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Executive Summary  

This report provides a cross-comparative perspective to give us a broader understanding of the differences 
between the regions in terms of the impact of ISABEL intervention. It also highlights the fact that bespoke 
solutions are required when addressing complexities that may not be similar in the targeted regions. 
Deliverable 4.2 discussed and highlighted the impact of ISABEL intervention across the three regions where 
the ISABEL project has been ongoing since 2016. It also included an assessment of the ISABEL activities and 
outcomes in the targeted regions of Germany, Greece and UK – what has been accomplished through these 
activities – and highlighted good practices and lessons learned in each region.  

This deliverable provides a cross-sectional analysis of the findings and the lessons drawn from it will be 
leveraged to provide valuable knowledge on socio-economic impact, environmental impact and public 
acceptance of the implemented interventions. The comparative analysis will also aim to identify common 
barriers as well as key success and failure factors for good practices in social innovation and community 
biogas interventions. The three regional case studies in Germany, UK and Greece are examples of complex 
adaptive systems which prevent the use of a tailored or one-size fit-all formula. For one, not only are these 
regions geographical diverse, but are also distinctive in terms of their political economy and regional 
differences.    

Cross-regional comparative studies further enable these differences to be identified and to explain as to 
why supply chain systems that work in one region may not necessarily work in another. Previous research 
on complex trans-border bio-diversity programmes has shown that it is virtually impossible to implement a 
uniform approach when dealing with complex and diverse projects across countries where the regional 
geo-political systems are very different (Mckinney & Vasilijevic, 2012; Vasilijevic et al, 2015; Mukherjee et 
al, 2014; Mukherjee & Bowden, 2015). This makes it necessary to innovate and adapt to regional 
differences and adopt policies and practices that are best-suited to meet local and regional needs 
(Mckinney & Vasilijevic, 2012). The pertinent question in terms of making policy recommendations, is the 
extent to which any generalisations can be made on the basis of insights drawn from the three regions and 
the communities therein that can be applied to regions and communities which might share the same 
characteristics. While this is a matter of analytic take and concern (see sections 4-7) one overarching 
inference can be drawn from the cross-regional comparative analysis of the ISABEL intervention: there is 
great scope for the future in terms of gaining self-sufficiency in renewable energy, regionally speaking, 
and this extends beyond the local or the regions.  

The ISABEL project is also a great example of ‘think global and act local’ as the UN sustainable development 
principles envisaged along with numerous studies around the globe on various sustainable development 
issues.  

 

 

Aims & objectives 
The main aim of the deliverable is to conduct a comparative analysis of the three regions where ISABEL has 
been operating since 2016. Through this analysis some of the best practice guidelines will be drawn 
including the lessons learnt by the identification of common needs and barriers, key success and failure 
factors for good practices in Social Innovation and community biogas interventions. This report then will act 
as valuable background information for other regions in Europe when proposing to initiate a community-
based biogas programme for the reduction of carbon emissions and to create a circular economy model.   
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Outline 
Section 1 of the present report provides an introduction to the report’s main aim and scope together with 
an overview of its role in the framework of ISABEL and the interrelations with other work packages and 
activities. Section 2 describes the methods used by offering a clear picture of how they were structured and 
executed within ISABEL.  

 Section 3 and 4 present and discuss findings from each of the three regions in order to set the scene for 
the comparative discussion of the three different landscapes. Following that, Section 5 groups these 
systematically, discussing common needs and barriers for community biogas development across the three 
regions. Section 6, then, focuses on the lessons learned, considering key success and failure factors as well 
as ways to address the latter.  

In the last section, conclusions are drawn and implications for actions tailored to the report’s findings with 
the aim to support biogas community energy projects are considered. 
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1. Methods  

In addition to the methods used for the purposes of Evaluation (see D4.2) (SWOT analysis, in-depth 
interviews, personal communication and group-discussion with various stakeholders in the three regions to 
understand cross-regional differences where ISABEL is operating), we have used a social survey method 
and transformative scenario planning to understand and compare regional differences.  

Mixed methods were used for the purposes of evaluation in order to ensure the robustness of the work 
presented in deliverable D4.2. The social survey method was used to gather information on whether the 
activities related to the outcome as discussed in D4.2 have had an impact on the regions where the ISABEL 
team was working since 2016. Hence, the survey helps us verify the depth of the impact that the ISABEL 
intervention had on the communities where the partners worked. A control sample was also taken in each 
of the three regions in order to compare the level of impact. A control sample is a random group of people 
who were not exposed to ISABEL’s work on community biogas. And they were asked to fill in the 
questionnaire survey on community biogas work.   

The Control sample helps us ensure and confirm the impact of the activities in the intervention areas in 
contrast or in comparison to areas where there was no intervention. For instance, it would have been 
difficult to understand or ascertain the level of influence and impact the ISABEL programme had in the 
intervention areas unless compared to an area in the same region where there were no intervention 
activities. The tools used for the social survey can be found in Appendix 1. While an effort was made for the 
same variables to be tested across all three regions and non-intervention areas, variation in the structure 
(question sequence) and content (inclusion/ exclusion of questions and values/responses) was inevitable in 
order to better address local particularities (for example levels of engagement and maturity, local 
geographies, state of the art in terms of biogas infrastructures, energy communities and relevant 
legislation).  

Transformative scenario planning is a method whereby various actors and stakeholders are brought 
together from the community to discuss and draw out a “Vision” for the future. For instance, in the case of 
UK & Germany, partners along with identified stakeholders were invited to the participatory evaluation 
workshop to discuss a vision of “what could be” rather than “what should be” or “what will be”. 

The rationale for using this method is that instead of framing policies and then observing its strengths and 
weaknesses, a transformative scenario building process enables groups/stakeholders/policy-makers to 
develop future scenarios by planning and looking at the whole scenario or model inside out. Usually, 
transformative scenario planning is useful in three different circumstances: 

a) When the situation is unsustainable, unacceptable and needs to be changed. 
b) When people cannot transform their situation on their own but need to work together with actors 

across the system who are relevant as stakeholders  
c) When stakeholders or actors are too polarised and need to find a way to work together to bring 

about the change which they cannot transform directly. So, the transformation process is 
approached indirectly.   

In short, transformative scenario planning is not a situation where actors adapt to a situation or force its 
transformation. It is a process of several actors/stakeholders working cooperatively and creatively to 
removing the obstacles and finding a way forward.  

This method was used in the participatory evaluation exercise to understand and visualise the complexities 
of initiating a community biogas in the regions. The exercise enabled people to describe the challenges 
they are confronted with, in trying to set up the initiative in the first place, things that acted as a blockage 
and the opportunities that will make them succeed. It is essentially a participatory process used in social 
sciences, bringing together people from various sectors to work together towards a solution and enabling 
non-community practitioners to understand the nuances of the landscape where they are operating 
currently and the subsequent problems they have encountered during that process. 



ISABEL                                                                                   Comparative analysis at cross-regional level 

 

 

August, 2018 Page  6 
 

 
 

2. Transformative scenario building  

A Transformative Scenario building exercise was used to project future scenarios which can enable future 
policy makers to understand the obstacles the current community biogas stakeholders are facing in the 
regions. These findings can also help them to create an enabling environment by addressing these 
problems and challenges. Transformative Scenario building is also a method used for identifying policy 
gaps and the solutions suggested by stakeholders can help us make policy recommendations and create a 
‘best practices guidelines’ for future use. It also helps to bring out the regional differences in the biogas 
landscapes where ISABEL has been working.  

The scenario exercise was conducted in Germany with partners (December 2017) and in the UK (July 2018). 
Community members who had been engaged since 2016/17 in the workshops in Hockerton/ Lincoln/ 
Grimsby/Calthorpe project sites were invited for the UK evaluation workshop. As a number of stakeholders 
wanted to see a functional and operating biogas site, the participatory evaluation workshop was held at the 
Calthorpe project site. The purpose was two-fold: to allow participants to see what a small-scale biogas 
initiative could look like and secondly, it was also a strategy to raise awareness on the circular economy 
concept. Similarly, in Germany, different stakeholders from the 3 regions of Obereschach, Mainau Island 
and Braunlingen were invited to the LCF office. Individuals who attended the workshop were part of the 
participatory evaluation work. Before proceeding with the description, it is important to highlight that the 
information in this section is what the various stakeholders mentioned rather than anything suggested by 
the ISABEL facilitators.  

In participatory workshops, regional stakeholders in Germany and the UK were asked to develop a vision 
of what a community biogas initiative would look like in participatory workshops. These exercises were 
possible only in Germany and the UK as the communities were mature enough to envisage such scenarios, 
this was in contrast to Greece where communities were embryonic. Therefore, we had to employ different 
methods with the Greek communities to find out the barriers, opportunities and challenges for the Greek 
biogas landscape. This is also reflective of the regional differences in the biogas landscapes of Greece, 
Germany and the UK and the level of maturity amongst stakeholders. The scenario building activity gave 
people an opportunity to design something together, which they cannot readily do directly or unilaterally. 
The findings from the activity helped identify the policy gaps and can be used to create policy 
recommendations.  

2.1 Germany 

Stakeholders for the participatory evaluation workshop in Germany were divided into groups and they 
drew two models for their vision of a biogas scenario in which they envisaged their idea of a community 
biogas project in the region. The two models reflect the maturity of the region and also reflect the thematic 
description of how a biogas landscape would look in Germany and South Germany.  

In the first model: Stakeholders visualised a sustainable community-owned biogas model Everywhere in 
Germany with two main aims or objectives viz. sustainable agriculture and climate protection (see Figure 1, 
p. 6). The diagram reflects the design of the biogas community in the region beginning with the source of 
financing, the location of the biogas plant, providing biogas energy supplemented by solar and wind energy. 

More explicitly, banks provided the finance to build and operate the biogas plant and local communities 
provided green waste, human resources and time to run the initiative. There is also provision for other 
renewable energy sources such as solar PVs for solar and wind power which will complement the energy 
vectors derived from biogas (such as heating, coolants alongside bioenergy). The residue from the biogas 
plant can be used as fertiliser for growing food/ vegetables. This fertiliser will increase soil efficiency, 
productivity and encourage people to grow food together and in the process bring people together.  

Advantages/ Opportunities that Biogas will provide:  

 Employment within the biogas community 
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 Diverse offer on biogas products 

 Sharing the electricity/ energy with nearby villages if it is available in excess  

 Biogas will meet the energy needs of the community 

 Microgas piping 

 Biogas offers more financial assurance 

  Prices and costs are predictable 

  Biogas also means less work for the farmer on the farm and this allows him to have more of a 
social life.  

 Biogas can be sustainable if the biomass/green waste is produced by one single farmer on his land 
and if the transportation is reduced 

 

It is also important to note that stakeholders drew these images and kept provision of not just the biogas 
plant but also other renewable energy sources such as solar PVs and wind power to compensate for other 
systemic needs of energy within the community.  

Stakeholders in this model described the circular economy model where a diverse range of products can be 
produced besides biogas. It reflects the fact that in Germany the emphasis is now on the wider 
environmental and social benefits of using ADs and that there is a shift in focus from energy crops to 
livestock waste and other forms of biomass waste. Another important point that comes out is the fact that 
biogas is not only addressing energy needs of the community, but also offers more financial assurance as 
the price and costs are predictable. In addition, a digester makes the life of a farmer much easier by 
integrating it with the existing farm system. For instance, every farm has its own regime, layout and 
operating system and this should be integrated with the biogas system and any other supplementary 
energy source such as wood chips etc. Once integrated, this will help the farmer by reducing his work load 
and making his life easy. 

