapters 4 to 6, the case studies are evaluated individually, while in chapter 7 the
results of cross-case analysis are presented. Furthermore, the last two chapters of this thesis report
presents policy recommendations, and the reflection upon the results achieved. More specifically, the
research questions will be answered in the Conclusion and Discussion Chapter.
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4. The European Union

This chapter explains firstly the context around ECs at the European level. It, hence, specifies the landscape
and the form in which ECs were defined as legal identities, the relevant stakeholders in this environment
and a brief description of these communities’ definitions. Then, the results are going to be addressed with
their explanations.

4.1 Landscape

Even though ECs’ have been flourishing among a few European countries in the last twenty years
(Caramizaru & Uihlein, 2020), they were not acknowledged as legal identities, and in other countries, still
illegal. However, the turning point was in 2018 and 2019, when two directives were approved by the
European Parliament and the Council of the European Union through the ‘Clean energy for all Europeans’
package (European Commission & Directorate-General for Energy, 2019). This sub-chapter aims at giving a
clear picture of the process with which ECs were outlined, and will thus address a stakeholder analysis and
a delineation of what is meant by ‘Directive’ and with EC.

4.1.1 Stakeholders

Different stakeholders interact at the European Level. The most relevant ones are summarized in Table 9.

Table 8: Stakeholder Analysis at the European level.

CATEGORY ACTOR

GOVERNMENTAL STAKEHOLDERS e  European Commission
e  European Parliament
e  European Council
e  Council of the European Union
e United Nations
e  European Committee of the Regions
e  European Environment Agency
e  Member States
e Regional authorities

NON-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS e Researchers
e NGOs
e SME

e  Coalitions (e.g., the Broad Green Community)
e  Energy-intensive industry

e Coalindustry

e  Utility industry

Overall, different governmental stakeholders participate in the legislative decision-making process. In the
specific case of ordinary legislation procedure, the European Commission has the exclusive role of legislative
initiative, thus, proposing new laws. The latter institution is composed of 27 members (one for each
Member State), which are chosen by the President of the Commission and approved by the European
Council, and its role is to set strategies, as well as new laws and funding programs. Moreover, the European
Parliament and the Council have to approve the new proposals through a series of readings within which
the proposal can be changed (Daniele, 2014). After three readings, if the amendments have not satisfied
the majority of the parties yet, the proposal is rejected. For a better understanding of the context, the
Parliament is composed of no more than 751 members (750 Member States and 1 President), elected with
a universal suffrage every five years. The seats are distributed through a ‘digressively proportional’ process,
thus based on the country’s population. However, the members are divided accordingly to their political
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affiliation into transnational groups, e.g., Christian Democrats, Progressive Alliance of Socialists and
Democrats, or Group of Greens. It is relevant to add that members of the Parliament can also be part of one
of the Committees (20 at the moment); those standing or temporary Committees deal with specific issues,
e.g., Foreign Affairs or Development, and their role is to support the Commission in suggesting proposals.
Furthermore, the Council of Europe, in the ordinary legislative procedure works jointly with the Parliament.
The former has as members a ministerial representative for each Member State, and, for the approval of
new proposals, the majority is needed (i.e., 14 votes).

Therefore, only considering governmental institutions in the adoption process of a new proposition is
already intricate. However, stakeholders who cannot directly affect the decision-making process must be
considered as well. Through lobbying and coalitions, they can influence policy making: meetings with key
stakeholders, and papers published are a few of the means used to impact the final decision on new
proposals (von Malmborg, 2022). An example of the lobbying process Is given by (Ydersbond, 2018), who,
analyzing the 2030 Framework, identified three coalitions with shared interests. They concern the utility
industry, the ‘Broad Green Community’ and the Alliance of the Energy Intensive Industries. Additionally,
(von Malmborg, 2022) also recognizes the role of Member States and their coalition with the other Member
States, as well as with other stakeholders’ coalitions, in the lobbying process.

In summary, the decision-making process at the European Level is complex and not always linear and
unequivocal, with multiple stakeholders who try to influence this process. And thus, the aim of the following
sub-chapters is to give insights on the ECs definition and implementation process at the EU level.

