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Executive Summary  

The purpose of this deliverable is to highlight and summarise the Impact of ISABEL intervention across the 
three regions where the ISABEL project has been ongoing since 2016. It also assesses the ISABEL activities 
and outcomes in the targeted regions of Germany, Greece and UK, what has been accomplished through 
these activities, highlights good practices and lessons learned in each region.  

The ISABEL project is a pioneering one and aims to strengthen the development of sustainable biogas 
production-consumption systems around Europe by taking full advantage of sustainable biogas' growth 
potential in the 3 targeted areas. To achieve this goal, it aims to overcome unknown barriers in sustainable 
biogas implementation while making the most out of its many benefits. It also highlights some of the 
challenges and complexities involved in creating sustainable biogas communities, drawing lessons from 
them to inform key stakeholders on what measures they might take to improve the effectiveness and 
impact of the portfolio in response to the challenges and opportunities emerging from the ISABEL 
programme. The evaluation process can also strengthen our understanding of the biogas landscape across 
the three regions where ISABEL has been working both in terms of outcomes and impact for an integrated 
community-based biogas programme for the future. 

The previous deliverable 4.1 developed the monitoring and evaluation framework to assess the impact of 
ISABEL aims, activities and outcomes in the three targeted regions. This included a set of performance 
indicators and suggested methods in order to monitor and evaluate the ISABEL interventions in the three 
regions, together with the evaluation of the sustainability of the emerging biogas communities. This 
framework and associated methodology have been scrutinised and refined as part of the work towards 
deliverable 4.2 in order to more accurately correspond to the particularities and levels of maturity of the 
three targeted regions. This revised framework and methodology can eventually be valorised as one of the 
outcomes of ISABEL for further use by other communities and initiatives as the project comes to an end.  
 
This evaluation process explores the strategic relevance and design, effectiveness, efficiency, sustainability 
and impact of community energy as a resource and an alternative path towards creation of a low-carbon 
economy. The evaluation framework and the various data acquisition tools are geared to address the larger 
questions around the programme with most of them useful at a regional level. In addition, various data 
collection tools provide greater credibility and triangulation for the analysis, its interpretation, synthesis 
and recommendation. It also provides insights for improvements both in the short-term and longer-term 
adaptations which may be suitable for a second phase.  

The evaluation draws out lessons learned and informs all key stakeholders on what measures they might 
take to improve the effectiveness and impact of the portfolio in response to the challenges and 
opportunities emerging from the ISABEL programme. The evaluation process can also strengthen our 
understanding of the biogas landscape across the three regions where ISABEL has been working both in 
terms of outcomes and impact for an integrated community-based biogas programme for the future. 
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1. Method & Rationale for Evaluating the impact of the 

ISABEL intervention in the three targeted regions  

Impact Evaluations (IEs) are empirical studies that quantify the causal effect on outcomes of the project. 
This is different from traditional process evaluations which are centred on implementation of projects. IEs 
analyse what happened with the intervention in contrast to an imagined scenario of what would have 
happened without the intervention. This difference between the observed outcomes and the 
counterfactual outcomes is the measure of the impact. In other words, the difference between the two can 
be attributed to the intervention. The effects can be quantified at any level and contrary to popular 
perception do not need to focus on long-term goals only. However, IE is the only method that can indicate 
the long-term effect of the programme in a more realistic way.   

The Evaluation framework and the data acquisition tools are geared towards answering the larger 
questions around the programme with most of them being relevant at the regional level as well. The 
evaluation process also draws out lessons learned and is geared to inform stakeholders on the 
recommended ‘best practices’ and what measures they might take to improve the effectiveness and impact 
of the portfolio in response to creating a low carbon circular economy biogas model owned and run by the 
community. The evaluation process will also enable the Programme implementers to draw out and create a 
Recommended Best Practice toolkit for the purposes of replication and information dissemination in other 
parts of Europe including the regions where the ISABEL programmes is currently ongoing. It is hoped that 
the summary of lessons learnt, and best practices guidelines will enable other biogas initiatives to avoid the 
challenges & difficulties that the ISABEL project implementers encountered and, in the process, empower 
similar initiatives to run more smoothly. 

 

1.1 Methods Used 
We have employed stakeholder participation through, at least, the following ways:  

1) Exchanges with appropriate staff working within the ISABEL programme and project leaders to 
finalise the evaluation framework;  

2) Facilitation of assessment and/or focus groups, during field visits and through Participatory 
Evaluation workshops (in 2017 & 2018); 

3) In-depth interviews with relevant stakeholders who were engaged with the ISABEL work;  

4) Reviewing of literature and all ISABEL project documents and reports; and  

5) Surveys.  