Stakeholders also identified the diverse social background of the community as an obstacle to the progress 
of community biogas work because not all individuals may share the same motivation to create a biogas 
community. The second problem they identified is reduced efficiency as a result of mixed background of 
the community which could go against the building of a strong and cohesive biogas community. 
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Figure 1: Vision of a Sustainable Biogas Community in Germany- challenges & potential solutions to the 

pathway 

The second model reflects a more mature design whereby stakeholders wanted the project in an area in 
South Germany. The diagram below (see Figure 2, p. 7) shows that the feedstock would come from cattle 
manure which could be fed into the biogas plant. Some of it may also come from energy crops like maize, 
and wood pellets which will produce energy with a double use and this will be fed into the district heating 
network. Heat from burning the wooden pellets will also be fed from the biogas boiler into the district 
heating network and the local grid as an additional source of energy. Local citizens can use energy from 
different sources such as heat from the district heating network and electricity from the local electricity 
grid and also use the industrial waste heat. This model was drawn by the local energy company individual 
who thought that this was a much more sustainable model as the heat and electricity comes from different 
sources and adopts a circular economy model. This finding also supports our finding that in Germany, new 
installations will have to find a use of the surplus heat and electricity and a portion of the feedstock has to 
come from animal manure with a reduction in the use of energy crops.    

Stakeholders identified Biogas production and its use as a flexible option which is an advantage. Other 
opportunities that will make the community biogas initiative a success, are the presence of a community 
motivator, participation of energy suppliers and best practice examples. Broad participation by citizens and 
individuals in biogas recycling programme was also identified as another opportunity in order to make it 
successful.  

However, stakeholders also identified some of the obstacles to this model. They are: 

 Lack of participation by the locals which inevitably stems from lack of motivation  
 Unless there are attractive incentives or offers it would be difficult to motivate communities to 

adopt a community-based biogas initiative.  

 There is also land-use competition for the growth of energy crops such as maize, including land-use 
management issues which acts as a hindrance unless there is proper legislative support from the 
government.  

 This necessitates the introduction of new legislation that would be appropriate in order to support 
the circular economy Biogas model.   
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Figure 2: Vision of a Sustainable Biogas Community in Germany- challenges & potential solutions to the 

pathway 

Discussion 

The two models illustrate the design and look of the community biogas landscape within Germany. Large 
infrastructure feature in the biogas landscape in Germany. The theme is centred around large biogas plants 
in the region, with the energy from the biogas plant connected to both the local electricity grid and the 
district heating network. This in turn, provides energy to meet local industry needs and those of the local 
villagers who get their energy from multiple sources viz. the district heating grid and the industrial waste 
heat source. Several sources for this biogas energy have also been identified such as animal manure, energy 
crops and wood pellets.  

This diagram of a biogas landscape is very different to the biogas landscape in the UK. The next section 
describes the UK biogas landscape through the transformative scenario building exercise.    

 

2.2 UK 

Participatory processes were used to engage with stakeholders from the UK, for the evaluation exercise, 
and they looked at the community biogas initiative as a circular loop model. The discussion began around a 
community biogas initiative within an urban area (see Figure 3, p. 9). In the model, the digestate and biogas 
plant are put together. This is perhaps because stakeholders are thinking of ADs in the city like London, 
Lincoln city etc. 

In other words, the anaerobic digester and the composting units are kept adjacent to each other in the 
model frame as there are some synergies not just because of heat production but also because of the use 
of food and green waste which can be separated. For instance, those that can be composted will be 
separated from those wastes that will be put into the digester. Solar PVs are also needed for 
supplementary heat to keep the digester warm especially in the winter months and so will be kept closer to 
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the site where the AD is sited. As the setting is in an urban area, stakeholders discussed about how the 
location of the plant should not be very far from the local neighbourhood.  

When talking about communities in such initiatives, stakeholders suggested that it is important to look at 
who is in that community and to develop a centralised system where they could decide who to work with. 
Technical support is important and could be part of a centralised training programme. The digestate 
processing could be the centre point for processing surplus digestate around which you have schools, social 
housing, with community centre, business, retail markets, restaurants /catering, prisons, parks and 
universities. This process is reflective of a matured systems-thinking approach which is discussing about a 
centralised small-scale biogas programme within an urban space in the UK biogas landscape in contrast to 
the large-scale biogas model in Germany.  

This particular participatory exercise validates our findings from the ISABEL UK region that small-scale 
biogas communities are more likely to be successful in the UK. It also reflects the mature systemic thinking 
process which is relevant for the development of a circular economy model. However, stakeholders 
categorically identified the following as relevant in order to create a successful biogas plant in an urban 
area: 

 A proper business case, with a need to know the future value of food, waste/energy.  

 Need to know where the feedstock is coming from? In order to do that, it is important to know the 
predictive costs of energy, water 

 Need for enterprises such as technical knowledge on AD operation and maintenance, 

  Opportunities for food growing on sites 

 Opportunity to promote roof gardening which would promote greening of the cities 

 Need for a digestate processing unit and the opportunity to use it as a fertiliser for food growing & 
horticulture 

  In order to do that a future scoping study is essential with a future projection for the next 20 years.  

 Another important aspect is the digestate and whether the digestate can be turned into a product, 
knowledge of the processing system is important  

 Need for robust, creative public engagement activity  

 Need for financial incentives or tax breaks for local businesses, 

 Need for incentives for residents such as credits system where you get points which can be spent as 
sometimes people may not be interested in money but would love to get something in return.  

 Demonstration sites are also very relevant as interested people can learn something. 

As community engagement has been identified as a challenge, stakeholders also identified a strong need 
for:  

  Education and training on how to develop a sustainable biogas plant using the circular economy 
model  

 Alternate employment opportunities- these opportunities need to be communicated to the local 
people  

 Tax incentives/ relief for the local communities to motivate them 

 Reliable technology 

 Potential biogas site 

 Encourage opportunities such as gardening activities    
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 If you are a business, then environmental sustainability, corporate social responsibility to 
contribute to reducing emissions for the welfare of the society and environment  

 

 
Figure 3: Vision of a Sustainable Biogas Community in UK- challenges & potential solutions to the 

pathway 

Stakeholders also identified some of the challenges that would hinder the success of the community biogas 
initiative and suggested potential solutions. These solutions help in identifying the policy gaps and it is 
hoped that policy recommendations can be made from these findings. 

 Stakeholder identified a lack of connection between relevant policy that would support businesses, 
government and people such as, government could provide tax breaks for businesses, and 
incentives to communities. However, this support and nexus is not there to promote a community 
biogas programme in the UK.  

 There is a need for policies and regulations to support small-scale biogas plants. In other words, 
stakeholders identified a gap within the existing policy framework in the UK and how that is 
hindering communities from developing small-scale biogas initiatives.  

 There is also a problem with digestate and its use which should be addressed prior to setting up a 
biogas plant because of storage issues (see Section 5, pg.17 for more detail) 

 Lack of understanding of community needs is a stumbling block and participatory activities are 
required to tap into these. 

 Fear of poisoning and smell of rotten food or green waste can also be an issue but can be overcome 
through awareness 
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 Stimulating a sense of community is a challenge however but the opportunity of growing local food 
has the potential to support the evolution of community spirit and cooperation.   

 Another problem identified is that there is not enough demand locally to get rid of the waste (food 
and green waste) and this can be addressed through awareness raising activities. 

 Reduction in Renewable heat incentive & Feed in Tariff (FiT) presents itself as a problem and new 
policies are needed to promote community biogas work in the UK 

 

The second model (see Figure 4, p. 11) developed in the participatory evaluation exercise in the UK reflects 
again a small-scale biogas initiative within a vegetable allotment setting. Vegetable allotment centres are 
owned by the community and are given out on lease by the local authorities to the general public to grow 
their own food and vegetables in an eco-friendly way.   

Stakeholders wanted to setup the biogas plant within the vegetable allotment centre in an urban 
environment. They would begin by collecting food waste from the local housing sites and composting the 
food waste to produce biogas. The vegetable allotment centre would help diversify production as 
vegetables and plants can be grown for various purposes and also to meet seasonal needs. The biogas 
produced can be used to meet the needs of the allotment centre and to create a polytunnel where the 
surplus heat can be used. A nutrient recovery unit will also be useful within the allotment centre where the 
heat can be used to treat the nutrients, recover the water and use it for something else.  

This opportunity will help save the Local Council some money and reduce the impact of waste management 
for them as they will be using garden waste and food waste as feedstock for the AD plant.  

 

However, they identified considerable number of challenges resulting from:  

 Seasonal variation for instance, the cold winter months would require heat to keep the biogas plant 
warm  

 They also stated that motivating the communities is a huge problem and they would have to find 
creative ways to cultivate and manage those relationships. 

 They also stated that they need to find a balance between food and agricultural waste and the 
income from it mainly because it is dependent on the size of the AD plant. A very small AD plant 
may not be able to cope with extra food and vegetable waste and so they might need to find the 
correct size of the plant to meet the current needs of the situation 

 Another identified problem is start-up funds and subsequent funding till the plant becomes self-
sustaining.     
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Figure 4: Vision of a Second Sustainable Biogas Community in UK- challenges & potential solutions to the 

pathway 

 

Discussion  

The participatory evaluation exercise in the UK and the two models reflect the small-scale biogas 
programmes running locally, within the UK landscape. The biogas initiative as described by stakeholders 
usually began with food collection from the local housing sites and composting them. If we compare this 
description to our findings in Germany, we see that community biogas landscape comprises of large biogas 
plants which are connected to local infrastructural setups in Germany such as local district heating network 
or the gas grid and the local electricity network and these are then connected to the industrial waste heat 
network from which local citizens can access their heat and electricity needs. This reflects the emphasis on 
the wider benefits for the environment when feedstock is reliant on not just the energy crops & wood 
pellets but also livestock waste as well. The regional landscape in Germany also shows that the surplus 
energy is utilised by industry as well as local citizens and the system hopes to be viable through the process.  

Even though both exercises revealed common stumbling blocks such as policy and legislative hurdles and 
the need for targeted advocacy and awareness raising activities to motivate the communities, these 
exercises reflect the distinct features of the biogas landscapes in the two regions. Greece on the other 
hand, is a new entrant to the entire circular economy model and even though there is considerable interest 
in biogas work in some of the regions, considering the time, resources and human capital that is required to 
bring people into the programme, a targeted advocacy strategy in the region would expedite the progress 
of the community biogas work there. Section 3.3 elaborates on this through the participatory evaluation 
exercise. 
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2.3 Greece 

A transformative scenario exercise per se was not conducted in Greece as the assessment was that 
communities were not mature enough to participate in a visualisation of a community owned and managed 
biogas enterprise.  

If we reflect back from the beginning of the project, we note that the idea of a community owned biogas 
project was very new to the region (see for example D1.4). However, with ISABEL’s intervention and 
awareness raising activities people have become aware of the benefits that a community-based biogas 
programme can bring to the community (D4.2), to the extent that we can claim that a transformative 
scenario exercise can be part of the next steps for some of the engaged communities.  

A summary of the findings, have been documented here from a participatory focus-group discussion in 
Prespes, the most mature community in Greece (see Figure 5 below). It should be noted that this was 
based on the feasibility study conducted for the community, identifying different possible scenarios on the 
basis of the data provided by the stakeholders and subsequent analysis.  
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Figure 5: Vision of group discussion prompts for Sustainable Biogas Community in Greece  

The community visualised a small-scale biogas plant, the main aims being: 

 Responsible and lawful waste management and manure re-use 

 Some amount of energy production: moderate to start with targets to be modified upon 
experience with community biogas implementation 

The scale was preferred to be small as this was a tentative project in terms of function and output, 
community consistence and public acceptance.  