4.1.2 Energy Communities definition at the European Level

As mentioned before, two directives are the ones concerning ECs, the Directive on common rules for the
internal electricity market ((EU) 2019/944) (European Commission, 2019) and the revised Renewable
energy directive (2018/2001/EU) (European Parliament & Council of the European Union, Directive (EU)
2018/2001 on the Promotion of the Use of Energy from Renewable Sources, 2018), both included in the
‘Clean energy for all Europeans’ package (CEP) (European Commission & Directorate-General for Energy,
2019). Before introducing those directives and their details, a brief preamble on what is a directive and what
are the implications for the Member States is presented with the aim of clarifying some aspects which are
relevant for the EU analysis regarding specifically ECs.

In the ordinary legislative procedure, a directive is proposed by the Commission and then is evaluated,
firstly, by the national parliaments, afterward by the European Economic and Social Committee, the
Committee of the Regions and it is finally approved by the European Parliament and the Council of the
European Union. The peculiarities of a directive are multiple: it binds the European countries (in this specific
case, all of them) to obtain the requested results, and it leaves to the country’s specific institutions to define
its proper forms and means to achieve them. On one side, it supports the centralization of results and goals
at the European level, while on the other side, it promotes the decentralization at a national level of
regulatory instruments. Furthermore, a directive is provided with a deadline, within which countries are
obliged to finish the transposition process and, hence, to implement it in their national legislation and
regulatory framework, or to prove it is already implemented. The Member States have in fact to present
the law(s) in which they applied the directive to the Commission for monitoring purposes (Daniele, 2014).
Thus, since the definitions of ECs are included in two directives, they must be transposed from the European
directives into national regulations. This process will be explored for both case studies in the following
chapters.

Moreover, how are ECs defined in those directives? Firstly, it must be specified that two different types of
ECs are defined: Renewable Energy Communities (REC) (European Parliament & Council of the European
Union, 2018) and Citizen Energy Community (CEC) (European Commission, 2019). The former is defined in
the revised Renewable Energy Directive (REDII) and the latter in the Directive on Common Rules for the
Internal Electricity Market (IEMD). Both REC and CEC are defined as legal entities:

—  “renewable energy community’ means a legal entity:
a) which, in accordance with the applicable national law, is based on open and voluntary
participation, is autonomous, and is effectively controlled by shareholders or members that
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are located in the proximity of the renewable energy projects that are owned and developed
by that legal entity;

b) the shareholders or members of which are natural persons, SMEs or local authorities,
including municipalities;

c) the primary purpose of which is to provide environmental, economic or social community
benefits for its shareholders or members or for the local areas where it operates, rather
than financial profits;” Article 2(16) (European Parliament & Council of the European Union,
Directive (EU) 2018/2001 on the Promotion of the Use of Energy from Renewable Sources,
2018)

— “citizen energy community’ means a legal entity that:

a) is based on voluntary and open participation and is effectively controlled by members or
shareholders that are natural persons, local authorities, including municipalities, or small
enterprises;

b) has for its primary purpose to provide environmental, economic or social community
benefits to its members or shareholders or to the local areas where it operates rather than
to generate financial profits; and

c) may engage in generation, including from renewable sources, distribution, supply,
consumption, aggregation, energy storage, energy efficiency services or charging services
for electric vehicles or provide other energy services to its members or shareholders;” Article
2(11) (European Commission, 2019)

In the REDII, Article 22(2) further stated, concerning the roles of RECs, that “[..] renewable energy
communities are entitled to: (a) produce, consume, store and sell renewable energy, including through
renewables power purchase agreements; (b) share, within the renewable energy community, renewable
energy that is produced by the production units owned by that renewable energy community, subject to the
other requirements laid down in this Article and to maintaining the rights and obligations of the renewable
energy community members as customers” (European Parliament & Council of the European Union,
Directive (EU) 2018/2001 on the Promotion of the Use of Energy from Renewable Sources, 2018).

REC and CEC have few characteristics in common. Firstly, to be eligible as those, they have to be attributed
with a l