 

Three types of feedback were requested:  

(a) Fact check: did we get anything wrong?  

(b) Perspective check: do reviewers disagree with our findings? and  

(c) Additional reflection: topics that may require more analysis by the evaluators. 

 

D4.1 had described the general objectives of the ISABEL project, in the context of the current lack of 
community biogas projects, through a novel social innovation approach, which includes an increase of 
awareness of biogas and public participation, creation of new affiliations and partnerships between 
stakeholders, exchange and dissemination of ideas, promotion of social behavioural change. 
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The main aim of the evaluation framework is to: 

 Support improvement and implementation of monitoring and evaluation processes across the 
ISABEL programme to ensure continuous improvement in the collection, analysis and presentation of 
evidence of results. 

 Ensure that learning arising from the Evaluation work is fed back into future programme 
development. 

 Support continuous improvement of programme implementation by identifying innovation through 
analysis of monitoring data using participatory approaches  

 The Evaluation work also had to take into account the different stages in which the regions in terms 
of development and formation of sustainable biogas communities. This meant that we had to 
employ different methods to gather information for Greece, Germany and UK in order not to exclude 
the lesser developed regional communities.  

Public participation and awareness raising are seen as key factors in ISABEL’s success in the three regions 
where the project has been running.  Added to that is: leadership, empowerment, ambition and 
motivation, all of which are important ingredients, when blended correctly with the right toolset and 
framed by an enabling operational and economic environment can readily increase the number of biogas 
communities.  

In order to measure the impact of ISABEL’s intervention in the three regions of Germany, Greece and UK, 
an initial set of outputs were developed using the above-mentioned factors (see Appendix 1 for a tabular 
format of the initial outputs, output indicators and methods of evaluation). These are presented and 
discussed below in terms of the preliminary planning, actual application and methods of measurement and 
assessment (note: whilst methods are listed, their timing varied depending on what was considered most 
appropriate during the stages of the evaluation process as well as depending on the type of stakeholder and 
evaluation targets): 

 Raised Awareness: This refers to activities geared to creating a knowledge base, community 
engagement as well as interest, either at a community level or through identifying key social animators. 
While some of the indicators for this output are quantitative, such as numbers of people involved in 
community engagement activities and/ or approached, more substantial indicators concern the type of 
stakeholders involved and whether actual awareness was achieved. The type of stakeholders was 
recordable through collecting demographics, while awareness raising was measurable through surveys, 
individual and group discussions as well through noting initiatives assumed by stakeholders.  

 Collaboratory & Participative settings. This output refers to contributing to collaboration and 
interaction amongst community members (and beyond, e.g. with local authorities, etc.), including 
frequency, quality and mode of communication. The initial indicators for evaluating this output 
consisted of recording the number and quality of participatory settings, as well as the set-up of 
communication and collaborative platforms, local steering groups, new decision-making procedures and 
commitment from critical stakeholders such as local authorities or other community organisations to 
achieve certain sustainability targets related to biogas implementation. 

 Network expansion & new partnership. This output concerned stakeholder groups finding support 
through partnering with other local or national organisations, such as companies, schools/universities, 
third sectors, local authority, consultants for the purposes of knowledge exchange. This was measurable 
through recording the number and type of networks and partnerships as well as their usefulness.  

 Built capacities. This output originally referred building capacity in terms of educating community 
stakeholders on roles and capabilities related to community biogas. Ways to assess this included 
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recording the number and quality of training and other educational activities provided by or through 
ISABEL as well as the number and quality of training materials provided and best practices tools and 
case studies demonstrated. More to the point of evaluating actual capacity building though were 
recording the uptake of these capacities by stakeholders to the extent that they could develop a 
community biogas and a sustainable community. Even though, this output was created in the initial 
Evaluation framework, it had to be modified with another output as none of the communities are 
matured enough to focus on capacity building programmes at this juncture. 

 Access to knowledge tools. This output referred ISABEL providing communities with access to various 
tools in order to facilitate the emergence of community including such as resource mapping, 
envisioning, scenario making and evaluation, planning, design, etc. While this output was rather 
straightforward to measure as a first instance it concerned the development and/or identification and 
availability of these tools, more crucial questions in terms of evaluation concerned their adoption and 
use by stakeholders. In other words, were these tools supportive in developing community biogas and 
to what extent? 