Some of the challenges that would hinder the success of the community biogas initiative are: 

 Fear of smell (and unexamined environmental consequences) 

 Existing use of manure 
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 Expectations of energy production and energy use (for example, the highest electricity 
consumption is made for irrigation purposes – could this need be addressed? And how?) 

 People acting individually  

 Implementation framework of the new law on energy communities missing 

However, the community identified that there were opportunities for community biogas including: 

 The availability of manure and reeds  

 The availability of possible location/sites for a biogas plant 

 The participation of the local authority to the biogas community  

 The good co-operation between the stakeholders 

 The possibility to subsidising some electricity use (e.g. for irrigation purposes) 

Finally, the community identified what it needs in order to proceed:  

 Further education/training, preferably in the form of services and human resources offered (i.e. 
consultation services) 

 A new, proper, targeted business case 

 Funding 

 

2.4 Commonalities arising from scenario building 

The participatory exercises above indicate that in less mature communities like the UK and Greece public 
acceptance is still an issue, attributable by both stakeholders and as a result of the evaluation to lack of: (i) 
education on biogas and renewable energy sources in general; (ii) training in running community biogas 
and community initiatives and projects in general.  

In Germany, on the other hand, while this does not feature as key in our study, lack of participation owing 
to other RES is noted. Could this be attributed to a burn-out vis a vis citizen participation in RES in 
Germany? 

While education and training need to be re-formed and tailored, what also appears as common across the 
UK and Greece is proceeding to the development of business cases. While in the UK this refers to coming 
to terms with managing community biogas as a ‘business’ as some of the stakeholders themselves said, in 
Greece this more fundamentally refers to receiving expert support on building such a case. The reason this 
is less an issue in the UK is because funding is available (though restricted) even at the planning stage 
(www.wrap.org.uk). In Greece both support and looking for it, besides and beyond the services offered 
through ISABEL, are contingent upon the availability of financial resources and individual motivation on 
the part of stakeholders to make such efforts in the absence of an existing support system. Two 
conclusions may emerge from this: while financial support for building a plant would be ideal, (i) funding 
(for) technical support in the first place and (ii) supporting social innovation seem crucial requirements in 
Greece. 
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3. Comparative Analysis of the three regions 

Comparative analysis of the three regions shows significant differences between the communities’ level of 
‘biogas readiness’ and understanding of the prerequisites that are essential to creating sustainable biogas 
communities. Before discussing these differences as well as specificities that apply to each region (sections 
4.1-4.3), it is important to highlight some of the findings that have a common thread running across the 
three regions.  

ISABEL’s intervention and activities have inspired communities in the UK, Greece and Germany to look for 
solutions that would enable them to create a sustainable biogas community. Our findings show interest in 
wanting to setup such an initiative in all the three regions. The Theory of Change exercise illustrated that 
despite differences in the stages of evolving into a mature biogas community, each region aspired to create 
sustainable biogas communities as their final goal (see D4.2).  

Whilst there are considerable differences between the regions, the inspiration to be part of a community-
run biogas initiative is strong. This is especially because of potential long-term benefits such as cheap, 
clean, renewable energy as heat or electricity, recycling of waste (animal, green/biomass and food) and the 
option to use digestate as a fertilizer to grow vegetables in a sustainable way. Whilst the stakeholders 
across the three regions were aware of this to a certain extent because of ISABEL’s awareness raising 
activities, to make this finding more robust, we surveyed a control group in each of the three regions, 
where there were no prior ISABEL intervention activities.  

Our survey from the Control group showed that even though some of the respondents knew what was 
used to produce biogas especially in Germany, there was no awareness of the challenges, risks or 
opportunities that a community-based biogas project presented in the control group. This finding was 
significantly strong in the UK & Greece and provides a measure of the impact that ISABEL had in the 
intervention areas. In other words, areas with zero intervention had no real understanding of how 
community-based biogas systems work, i.e. the risks, opportunities and challenges, compared to areas 
where ISABEL had been working. In Greece this was specifically attributed to lack of information / 
education / training by the control group.  

The evaluation work further showed that there were considerable challenges and barriers across the three 
regions which provides valuable lessons and insights on the various factors that would need support in 
order to create an enabling environment to promote sustainable community-based biogas programmes in 
the three regions. This information was gathered in the participatory evaluation exercise in addition to the 
SWOT analysis to enable us to consolidate our findings as these will be used to draw up the ‘best practices’ 
toolkit for purposes of replication. 

Sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 below sets out the comparative perspective by presenting what is specific to each 
region.  

 

3.1 Germany 

Our evaluation work in Germany showed that large ADs (digesters) are more common in the region and 
large digester owners sell their gas to the national gas grids as an alternative to generating electricity. But 
the gas has to be processed to meet the same standards as fossil natural gas. This fact was corroborated 
by the findings from the survey which showed a general awareness on biogas and bioenergy in Germany 
that is mainly because of existing bioenergy villages in the region.  

Despite the surge in the number of digesters in Germany and the fact that they produce over 2,700mW of 
power and reduce carbon emissions by at least 12m tonnes annually, there are considerable problems. For 
instance, maize cultivation in Germany has had a bad reputation due to the Nimbys caused by a new crop 
in the traditional farming systems. There is also a strong focus on power production alongside FiT in 
Germany. 
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After the twenty-year guarantee ends for the feed-in-tariff, there is concern over decline in support for 
renewable electricity from biogas in Germany. Hence digesters may no longer be financially viable. This is 
particularly so in rural areas where it is difficult to find a commercial use for the spare heat from power 
generators. This can affect both their energy efficiency and viability. This was expressed by stakeholders in 
Oberschach, for example, who reported that a district heating system that caters to 20 buildings, is not a 
viable business model. The end of the feed-in-tariff after 2020 in Oberschach has created a lot of scepticism 
and anxiety among the locals and the option was to separate district heating from biogas energy in order to 
realise a district heating system in the region.    

Overall, stakeholders reported that farmer’s life in the rural villages of Germany is difficult without biogas. 
Yet, while the above concerns could partly explain why refining the gas and feeding it into the gas grid is 
becoming a much more popular choice in Germany, the necessity to find new biogas-based products (e.g. 
charging station for e-mobility, district heating, mobile heating services) was also reported. In addition, 
Germany has also reviewed its farm digester policy whereby the emphasis is now on the wider 
environmental benefits of the process and the processing of livestock wastes rather than producing 
electricity from energy crops, solely. More emphasis is now being given to the utilisation of livestock wastes 
as feedstock in new installations and find a wider use of the surplus heat from the power generators.  

Relatedly, proper planning and an overarching strategy for setting up a community biogas project is seen as 
a key challenge, as is motivating communities to accept a community biogas model as an accepted 
renewable energy alternative, unless supported by the local authorities. For example, this could counteract 
the hindrance created by low fossil fuel prices, seen as potentially preventing community biogas from 
gaining momentum.  

The most notable concern, overall therefore, reported by stakeholders in all three communities of Germany 
(Oberschach, Braunlingen and Mainau Island) has been the lack of supportive legislation or policies from 
the government. This calls for a strong advocacy strategy at a regional, local or national level that will 
enable future community biogas initiatives to use this to advocate for favourable and supportive policies 
that will favour bioenergy from biomass and food and vegetable waste.         

 

3.2 UK 

In the UK, there were already existing small-scale biogas initiatives in the Yorkshire and Humber region and 
the passing of the Community Energy Strategy in 2014, led to small-scale initiatives across England and 
other areas of the UK. Community energy projects therefore are largely found to be geographically 
dispersed in the UK.  

Overall, the initiation of the Feed-in-Tariffs (FiTs) in 2010 and the introduction of the Community Energy 
Strategy led to an increase in community energy projects. However, recent policy changes, including the 
reduction to FiTs and the unstable political climate in the UK, have led to the slowing down of this growth. 
In addition, there is very little incentive from the government to promote further growth and support the 
already existing community energy projects.  

Nevertheless, a growing interest in community biogas projects in Lincolnshire and its surrounding areas was 
recorded as a result of growing waste management issues in the region and also because UK has an 
obligation to reduce its emissions from waste. This growing interest is substantiated by the participation of 
local authority members from north-east Lincolnshire in our ISABEL programme to learn and find out ways 
to set up a community digester in the area.  

Another encouraging factor for the UK ISABEL communities is the involvement of charities (such as His 
Church and Positive Activity) in setting up community digesters in their region, in the local villages of 
Binbrook and Brookenby – two local villages close to the business park on which the charity has its core 
operations. The charities were supported by ISABEL partners in setting up a waste recycling initiative to 
tackle the enormous amount of food waste.  
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However, even though the official attitude towards digesters has been changing rapidly, some of the 
challenges listed by stakeholders included: accepting the technology itself as well as the willingness to 
participate in getting a project up and running. As regards the former, ignorance, prejudice and fear were 
recorded. As regards the latter, lack of joined up thinking, (particularly the smaller you go in digester size) 
was reported.  

Technical issues and logistics were reported as challenges as well such as, the inadequate plant operational 
staff training & care, lack of enabling equipment to manage surplus digestate, and lack of affordable tech 
options for small-scale ADs as part of community owned initiatives.  

Last but not least, the regulatory framework and initiatives are seen as crucial here as well. For example, 
lack of development or council funding and integrity may result in an unsafe or inadequate design. 
Conditions suggested by stakeholders to be put in place in order to encourage community biogas include, 
for example, tax breaks for community investors and the ability to provide community with cheap 
electricity. 

 

3.3 Greece 

In Greece, there is no community biogas as such, only privately-owned ones (e.g. Lagadas S.A. - the closest 
biogas plant to the targeted communities). Therefore, first, it should come as no surprise that stakeholders 
reported no or very little awareness of biogas plants in Greece overall and in their area in particular. 
Second, if communities wish to observe how biogas plants operate in practice they would only have access 
to private business models, locally at least. There is now hope that this trend will shift, as a result of a new 
law (Law 4513/2018) facilitating the creation of energy communities (as well as a growing concern with RES 
and green development overall which might translate into an enforcement of existing laws on waste 
management).  

Overall, stakeholders claimed that there is a future for community biogas in Greece and expressed the wish 
to participate in a biogas community but have not done so mainly due to lack of time and / or opportunity 
or incentive. Nevertheless, they also reported almost no involvement with other RES. It is promising, 
however, that stakeholders in Greece commonly also thought that community biogas has benefits for local 
communities: waste management was recorded as the main benefit of community biogas, followed by 
economic benefits in rural communities and by electricity in urbanite/residential communities.  

Similarly to the UK and Germany, stakeholders in the Greek communities attributed a critical role in the 
community to local authorities. In more mature communities, biomass providers also featured high in 
importance, while in less mature communities private investment featured high. Having said that, some 
stakeholders who seemed more resistant to the idea of community biogas expressed fears that the 
community aspect would soon dissolve and private investment would take over at the expense of local 
community benefit. Generally speaking challenges related to knowledge, experience and community 
cohesion were both reported and identified. For example, stakeholders consistently thought that 
community spirit, participation and overall mentality are crucial challenges in setting up community biogas 
in Greece. To that end some stakeholders suggested that a critical mass, decisiveness and/or external 
agents should take over to help set up community biogas, all stating that clear aims and targets and 
transparency in decision-making are the most important ingredients for a biogas community to be work.  

That was also related to knowledge and experience in many ways. For example, stakeholders expressed the 
concern that they lacked technical knowledge (including on environmental impact) to see a biogas project 
consistently through. Also, the lack of relevant infrastructures in Greece was seen as a challenge in so far as 
there was no proof that community biogas would work and be efficient.  

Last but not least, solid national policy including a consistent regulatory framework, especially as a result to 
recent changes in legislation, were seen as important in setting up community biogas. Yet, the impact 
attributed to the existing legislative framework varied, with most stakeholders attributing some impact to it 
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for community biogas development. Funding and overall support (from the Greek state & the EU) are, 
therefore, crucial for Greek communities, stakeholders themselves explicitly stated.  

Finally, it should be noted that, depending on the maturity, type and disposition of the community and 
community stakeholders, there were variations between communities as also mentioned above. For 
example, stakeholders’ communication and co-operation was noted as an opportunity in some (more 
mature) communities, an obstacle in other (less mature) communities, or emerged as an issue to be 
addressed in communities which were co-operatives in the past or are at present. In positively disposed, 
mature communities, the availability of waste was recorded as an opportunity and an ingredient for a 
biogas community, while in less mature communities, issues related to mentality / participation and 
knowledge were seen as both obstacles and ingredients. In the latter case, reporting obstacles to setting up 
community biogas as ingredients and vice versa seems to be: (i) a dead-end approach, i.e. “what we don’t 
have is what we need and what we need we don’t have”, which hinders progress on community biogas 
development; (ii) a less insightful approach, which indicates that stakeholders in these communities have 
not come to terms with or considered in great detail what community biogas is (thus, not mature enough). 
Targeted engagement activities as a next step with these communities could help to resolve some fallacies 
and broaden stakeholders’ understanding of what community biogas development could entail. 

 

3.4 Insights from comparative analysis 

From the above, we can observe that the discussions and issues raised by stakeholders in Greece were 
more abstract and generic and less technical and specific than in Germany and the UK. For example, 
generally speaking figures were sought with regards to the setting up of a biogas plant and the annual 
income from selling energy and, in mature communities, attempts were made to conceive of energy 
output. This is to be expected of communities which have never seen a digester, let alone think about sizing 
and availability, the only exception being information they have come across (including visual exhibits) 
through the ISABEL intervention. Table 1 below presents an outline of the comparative insights per region.  

GERMANY GREECE UK 

 Difficult to motivate 
communities to accept a 
community biogas model as an 
accepted RES alternative unless 
supported by the local 
authorities 

 No guaranteed feed-in-tariff or 
financial assurance after the 
ending of the promotion period 
(2020) 

 Restrictions because of change 
in legislation 

 Lack of proper planning or an 
overarching strategy for setting 
up a community biogas project 

 Necessity for new biogas-based 
products  

 Farmer’s life in the rural villages 
of Germany is difficult without 

 Lack of experience & 
technical knowledge 

 Fears related to 
environmental 
consequences 

 Need to change 
mentalities and /or for 
critical mass 

 Lack of solid national 
policy & regulatory 
framework (also 
applicable to new law) 

 Lack of funding 

 Need for EU projects 
(information) / funding 
in support of such 
initiatives 

 New energy law and 
energy poverty 

 Need to understand and accept 
the technology 

 Participation  

 Lack of joined up thinking, 
particularly the smaller you go in 
digester size 

 Community rejection due to 
ignorance or prejudice & 
associated fear 

 Lack of council funding and 
integrity (resulting in an unsafe or 
inadequate design) 

 Unsupportive regulations and lack 
of incentives  

 Lack of enabling equipment to 
manage surplus digestate  

 Lack of affordable tech options for 
small-scale ADs  
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biogas    Inadequate plant operational staff 
training & car 

Table 1: insights from comparative analysis  

 
Overall, there are many lessons that need to be learnt from working across the three regions. The ISABEL 
project has attempted to capture several of these lessons from the common barriers that emerged across 
the three regions during the evaluation work, which will be discussed in the sections 5 and 6.  
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4. Common needs and barriers for the success and failure of 

Community Biogas Projects 

Some of the common barriers identified through the SWOT analysis (see 4.2 for details), questionnaire 
survey and participatory evaluation work have been used to identify and discuss these thematically.  

It is important to remember here that these problems and concerns have been expressed by stakeholders 
in the three regions where ISABEL have been operating. As these are real problems and is part of the 
community perception, people will not initiate a community biogas project if these fears and concerns are 
not addressed even if it appears insignificant to the project implementers. The solution for this is more 
awareness raising programmes with detailed technical information to address these issues. This is also 
something that we encountered when trying to motivate communities. Another solution for this is to make 
plans in advance prior to setting up a biogas plant. The participatory evaluation work captured these and 
therefore it is hoped that this will become part of the Best Practice Guidelines for the next deliverable 
(D4.4).  

 

Not knowing where to start: 

Communities who were interested in setting up a community energy initiative did not have the technical 
know-how or any advice on how and where to start. Even though ISABEL’s regional UK team provided 
various support services, the general opinion of some of the community motivators were that the small-
scale biogas initiatives required a lot of time, energy and resources, something that the community was 
unwilling to put in and that made the energy quite expensive. In that respect, a large-scale initiative 
reduced the unit cost a bit more even though there are issues of regulation and transportation of waste 
which become a challenge.   

Such complexities and challenges pose an even bigger challenge viz. getting the local community people 
motivated enough to want to establish a biogas plant in the area. This problem is further compounded by 
the lack of local authority support in some of the sites such as the Hockerton and Southwell region.  

We also found this similar theme in Prespes community in Central Macedonia, Greece. The community was 
enthusiastic about setting up biogas initiatives as a result of ISABEL’s awareness raising programmes, but 
lacked the detailed technical know-how and support required to setup a biogas plant in the area. 
Stakeholders expressed concerns with ‘not knowing where to start’ as well as with seeing a community 
biogas project through and suggested that technical support in the form of a service or allocated human 
resources would be required for such an endeavour. In other words, outsourcing some of the duties for 
setting up community biogas seemed ideal, as none of the stakeholders were able to devote time or 
provide technical knowledge or assume full responsibility for it. 

Some of the communities in Germany on the other hand had a much better idea of a biogas plant but were 
aware of the lack of policy and legislative support that would enable them to set up a community managed 
biogas programme.  

 

The Digester and the problem with the digestate: 

The other important barrier that could prevent the successful implementation of a community AD plant 
initiative is the problem with the output or the digestate. Our survey results including the participatory 
scenario building exercise showed that unless there is a clear pathway for the use of the digestate, there 
could be a problem of sustaining the initiative in the long-term. Stakeholders from the workshop, survey 
and in-depth interviews from several regions have expressed concern about a potential usage of the 
digestate prior to setting up a community biogas initiative. But prior to that, a good digester system should 



ISABEL                                                                                   Comparative analysis at cross-regional level 

 

 

August, 2018 Page  23 
 

 
 

not be too complicated to operate and simplify the waste management routine. This necessitates a 
bespoke model for each initiative depending on the needs of the community and only then can it help to 
reduce capital and running costs.  

In the UK, we found that there is a problem with the digestate as it cannot be used for commercial 
purposes, because it is subject to regulation and has to meet British Standards Institute requirements prior 
to being used as a digestate (Bywater, Pers. Comm., 2018). If it has not been treated to that standard it is 
still considered a waste and waste management regulations will be applied to its handling, transportation 
and application.  

Stakeholders in Germany were aware of the value of the digestate as a fertilizer for growing vegetables and 
for horticultural purposes and have started to recognize the importance of building partnerships with 
vegetable growers and similar producers (Konstanz region) for potential feedstock sources. However, the 
digestate was not known to be widely used in the Konstanz region as yet. This contrasts with the UK where 
small-scale community biogas initiatives have had to face a lot of difficulties in dealing with the digestate 
and it was even suggested in the transformative scenario building exercise that there should be a strategy 
for dealing with the digestate prior to the actualization of the community biogas initiative otherwise there 
is a risk of failure owing to long-term sustainability issues.       

The Greek communities were new to the concept of a circular economy concept but could see potential 
long-term benefits in setting a biogas plant within their community. Relevant legislation and initiatives are 
gradually addressing this, yet at this stage, the communities were not found to be very mature in terms of 
understanding the utility value of the digestate yet. Most stakeholders have never seen a digester or have 
relevant experience, thus some confusion and counter voices to setting up community biogas were 
expected (for example, concerning environmental impact). Despite being in a nascent stage in terms of 
understanding the intricacies involved in setting up a biogas plant in the region, what is remarkable is the 
amount of interest that has been generated as a result of ISABEL’s work in Prespes and Galatista regions, 
while the survey conducted in Leda Maria indicates a niche for further engagement activities as well.  

 

Storage of the Biogas:  

The evaluation work also revealed that there was a problem with the storage of the biogas in the UK. For 
instance, stakeholders from Hockerton and Southwell region have expressed concerns on biogas storage, 
potential leakage and the risk of explosion if there is not enough knowledge and understanding on how to 
store the biogas once the digester starts functioning. This concern also emerged in the participatory 
evaluation exercise and will become a barrier to a successful biogas initiative if plans are not made prior to 
the initiation of the project.  

The common method of storing the gas is inside the digester as suggested by the Calthorpe Project site 
participants. External storage is possible using a flexible, double-membrane gas holder, that can provide a 
convenient and cost-effective solution, but communities would need the training on the technical know-
how of how to store this. 

Some stakeholders mentioned that prior to initiating a biogas plant, one should have clear plans on the use 
and storage of the gas. Indeed, this was one of the identified problems in the Hockerton, Southwell area as 
there were concerns on not only how and where to store the biogas but also whether this would become 
too expensive over and above the cost of setting it up.  

There is an opportunity of storing it in bottles and if the rate at which the gas is coming out is not used up 
as quickly as it is produced, then the risk is you can end up with lots of bottles. So, there needs to be a plan 
before hand on what one is going to do with the gas and proper storage facilities viz. produce it for 
electricity or the mechanism to burn the gas when there is a surplus. For instance, the mechanics to 
compress the gas CH4, is not straightforward as it uses up a lot of energy in order to reduce the 
temperature to -180 C. 
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Discussing storage issues and general day to day activities only preliminarily concerned the more mature 
Greek communities, in relation to identifying location sites. Apart from sizing issues, the impact on the 
scenery and the environment were the main issues concerning Greek communities. Therefore, any follow-
up engagement would need to address these concerns more specifically and extensively.  

 

Policy & Legislative Issues: 

As Community biogas initiatives are a pathway to reduce emissions and the impact of climate change, 
supportive policies that advocates the management of waste and the installation of ADs leading to the 
generation of community energy initiatives can be conducive to this path of transition.  

Local authorities in some areas are aware of waste management issues including the reduction of carbon 
emissions but they lack the where withal or the funding and this has been a problem in supporting 
community owned biogas initiatives. For instance, in the UK, existing local authorities have targets set by 
national government for recycling as much waste as they can get ((in return for payments for landfill or 
aerobic IV composting plant gate fees reimbursement) in order to receive landfill or aerobic composting 
gate fees reimbursements. 

Secondly, existing food-waste suppliers would have to pay more for separating bin waste at source 
compared to their existing general waste bin charges. Further to this, stakeholders also mentioned that the 
market is fiercely competitive and the current profit margins are too low due to current low landfill 
charges!  

Stakeholders also mentioned unwillingness of Local Councils to support a pilot small scale food-waste 
management AD programme because they have a policy of giving long-term contracts with waste 
management companies and this becomes an obstacle in the path to transition towards community owned 
and managed ADs for biogas purposes. 

More specifically in the UK, under the revised EU framework DIRECTIVE 2008/98/EC), ADs are placed in the 
“Other Recovery” category which is below composting in Recycling which presents itself as a barrier as it 
contradicts the stated preference in other EU & UK DEFRA documents. This means that preference is given 
to composting over recycling and gives it low priority in the UK. In addition, austerity cuts and current UK 
waste legislation on ADs are far from supportive.  

For instance, stakeholders mentioned the reluctance of Local Authorities to support a pilot-study (using 
ADs) because to transfer some of their organic waste currently destined for landfill sites to their small AD as 
feedstock would mean (Mallelieu, 2011; Bywater, Pers. Comm. 2018; Mallelieu, Pers. Comm. 2018) a 
violation of national policy for cost-effective, macro waste treatment in massive incineration, AD or 
Aerobic plants, in place of landfill, with a minimum of them strategically located in the country served by 
large waste transporters.  This argument by local authorities seem to overlook the inherent pollution it 
causes including the impact of traffic caused by this long-distance commute by larger waste vehicles.  

Stakeholders have clearly indicated the lack of a nexus between policy-makers, general public and business 
enterprises which could create a favourable environment for a successful community biogas initiative. This 
means that policy-makers have little understanding of what the communities/stakeholders need in support 
of community biogas initiatives or even to set it up as a business initiative. For instance, stakeholders 
suggested tax breaks for businesses, financial incentives for general public to encourage communities to set 
up community biogas initiatives. As this is also another way to meet UK’s target to reduce emissions by 
2050, this policy gap has been recognized by some stakeholders. 

In Greece, as of January 2018 there is a new law titled “Energy Communities” (Law 4513/2018), which 
could in the longer run support community initiatives. This law allows for the participation of local 
authorities as community members, which was not the case in previous legislation. This is important as, 
interestingly, local authorities were seen as key players in biogas communities by stakeholders (see section 
4 above). There is hope, hence, that the new law on energy communities which allows for local authority 
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participation and membership would address this need/barrier at least at a legislative level. However, on 
the one hand, the implementation framework of the law is still pending, while, on the other, there are no 
policy initiatives targeting AD per se. These could justify stakeholders’ not unanimously attributing high 
impact to the new and reporting a policy gap / institutional support in general. 

 

 

 

Lack of funding sources: 

Participatory evaluation exercises with local stakeholders in Germany, UK and Greece revealed that 
financial support is quintessential in order to create a sustainable biogas model in both the regions. 
Stakeholders in UK specifically stated that funders were unwilling to fund projects if there is no business 
case and it is difficult to prepare a business case without some kind of income which needs to be in excess 
of expenses. Existence of excessive regulations created extra costs and extra costs meant that extra funds 
are required to prepare a business case.   

Examples of lack of integrated and joined up thinking include (a) organic associations apparently not 
allowing food waste from local shops e.g. bread shops (a clean waste) to be put into a digester but allowing 
contaminated kerbside waste or (b) introducing sustainability criteria for AD, but not supporting waste with 
low Bio-chemical Methane potential but accepting high polluting wastes such as slurry/manure AD. 

Stakeholders in Germany specifically stated that it is difficult to motivate local citizens because of lack of 
financial or any kind of incentives. This fact was corroborated by most of the stakeholders in Germany and 
UK from the questionnaire survey and the evaluation work stating that there is a strong need for not just 
regulatory support but tax breaks, credit system or financial incentives in order to motivate community 
owned biogas programmes.  

Depending on the level of maturity, funding issues raised by stakeholders in Greece concerned both the 
preparatory and the building stages. As stated in section 3.4 above, while the latter would be ideal, 
continuing to support awareness and knowledge building could work towards meeting this need and 
gradually addressing the financial and human resources barriers. 

 

Lack of Motivation or willingness to participate: 

This has been identified as one of the most widely prevalent barriers across the three regions: Greece, 
Germany and the UK. Community owned and managed biogas initiatives require the willingness to co-
operate in creating such an initiative by the local people, the lack of which has been the strongest barrier to 
the success of community biogas initiatives.  

Stakeholders explicitly mentioned that it is important to listen to what people actually want.  They also 
stated that when we talk about communities we need to look at who is in that community and what do we 
need to make that community initiative successful and what do we essentially want from each community.    

Some mentioned that not understanding what the community wants can be a hindrance and that it was 
important to listen to people and learn what they cared about most. Sometimes it is the aesthetics of their 
environment that is important such as regeneration of the environment and that can help build on social 
capital and the assets that are prevalent within the community. This can help foster a positive relationship 
with the community. 

A second important factor is the understanding that it takes time, money and resources to influence 
people’s behaviour. A targeted advocacy strategy with a strong awareness raising component can be a very 
useful tool to create a positive behaviour towards such community owned initiatives. The effect of this can 
be compounded by the presence of an enthusiastic social animator or motivator.  
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Therefore, initiatives at EU, regional and national levels with the aim of developing a trend towards social 
innovation, green development, circular economy, community building, etc., should continue taking into 
account the insights above and lessons below (see section 6).  

 

Not enough awareness on the source & benefits of Community Biogas as a renewable energy: 

The general level of awareness on the source of biogas was quite high both in Germany and UK. 
Respondents from Germany both from the intervention and the control group were able to identify 
biomass waste, vegetable and horticultural residue as a source of biogas alongside energy crops and animal 
manure. This is mainly because of the prevalence of bioenergy villages. Respondents were also aware of 
the benefits of using biogas as a source of energy but our response from the survey suggests that there is 
not enough awareness on the benefits that Community biogas has the potential to deliver in both the 
regions.  

In Germany, most people knew about heating and environmental benefits as a potential benefit with few 
mentioning food waste management as a benefit of community biogas generating from the circular 
economy model of ISABEL. The level of awareness and knowledge was mixed and not homogeneous and 
suggested more awareness raising work at local, regional and national levels to get relevant stakeholders 
plugged into the programme.  

Communities in the UK expressed mixed concerns about biogas digesters within their village. In the UK, 
new communities even demonstrated negative attitude towards a biogas digester (as seen in 
Winteringham) and some were sceptical of the costs it would involve including its long-term sustainability. 
This understanding of the need for more awareness raising work has led to the setting up of a community-
based biogas education centre in the Todmorden region. This could act as a demonstration site for 
awareness raising work and is a consequence of ISABEL’s intervention activities and acting as a catalyst in 
creating this initiative even though at the moment, there are logistical issues which has stalled the progress 
of this work. However, it is hoped that this will develop in the coming months into a community education 
centre for community-based biogas work.  

Survey results showed that in the UK, most respondents were aware of the source of biogas viz. food, 
biomass and animal manure, but very few stated all the benefits listed in the questionnaire viz. Heat, 
electricity, waste management, economic, social & ecological. This finding is similar to the responses from 
stakeholders in Germany. This is indicative of the level of impact that ISABEL’s intervention activities have 
had on the targeted communities. It also suggests that whilst there is general awareness, there is still a 
need for more outreach and awareness raising activities in order to get communities fully motivated 
towards a community biogas project.  

In Greece, the level of awareness of biogas source was relatively high in the sensitised communities and 
less so in the control group, though two points are worth making here: first, the questionnaire itself listed 
all possible options as well as an “all of the above” option, thus having an informational function as well; (ii) 
there was relative variation in the responses of the different types of communities (e.g. urban/residential – 
rural/agricultural), which indicates the scope for both generic and tailored information campaigns and 
engagement. Similar to Germany and the UK, and even though the questionnaire included all possible 
benefit types (for information/educational purposes as well), virtually no respondent selected them all. The 
most commonly left-out options were “social benefits” and “economic benefits”, indicating that 
stakeholders don’t yet see the bigger picture. Again, while variation in the responses of the different types 
of communities (e.g. urban/residential – rural/agricultural) was to be expected (i.e. as regards utility of 
biogas output, etc.), more outreach and awareness raising activities seem to be required to get 
communities fully on board towards a community biogas project. 

In fact, most respondents in all the three regions mentioned that there is a need for more awareness 
raising activities to engage the wider community at large including the local policy makers. This need was 
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identified by stakeholders based on the general feeling of communities being risk-averse and expressing 
concern about the long-term sustainability of the initiatives without financial support.   

 GERMANY GREECE UK 

Start-up 

 Lack of local 
authority support 
to initiate a biogas 
project 

 Knowledge of 
biogas not 
homogenous   

 Lack of technical 
know-how on setting 
up a biogas initiative 

 Small-scale initiatives 
require a lot of time 
energy & resources  

 Large-scale biogas plants 
less costly (but more 
resource-demanding for 
transportation costs; 
possible regulatory 
issues) 

Digestate  

 Use of digestate 
not widely 
mentioned by 
stake-holders in 
South Germany 
(used in other parts 
of Germany) 

 New to circular 
economy 

 Identified long-term 
benefits in setting up a 
biogas plant 

 Not mature in 
understanding the 
utility value of the 
digestate 

 Only a bespoke model for 
each initiative to reduce 
capital and running costs 

Storage 
 No known issue 

with biogas storage 
in the region 

 Storage issues minor 
concern (only by 
mature communities) 
in comparison to the 
site location  

 Risk of gas leakage & 
explosion 

 Provision needed for 
storing biogas prior to 
setting up the biogas 
initiative 

Policy & legislation 

 Lack of supportive 
legislation or policy 
to promote biogas 
from food waste 
and biomass 
(especially with the 
end of feed-in-tariff 
by 2020)  

 There is no known 
regulation or policy 
targeting biogas per se 

 New law on energy 
communities  

 Legislative & bureaucratic 
hurdles for small-scale 
biogas initiatives 
(especially if used for 
commercial purposes) 

Lack of Funding  

 Strong need for 
financial incentives 
to get communities 
motivated.  

 Funding issues 
concern both the 
preparatory and the 
building stages 

(Depending on level of 
community maturity) 

 Funding sources & 
commercially viable 
models a major challenge 
to initiating biogas 
projects 

Motivation  

 Low fossil fuel price 
& availability 
undermines 
motivation towards 
biogas projects 

 Motivation contingent 
upon time, money & 
resources (all of which 
are scarce) 

 Incentives & tax breaks 
needed by government to 
motivate communities  

 Understanding peoples’ 
perspectives to tailor 
incentives 
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 GERMANY GREECE UK 

Awareness  

 Knowledge not 
homogenous 

 Targeted advocacy 
work needed  

 Strong advocacy 
programme needed  

 Need for a strong 
awareness raising 
programme 

Table 2: Common needs & barriers  

 
In a nutshell, these common needs and barriers in the three regions provide valuable learnings and it is 
hoped that these will be used to draw up the policy recommendations and the guidelines for Best Practices. 
The next section draws out the key lessons learnt at the regional level which account for the success and 
failure factor of the ISABEL project. 
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5. Lessons and evidence at regional level: key success and failure 

factors  

Some of the lessons drawn from the participatory evaluation workshop and from various focus group and 
group discussions with stakeholders have enabled us to identify factors which facilitate or hinder the 
setting up of a community biogas initiative at the regional level. Some of them were drawn when 
evaluating the impact of ISABEL on each of the communities where the intervention was on-going, and 
some have been recorded from the participatory evaluation exercise (see Section 3) and through the social 
survey (see Section 4). Section 6.1 below presents the key essentials for a successful community biogas 
initiative. Following that, in section 6.2, the key failure factors are discussed.  

Key success and failure factors as ‘lessons’ will be subsequently leveraged to provide valuable knowledge 
on the socio-economic and environmental impact as well as the public acceptance of the implemented 
interventions.  

 

5.1 Key essentials for a successful biogas initiative  

In all three regions, the key essentials in order to develop a successful community biogas initiative seemed 
to revolve around: community participation and commitment, funding issues, technical and local 
authority support, clear, consistent and supportive policy/regulatory framework, and appropriate 
location. However, there were variations per region, which indicate both the maturity of the communities 
and of community biogas in the three regions.  

In the UK, besides the factors above, communities indicated the will to assume ownership in the 
development and technical planning of community biogas. For example, understanding the technical side 
and logistical correlations as well as fund raising abilities were listed as important success factors. In 
addition, treating community biogas as a business was also commonly listed, including logistics. For 
example, clear business models that can pay back the local investors and developing strategies for using 
byproducts were treated as success factors for community biogas. Finally, knowledge of existing 
infrastructures and networking were seen as significant factors. These included identifying local AD plants 
and RES, collection and transport systems, as well as pressure groups (to understand and manage 
opposition), while connecting with external and local agents, such as interest groups, educational institutes, 
and sources of waste (e.g. restaurants, etc.).  

In Germany, which is considered the most mature region of the three, issues concerning the operation and 
sustainability were treated as success factors. These referred to long-term sustainability of biogas plants, 
including the after the end of the feed-in-tariff (EEG). Generally speaking, supportive local government and 
federal policies, addressing public prejudices and networking were listed as key for success.  

Finally, in Greece, where energy communities and biogas infrastructures are less developed concepts and 
initiatives, issues related to success at the start up phases were focused on as success factors (with issues 
related to the actual operation and sustainability marginally considered). These revolved around two axes 
mainly: (i) participation-communication, i.e. willingness to participate and act as collective, team-
working/community spirit; (ii) knowledge and expertise, i.e. support to acquire more knowledge but mainly 
to see a community biogas project through (including identification of funding, managing regulations, 
setting up and operating the plant, including advice about how to set up and work as an energy 
community).  

  
GERMANY GREECE UK 

 Supportive local 
government or 

 Available waste  A committed team of people 
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GERMANY GREECE UK 
municipalities 

 Well-informed citizens 
 Committed operator of the 

biogas plant 
 Promote/lobby with the 

federal government to 
establish heating networks 

 Financial support & 
subsidies 

 General public should be 
open without prejudices or 
preconditions  

 Professional support of 
experts 

 Opportunity to network 
with when there is an 
existing community biogas 
project   

 Location factor is important 
 Long-term sustainability  
 Existing biogas plants after 

the end of the feed-in-tariff 
(EEG) 

 

 Participation – getting 
people together into a 
collective (i.e. motivation to 
do so as well) 

 A critical mass to be 
involved and see it through  

 Ability of stakeholders to 
work together as it seems 
shared that there is some 
difficulty with that 

 Unanimity and agreement 
between stakeholders  

 Decisiveness – just making 
it happen; some to stir the 
wheel 

 Knowledge and expertise – 
need for more information 
but also for external 
support, e.g. from experts 
or local authorities  

 Funding  
 Regulatory framework to 

rely on  
 Identifying the right 

location  
 

 Engaged & motivated citizens  
 Understanding of technical side, 

site/ location and logistical 
correlations including  

 A robust strategy for using 
byproducts   

 The ability to raise funds to run 
the project  

 Clear business models that can 
pay back the local investors with 
clear examples to base this 

 Support of the local authorities  
 Support to write a grant proposal  
 Support mechanisms: existing 

infrastructures, policies, local 
experts, schemes 

 Connecting with external agents: 
existing local, e.g. educational 
institutes 

 Networking with all local sources 
of waste, e.g. restaurants, etc. 
(not all organic waste is simple to 
appropriate) 

 Identify stakeholders, local 
community, youth and interest 
groups, local MPs etc. 

 Knowledge of existing pressure 
groups (e.g. environmental 
pressure group) 

 Knowledge of existing AD plants in 
the area 

 RES & infrastructures - identify 
what exists  

 Identification - Availability of 
waste 

 Collection and transport systems 

Table 3: Success Factors 

 

5.2 Key failure factors and ways to address them 

Our evaluation shows that ISABEL has had a wide and general impact in the three regions in terms of social, 
economic and environmental outreach.  

In the UK, considerable interest has been generated within the communities where ISABEL has been 
working and beyond. Whilst new communities have expressed interest in wanting to initiate community 
biogas projects, the old communities have expressed several concerns and challenges they faced whilst 
trying to start small-scale initiatives. Some of these have already been discussed but the most pertinent one 
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within the UK is the fact that communities do not have a strong cohesion. Some areas, such as the 
Southwell and Hockerton region, are dormitory villages. This means that most people commute outside 
their villages in pursuit of livelihoods and the community feeling is weak. In such instances, ISABEL partners 
had to identify stakeholders in order to create a sense of community prior to talking about community 
biogas work. With the community biogas work, a sense of community has started to develop. However, it 
must also be remembered that it takes a long time to influence people and their behaviour.  

While the potential for economic and environmental benefits are substantial, community biogas 
programmes in the UK remains a huge challenge because of unsupportive legislation pertaining to small-
scale biogas initiatives. Additionally, the need for a robust business case, financial support and incentives 
are quintessential to the success of community biogas initiatives. These challenges are compounded by the 
unstable political climate in the region which has created considerable uncertainty for the future of the 
UK’s biogas community. This in turn has also created a lot of uncertainty on the UK’s commitment to 
reduce carbon emissions in the region.  

Despite such challenges, ISABEL has had some positive impact on the regions where it has intervened. For 
instance, in the Lincolnshire region, potential waste management issues have given rise to multiple small 
initiatives and it is hoped that these will emerge in the near future. Other new communities would need 
more engagement and awareness raising activities in order to keep them warm and engaged with the 
community biogas programme.  

In Germany, general knowledge on bioenergy is high but knowledge is not homogenous. People are 
complacent, and this attitude is detrimental to the success of biogas communities. For instance, the Baden 
Wurtemberg region is an economically prosperous region and makes people less sensitive about expensive 
biogas generated from food or vegetable waste. However, wealthier communities are also more likely to 
agree that Green Energy is better than an unsustainable energy system. It is important to identify those 
hooks when raising awareness.  

In Greece, similar to Germany knowledge and interests vary and these can present barriers to moving forth. 
As in the UK, the role of social innovators, who share wide acceptance within communities, have been key 
in motivating others not just to be involved in developing community biogas but be sensitized in the first 
place. Therefore, identifying local, social innovators has been (and continuous to be) an important part of 
the ISABEL intervention. Additionally, as in the UK, the need for robust business cases, financial support but 
also of leadership seem quintessential to the success of community biogas initiatives. Though ISABEL 
support has been provided for feasibility studies, yet more technical support and funding would be 
required in subsequent stages of community biogas development in the Greek communities. This needs to 
go alongside continuous engagement. However, on the one hand these will most likely outlast the duration 
of ISABEL, while, on the other, the extent to which consultancy services can remain complimentary during 
ISABEL in the first place was raised in Greece and the UK (see also 4.2). 

Overall, an important learning from the ISABEL programme is the fact that it takes considerable time, 
resources and person hours to influence people and decision-makers. Across the three regions we also 
found numerous bureaucratic hurdles and, therefore, the need for a tailored advocacy strategy targeted 
towards relevant stakeholders including decision-makers. This need has been identified across the three 
regions in order to ensure a successful biogas community, sustainable in the long run. 

 In the light of this finding and recognising the complexities involved in engaging and influencing human 
behaviour, another significant learning has been the need to incorporate training for partners 
implementing the programme at a ground level. Whilst technology and science are essential for sustainable 
biogas communities, training in community engagement from community practitioners could benefit 
future programmes and ensure that the challenges faced by project implementers during the ISABEL 
programme, are not repeated for other regions in Europe, when this is replicated.  This training can then 
be extended to community motivators (more than one), once identified, to continue the work as 
sometimes local politics and vested interests or even personal circumstances could become a stumbling 
block which could hinder the progress of community engagement. This training to community motivators 
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will ensure that community engagement work continues to progress without which communities, risk 
getting cold and can lose momentum once ISABEL (or other relevant projects in the future) comes to an 
end.        

 
 
 

GERMANY GREECE UK 

 Knowledge variations  

 Low ecological incentives in 
the ISABEL communities  

 Economic benefits not crucial 
for ISABEL communities  

 Knowledge & interests 
variations 

 Lack of human resources 
expertise to develop 
community biogas  

 Lack of free / funded support 
systems  

 Lack of cohesion / community 
spirit 

 Underestimated time it takes 
to change behaviour 

 Unsupportive legislation 

 Unstable political climate 

Table 4: Failure Factors 
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6. Conclusions 

The ISABEL programme and its project implementers are new to the concept of Social Innovation in the 
context of renewable energy from food and biomass waste in the three regions of Europe: Germany, UK, 
Greece. Added to that is the complexity of implementing a circular economy model which requires bringing 
about systemic change in a systematic way. Systemic change is an ever-evolving process and is subjected to 
considerable time especially where the concept is new. It also involves changing perceptions and 
consciously taking measures to bring about change by creating a favourable environment. Favourable 
environment generates from supportive policies and legislations which promote change followed by 
various incentives which motivates people’s behaviour favourably towards the desired outcome. 

This deliverable illustrates how a sustainable transformation can be created by understanding what people 
want and what they need so that this would align with the overarching goal of the programme. The 
evaluation work has also brought to light the immense challenges that project partners encountered, the 
policy gaps that need to be addressed and the lessons that we brought home so that these can be used to 
develop policies which would support the transformation towards a cleaner, greener environment with 
reduced emissions. These lessons can also be used to develop best practice guidelines so that when such 
programmes are replicated in other parts of Europe, these mistakes are avoided, and learnings are taken 
into account before such programmes are initiated.  

More importantly, it is important to remember that complex systems require adaptive, innovative and 
bespoke solutions as a one-size-fit-all formula will not be able to address heterogeneous complexities in 
different regions. Keeping that in mind, the ISABEL programme provides a broad spectrum and a wide array 
of complex scenarios within which partners have worked to transform and motivate communities to 
endorse community biogas programmes. Whilst some regions have progressed less than expected, these 
experiences carry valuable lessons which can be used to develop not just robust policies but also an in-
depth understanding of the various stages and intricacies involved in creating sustainable biogas 
communities within Europe.  
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8. Appendix 1: Questionnaires 

8.1 Greece 

Intervention Groups  

ΕΡΩΤΗΜΑΤΟΛΟΓΙΟ 

 

1. Γνωρίζετε ανανεώσιμες πηγές ενέργειας; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
α. Όχι (αν όχι πάτε στην ερώτηση 3)  
β. Ναι. Αν ναι, ποιες; Αναφέρετε εώς 3 παραδείγματα 
 
....................................................................................................................................... 

 
2. Έχετε ασχοληθεί με ανανεώσιμες πηγές ενέργειας; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. Ναι 
β. Όχι 
 

3. Γνωρίζετε μονάδες βιοαερίου στην Ελλάδα; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
α. Όχι  
β. Ναι. Αν ναι, ποιες;  
 
....................................................................................................................................... 

 
4. Από τί νομίζετε ότι παράγεται το βιοαέριο; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. Βιομάζα (υπολείμματα και απόβλητα φυτικής και ζωικής προέλευσης, π.χ. κλαδέματα, κοπριά) 
β. Ενεργειακά φυτά (π.χ. καλάμι, καλαμπόκι) 
γ. Οργανικά αστικά και οικιακά απόβλητα (π.χ. τρόφιμα, λαχανικά, φρούτα, φυτά / χόρτα) 
δ. Όλα τα παραπάνω 
ε. Κατι άλλο; .................. 
ζ. Δε γνωρίζω 
 

5. Κατά τη γνώμη σας υπάρχει μέλλον για το βιοαέριο στην Ελλάδα;  
α. Ναι 
β. Όχι 
γ. Δε γνωρίζω 

 

6.  Υπάρχει μονάδα βιοαερίου στην περιοχή σας; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
α. Ναι 
β. Αν όχι, θα θέλατε μονάδα βιοαερίου στην περιοχή σας; Ναι / ‘Οχι 
γ. Δε γνωρίζω 

 
7.  Γνωρίζετε τί είναι οι ενεργειακές κοινότητες;  

α. Όχι (αν όχι πάτε στην ερώτηση 10) 
β. Ναι  
 

8.  Γνωρίζετε τί είναι οι ενεργειακές κοινότητες βιοαερίου;  
α. Όχι (αν όχι πάτε στην ερώτηση 10) 
β. Ναι.  
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9. Από πού μάθατε για τις ενεργειακές κοινότητες βιοαερίου; 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 
 

10.  Θα θέλατε να συμμετέχετε στη δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου; α. Όχι. Για ποιούς λόγους; 
................................................................................................................. 
 
...................................................................................................................(πάτε στην ερώτηση 17) 
 
β. Ναι. Για ποιούς λόγους; ....................................................................................................... 

 
11. Έχετε ασχοληθεί με τη δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας 

αφορά. 
α. Ναι 
β. Όχι. Για ποιούς λόγους; ................................................................................................................. 
 
...................................................................................................................(πάτε στην ερώτηση 13) 
 

12. Έχετε αναπτύξει σχετικές συνεργασίες; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. Ναι 

β. Όχι  

 
13. Από την παρακάτω λίστα κατατάξτε τους φορείς με βάση την κρισιμότητα της συμμετοχής τους στην 

ενεργειακή κοινότητα βιοαερίου (1=πιο κρίσιμος, 9=λιγότερο κρίσιμος) 

☐ Τοπική αυτοδιοίκηση 

☐ ΜΚΟ  

☐ Πολίτες  

☐ Τράπεζες και φορείς χρηματοδότης 

☐ Επιχειρήσεις/Ιδιωτική πρωτοβουλία 

☐ Παραγωγοί/πάροχοι βιομάζας 

☐ Πάροχοι ενέργειας 

☐ Εμπειρογνώμονες (ειδικοί επιστήμονες, ενεργειακοί σύμβουλοι) 

☐ Άλλοι; .................................................................(παρακαλώ σημειώστε) 

 

14.  Κατα τη γνώμη σας, ποιά είναι τα τρία σημαντικότερα συστατικά μια υγειούς ενεργειακής κοινότητας 
βιοαερίου; Κυκλώστε εώς 3 επιλογές.  
α. Ομοφωνία 
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β. Ξεκάθαροι στόχοι & σκοποί 
γ. Η σύνθεση της κοινότητας 
δ. Η διοικητική διάρθρωση της κοινότητας 
ε. Η διασύνδεση με την τοπική κοινωνία 
ζ. Διαφάνεια στη λήψη αποφάσεων  
η. Διακριτοί και ξεκάθαροι ρόλοι 
θ. Το όφελος της ενεργειακής κοινότητας 
ι. Το όφελος την τοπικής κοινωνίας 
κ. ‘Αλλο; ..................................................... 
 

15. Τί χρειάζεστε για να δημιουργήσετε ενεργειακή κοινότητα βιοαερίου; Αναφέρετε εώς 3 παράγοντες / 
συστατικά. 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 

 

16. Ποιές είναι οι ευκαιρίες που παρουσιάζονται για τη δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου; 
Αναφέρετε εώς 2 παραδείγματα 
 
...................................................................................................................................... 
 
....................................................................................................................................... 

 

17. Ποιά πιστεύετε ότι είναι τα κύρια εμπόδια για τη δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου; 
Αναφέρετε εώς 2 παραδείγματα 
 
...................................................................................................................................... 
 
....................................................................................................................................... 

 
18. Πόσο επιδρά το υφιστάμενο νομοθετικό πλαίσιο (π.χ. ο νόμος για τις Ενεργειακές Κοινότητες) στη 

δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
 
α. Δεν επιδρά καθόλου  β. Επιδρά λίγο  γ. Επιδρά μερικώς  

δ. Επιδρά αρκετά   ε. Επιδρά πολύ 
 

19. Θεωρείτε ότι μια ενεργειακή κοινότητα βιοαερίου έχει οφέλη για τις τοπικές κοινότητες; Κυκλώστε την 
επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
α. Όχι (πάτε στην ερώτηση 21) 
β. Ναι 
γ. Δε γνωρίζω 
 



ISABEL                                                                                   Comparative analysis at cross-regional level 

 

 

August, 2018 Page  38 
 

 
 

20. Σημειώστε τα πιθανά οφέλη για την περιοχή σας/κοινότητά σας. Κυκλώστε όσες επιλογές σας αφορούν. 
α. Θέρμανση 
β. Ηλεκτρική ενέργεια 
γ. Διαχείριση αποβλήτων 
δ. Οικονομικά οφέλη 
ε. Κοινωνικά οφέλη  
ζ. Οικολογία / Περιβάλλον  
η. Άλλο; .................................................................(παρακαλώ σημειώστε) 
 

21. Ποιά άλλη ανανεώσιμη πηγή ενέργειας θα μπορούσε να εγκατασταθεί ή χρησιμοποιηθεί στην περιοχή 
σας;  
 
...................................................................................................................................... 
 

22. Θα μπορούσε το βιοαέριο να συνδιαστεί με άλλες ανανεώσιμες πηγές ενέργειας; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή 
που σας αφορά. 
 
α. Ναι, π.χ. .................................. 

β. Όχι 

γ. Δε γνωρίζω 

 
23. Πώς έχει επιδράσει το πρόγραμμα ISABEL σε σχέση με τα παρακάτω; Κυκλώστε όσες επιλογές σας 

αφορούν. 

α. Ενημέρωση σε σχέση με το βιοαέριο 

β. Ενημέρωση σε σχέση με τις ενεργειακές κοινότητες 

γ. Ευαισθητοποίηση σε σχέση με τις ενεργειακές κοινότητες βιοαερίου 

δ. Κινητοποίηση σε σχέση με τη δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου 

ε. Υποστήριξη της δημιουργίας ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου 

ζ. Υποστήριξη της ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου 

η. Μεταφορά τεχνογνωσίας πάνω στο βιοαέριο 

θ. Μεταφορά τεχνογνωσίας πάνω στις ενεργειακές κοινότητες 

κ. Μεταφορά τεχνογνωσίας πάνω στις ενεργειακές κοινότητες βιοαερίου 

λ. Άλλο .................................................................(παρακαλώ σημειώστε) 

 

24. Ποιά είναι τα σημαντικότερα εφόδια που έχετε αποκομίσει από τη συμβολή του προγράμματος ISABEL; 
Αναφέρετε εώς 3 εφόδια. 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 
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Ευχαριστώ για το χρόνο σας  

Για εσωτερική χρήση παρακαλώ συμπληρώστε τα παρακάτω στοιχεία: 

Επάγγελμα / Ιδιότητα / 
Απασχόληση:............................................................................................................................ 

 

........................................................................................................................................................ 

 

Φύλο. Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. Γυναίκα   β. Άνδρας 

 

Ηλικία. Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. 18-24  β. 25-35  γ. 36-50  δ. 51-65 

ε. Άνω των 65 

 

Control Group 

ΕΡΩΤΗΜΑΤΟΛΟΓΙΟ 

 

25. Γνωρίζετε ανανεώσιμες πηγές ενέργειας; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
α. Όχι (αν όχι πάτε στην ερώτηση 3)  
β. Ναι. Αν ναι, ποιες; Αναφέρετε εώς 3 παραδείγματα 
 
....................................................................................................................................... 

 
26. Έχετε ασχοληθεί με ανανεώσιμες πηγές ενέργειας; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. Ναι 
β. Όχι 
 

27. Από τί νομίζετε ότι παράγεται το βιοαέριο; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
α. Βιομάζα (υπολείμματα και απόβλητα φυτικής και ζωικής προέλευσης, π.χ. κλαδέματα, κοπριά) 
β. Ενεργειακά φυτά (π.χ. καλάμι, καλαμπόκι) 
γ. Οργανικά αστικά και οικιακά απόβλητα (π.χ. τρόφιμα, λαχανικά, φρούτα, φυτά / χόρτα) 
δ. Όλα τα παραπάνω 
ε. Κατι άλλο; .................. 
ζ. Δε γνωρίζω 
 

28. Γνωρίζετε μονάδες βιοαερίου στην Ελλάδα; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
α. Όχι  
β. Ναι. Αν ναι, ποιες;  
 
....................................................................................................................................... 

 
29. Κατά τη γνώμη σας υπάρχει μέλλον για το βιοαέριο στην Ελλάδα;  



ISABEL                                                                                   Comparative analysis at cross-regional level 

 

 

August, 2018 Page  40 
 

 
 

α. Ναι 

β. Όχι 

γ. Δε γνωρίζω 

 
30.  Γνωρίζετε τί είναι οι ενεργειακές κοινότητες;  

α. Όχι (αν όχι πάτε στην ερώτηση 9) 

β. Ναι  

 
31.  Γνωρίζετε τί είναι οι ενεργειακές κοινότητες βιοαερίου;  

α. Όχι (αν όχι πάτε στην ερώτηση 9) 

β. Ναι 

 

32. Από πού μάθατε για τις ενεργειακές κοινότητες βιοαερίου; 

....................................................................................................................................... 

 

 
33. Υπάρχει μονάδα βιοαερίου στην περιοχή σας; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. Ναι 
β. Όχι. Αν όχι, θα θέλατε μονάδα βιοαερίου στην περιοχή σας; Ναι / ‘Οχι 
γ. Δε γνωρίζω 

 

34.  Θα θέλατε να συμμετέχετε στη δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου;  
 
α. Όχι. Για ποιούς λόγους; ................................................................................................................. 
 
...................................................................................................................(πάτε στην ερώτηση 17) 
 
β. Ναι. Για ποιούς λόγους; ................................................................................................................. 

 
35. Έχετε ασχοληθεί με τη δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας 

αφορά. 
α. Ναι 
β. Όχι. Για ποιούς λόγους; ................................................................................................................. 
 
...................................................................................................................(πάτε στην ερώτηση 13) 
 

36. Έχετε αναπτύξει σχετικές συνεργασίες; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. Ναι 

β. Όχι  

 
37. Από την παρακάτω λίστα κατατάξτε τους φορείς με βάση την κρισιμότητα της συμμετοχής τους στην 

ενεργειακή κοινότητα βιοαερίου (1=πιο κρίσιμος, 9=λιγότερο κρίσιμος) 
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☐ Τοπική αυτοδιοίκηση 

☐ ΜΚΟ  

☐ Πολίτες  

☐ Τράπεζες και φορείς χρηματοδότης 

☐ Επιχειρήσεις/Ιδιωτική πρωτοβουλία 

☐ Παραγωγοί/πάροχοι βιομάζας 

☐ Πάροχοι ενέργειας 

☐ Εμπειρογνώμονες (ειδικοί επιστήμονες, ενεργειακοί σύμβουλοι) 

☐ Άλλοι; .................................................................(παρακαλώ σημειώστε) 

 

38.  Κατα τη γνώμη σας, ποιά είναι τα τρία σημαντικότερα συστατικά μια υγειούς ενεργειακής κοινότητας 
βιοαερίου; Κυκλώστε εώς 3 επιλογές.  
α. Ομοφωνία 
β. Ξεκάθαροι στόχοι & σκοποί 
γ. Η σύνθεση της κοινότητας 
δ. Η διοικητική διάρθρωση της κοινότητας 
ε. Η διασύνδεση με την τοπική κοινωνία 
ζ. Διαφάνεια στη λήψη αποφάσεων  
η. Διακριτοί και ξεκάθαροι ρόλοι 
θ. Το όφελος της ενεργειακής κοινότητας 
ι. Το όφελος την τοπικής κοινωνίας 
κ. ‘Αλλο; ..................................................... 
 

39. Τί χρειάζεστε για να δημιουργήσετε ενεργειακή κοινότητα βιοαερίου; Αναφέρετε εώς 3 παράγοντες / 
συστατικά. 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 

 

....................................................................................................................................... 

 

40. Ποιές είναι οι ευκαιρίες που παρουσιάζονται για τη δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου; 
Αναφέρετε εώς 2 παραδείγματα 
 
...................................................................................................................................... 
 
....................................................................................................................................... 
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41. Ποιά πιστεύετε ότι είναι τα κύρια εμπόδια για τη δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου; 
Αναφέρετε εώς 2 παραδείγματα 
 
...................................................................................................................................... 
 
....................................................................................................................................... 

 
42. Πόσο επιδρά το υφιστάμενο νομοθετικό πλαίσιο (π.χ. ο νόμος για τις Ενεργειακές Κοινότητες) στη 

δημιουργία ενεργειακής κοινότητας βιοαερίου; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
 
α. Δεν επιδρά καθόλου  β. Επιδρά λίγο  γ. Επιδρά μερικώς  

 

δ. Επιδρά αρκετά   ε. Επιδρά πολύ 
 

43. Θεωρείτε ότι μια ενεργειακή κοινότητα βιοαερίου έχει οφέλη για τις τοπικές κοινότητες; Κυκλώστε την 
επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
α. Όχι (πάτε στην ερώτηση 21) 
β. Ναι 
γ. Δε γνωρίζω 
 

44. Σημειώστε τα πιθανά οφέλη για την περιοχή σας/κοινότητά σας. Κυκλώστε όσες επιλογές σας αφορούν. 
α. Θέρμανση 
β. Ηλεκτρική ενέργεια 
γ. Διαχείριση αποβλήτων 
δ. Οικονομικά οφέλη 
ε. Κοινωνικά οφέλη  
ζ. Οικολογία / Περιβάλλον  
η. Άλλο; .................................................................(παρακαλώ σημειώστε) 
 

45. Ποιά άλλη ανανεώσιμη πηγή ενέργειας θα μπορούσε να εγκατασταθεί ή χρησιμοποιηθεί στην περιοχή 
σας;  
 
...................................................................................................................................... 
 

46. Θα μπορούσε το βιοαέριο να συνδιαστεί με άλλες ανανεώσιμες πηγές ενέργειας; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή 
που σας αφορά. 
 
α. Ναι, π.χ. .................................. 

β. Όχι 

γ. Δε γνωρίζω 

 

47. Συμπληρώνοντας αυτό το ερωτηματολόγιο τί έχετε αποκομίσει; Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 
α. Γνώση σε σχέση με το βιοαέριο 
β. Γνώση σε σχέση με τις ενεργειακές κοινότητες 

γ. Γνώση σε σχέση με τις ενεργειακές κοινότητες βιοαερίου 
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δ. Άλλο; ..................................................................................................... 

ε. Τίποτα 

 

48. Θα θέλατε περισσότερη ενημέρωση σε σχέση με τα παρακάτω; Κυκλώστε όσες επιλογές σας αφορούν. 

α. Το βιοαέριο 

β. Τις ενεργειακές κοινότητες 

γ. Τις ενεργειακές κοινότητες βιοαερίου 

δ. Τις ανανεώσιμες πηγές ενέργειας 

ε. Την «έξυπνη» διαχείριση ενέργειας  

ζ. Την πράσινη ανάπτυξη και την κυκλική οικονομία  

 

η. Άλλο .....................................................................................................(παρακαλώ σημειώστε) 

 

Ευχαριστώ για το χρόνο σας  

Για εσωτερική χρήση παρακαλώ συμπληρώστε τα παρακάτω στοιχεία: 

 

Επάγγελμα / Ιδιότητα / 
Απασχόληση:.......................................................................................................................... 

 

........................................................................................................................................................ 

 

Τόπος Διαμονής: ................................................................................................................. 

 

........................................................................................................................................................ 

 

Φύλο. Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. Γυναίκα   β. Άνδρας 

 

Ηλικία. Κυκλώστε την επιλογή που σας αφορά. 

α. 18-24  β. 25-35  γ. 36-50  δ. 51-65 

ε. Άνω των 65 
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8.2 UK 

 

Name:  

 

Occupation: 

 

Institutional Affiliation: 

 

Region: 

 

Country: 

 

Stakeholder Category:                                                                           (to be filled in by the Evaluators) 

 

 

1. Are you aware of Community-based Biogas work in UK or elsewhere? Name some that you maybe 
aware of? 
 
 

 

2. What do you think biogas is created from? 
a) Biomass     b) Food waste     c) Vegetable/Fruit/Flower waste      d) Energy crops 

e) Any other?                              f) All of the above 
 

3. In your opinion what is the future of biogas once feed-in-tariff ends? Do you think biogas from 
biomass or food waste has a future? 
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8.3 Germany 

 

Fragebogen zum Projekt 

 

ISABEL 
(TrIggering SustAinable Biogas Energy Communities through Social Innovation) 

 

 
Einleitung 
 
Das europäische Projekt ISABEL fördert, unterstützt und entwickelt Biogas-/ Bioenergiegemeinschaften in 
Europa. Ziel der vorliegenden Umfrage ist es zu bewerten, inwieweit die Arbeit im Projekt ISABEL zur 
Entwicklung solcher Gemeinschaften in Deutschland beigetragen hat. Die hier vorliegende Befragung 
untersucht darüber hinaus die Wirksamkeit, die Nachhaltigkeit und die Auswirkungen von Biogas als 
Gemeinschaftsgut für die Gesellschaft. Ferner soll untersucht werden wie Biogas in Deutschland und in 
Europa zu einer CO2-reduziertzen Wirtschaftsweise beitragen kann. Die hier durchgeführte Befragung ist 
unter anderem ein Baustein für die Weiterentwicklung von Europäischen Förderprogrammen. 

 

Die Umfrage wird von der Universität Surrey (UK) durchgeführt, die zusammen mit der Bodensee-Stiftung 
Partner im Projekt ISABEL ist. Die gleiche Befragung findet in Großbritannien und Griechenland statt. Aus 
den Ergebnissen werden wichtige Erkenntnisse gewonnen, die unterschiedliche Interessensgruppen bei der 
Umsetzung von gemeinschaftsorientierten Projekten zukünftig in ganz Europa unterstützen sollen.  

 

Werden Sie Teil eines Europäischen Projektes und helfen Sie uns die Weichen für ein nachhaltiges und 
ökologisches Europa zu stellen.  

 

Die Daten werden anonym ausgewertet. Ergebnisse werden Ende September auf der Projekt-Homepage 
https://isabel-project.eu/ und der Homepage der Bodensee-Stiftung www.bodensee-stiftung.org bzw. in 
unserem Newsletter veröffentlicht.  

 

Bitte füllen Sie hierzu das beigelegte Formular separat aus.  

 

 

1.Kennen Sie Biogasanlagen oder Bioenergiedörfer in ihrer Region? Nennen Sie diese bitte: 
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2.Woraus wird Ihres Erachtens Biogas erzeugt (bitte ankreuzen)? 

□  Anbaubiomasse  □ Essensabfälle  
□  Gemüse/Obst/Blumenabfall □ Andere Quellen  

□  Gülle/ Mist    □ Alle vorgenannten Quellen 

 

 
3. Ihre Einschätzung ist gefragt:  
 
Welche Rolle spielt Biogas zukünftig für die Energiewende?  
Was passiert, wenn die Vergütungen über das EEG auslaufen? Wie sollte Biogas zukünftig erzeugt 
werden z.B. aus Anbau-Biomasse, Reststoffe oder Abfälle?  

 

 

4. Hätten Sie Interesse Teil einer Biogas-Gemeinschaft (z.B. über eine Energie-Genossenschaft) in Ihrer 
Region zu werden? (bitte ankreuzen) 

4. Hätten Sie Interesse Teil einer Biogas-Gemeinschaft (z.B. über eine Energie-Genossenschaft) in 
Ihrer Region zu werden? (bitte ankreuzen) 

 

 

□  Ja   □ Nein 

Wenn ja, wieso? Bitte kurz erläutern  

 

 

 

 

5. Was wären Maßnahmen, die Sie ergreifen um eine solche Energiegemeinschaft voranzutreiben? What 
would be the measures you take to promote such an energy community? 

3.  
 
 
 
 

6. Welche Partnerschaften oder Aktionen könnten eine Biogas-Gemeinschaft weiterbringen/ 
fördern/ unterstützen? 
 

 

 

 

7. Was sind Ihres Erachtens die größten Hindernisse zur Bildung einer Biogas-Gemeinschaft in Ihrer 
Gegend? 
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8. Teilen Sie die Ansicht, dass Kommunalverwaltungsbehörden Biogas-Initiativen vor Ort unterstützen? 
Bitte beurteilen Sie die behördliche Unterstützung nach folgender Skala 
□  Kein Interesse  □ Etwas Interesse  
□  Mäßiges Interesse  □ Viel Interesse 

 

9. Glauben Sie, dass gemeindebasiertes Biogas Vorteile für die örtliche Gesellschaft bietet? 

□  Ja   □ Nein  

 

Markieren Sie die Vorteile, die Sie bei einer gemeinschaftliche Nutzung von Bioenergie/ Biogas 
erwarten: 

□  Wärme                 □ Strom    □ Abfallmanagement  
□  Finanzielle □ Gesellschaftliche □ Ökologische 

 
10. Was sind Ihres Erachtens die Hauptrisiken bei der Gründung einer Biogas-/ Energie-Gemeinschaft?    
 

 

 

11. Gibt es Ihrer Meinung nach Vorteile, die bei der Gründung einer Biogas-Gemeinschaft von hilfreich 
sein könnten? Welche sind das? 

 

 

 

12. Was sind die wichtigsten Voraussetzungen/ Rahmenbedingungen, die Sie brauchen, um in Ihrer 
Gegend eine Biogas-Gemeinschaft zu erschaffen? 

 

 

 

Fragen zum Projekt: 
 

13. Haben Sie schon von der kommunalen Biogas Arbeit von ISABEL gehört?  
□  Ja   □ Nein  

 
Wenn ja, bitte kurz erläutern wo und wann? 
 
 
 
 
 

 
14. Haben Sie bereits an kommunalen Biogas-Workshops von ISABEL teilgenommen? 
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□  Ja   □ Nein  

 

15. Was waren Ihre wichtigsten Lernerfahrungen?  
 

 

 

16. Kann ein transparenter Entscheidungsfindungsprozess die Erzeugung von nachhaltigen Biogas-
Gemeinschaften in Deutschland fördern?   
□  Ja   □ Nein  

 

Wenn ja, bitte in wie fern? 
 

 

 

 
17. Haben Sie weitere Überlegungen oder Meinungen zum ISABEL Programm oder zur Gemeindearbeit 

zu Biogas? 
 

 

 

 

 

Vielen Dank für Ihre Teilnahme an der Befragung 

 

  

 

 