 Institutional & political support. This output concerned changes in practices of local authorities towards 
green economy and renewable energy systems.  

 Reflexivity & learning methods. Reflexivity and learning refer to the iterative analysis of all components 
of the ISABEL initiative, by the stakeholders involved. It allows for changing and adaptation of the 
processes depending on how knowledge and needs shift at different stages of implementation, which 
implies some level of maturity of the biogas community. It can be assessed through various means of 
reflection, such as SWOT exercises or community meetings and can be reported in reports, through 
agendas, etc. 

 Transparent decision-making. Transparency refers to the open and truthful reporting on intentions and 
planned actions. It allows all the community stakeholders to be informed and influence the process and 
decision-making, therefore increasing the acceptance and sustainability of biogas community and as 
such, applies to communities in the making. This can be measured explicitly through community 
reporting and minutes or implicitly through participating in community meetings, individual interviews 
and surveys. 

 Advancement of project-cycle to deliver the infrastructure. This output concerned ISABEL delivering 
infrastructure towards community biogas related to: Bio-waste and feedstock quantification; 
Agricultural land availability; Market research; Feasibility study; Business model; New 
society/partnership establishment; Environmental Impact Assessment; Planning permission; 
Fundraising. At a first instance measuring the impact of ISABEL in relation of the above was straight-
forward: recording the number and content of the above activities. In the longer term, their uptake by 
the communities in terms of knowledge and capacity building as well as in terms of supporting the 
infrastructure creation of community biogas were more appropriate indicators to measure this output 

 

Even though these outputs were developed as part of the original Theory of Change framework, in order to 
obtain a real sense of change and interpret it meaningfully, some of the outputs were adapted to project a 
true picture of the actual impact that the ISABEL project has made. It is important to recognise this duality 
of change (Reynolds et al. 2016), as reflected in the Theory of Change framework where the evidence of 
change articulates the meanings of change which leads to an accepted form of practice (Befani et al, 2014; 
Reynolds et al, 2016).     

As Theory of Change is a dynamic and iterative process which continues till the project completes, a new 
list of Output Is more reflective of the actual reality of change achieved and also illustrates the complexity 
of the programme. At the same time, it is also important to remember Communities in transition from old 
forms of energy use to new are also in a dynamic state of evolution and development where scenarios can 
change from static to active very rapidly or vice versa.  
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This dynamic and ever-evolving process has been discussed in D3.3 where new communities were engaged 
using Participatory Action Research (PAR) using goal-oriented actions (see Section 2.3 in D3.3). The case 
studies, illustrated how some activities required formal, immediate and detailed planning while others did 
not and that scenarios are dynamic and can quickly change from an active to an inactive one, easily. Case 
studies from Germany (see 3.1.2 from D3.3) and UK (3.2.2 from D3.3) and Greece (see 3.3.1 from D3.3), 
where scenarios rapidly changed from one to the other.  

In other instances, some of them lost momentum along the way as is the reality when dealing with real-
world situations as in case studies 3.2.3 ad 3.2.5 from Deliverable 3.3. The new set of Outputs that were 
created were not only bespoke but also adapted to reflect the actual reality of change within the new 
Evaluation framework. More importantly, these outputs were generated whilst discussing the progress of 
ISABEL’s work in the three regions using the Theory of Change framework (see next section on how to 
interpret the Theory of Change model for the three regions). Table 1 below lists the outputs for the new 
Theory of Change framework for all three regions. 

 

Outputs for the New Theory of Change Framework 

Greece Germany UK 

Feasibility studies conducted  Overview on operating models 
of community biogas 

A commercially viable business 
model 

Catalysing Change towards 
Sustainability Catalyse change in perception  Supporting sustainable community 

development  

Raised Awareness & Self-
knowledge Increased awareness  

Raised awareness on sustainability, 
food waste & impact of carbon 
emissions 

Participation of stakeholders Participation of stakeholders Scoping bespoke technical options 
depending on community needs 

Invited interaction (by ISABEL) 
for community champions to 
interact with existing and new 
communities  

Connecting communities Identified key organisations that 
link to the community network  

Access to knowledge & accurate 
datasets Access to knowledge & Tools Access to knowledge &Tools 

Benefits indicated through 
reference to feasibility studies, 
examples abroad and theory 
only. 

Indicate the benefits to the 
locals Indicate benefits to the locals 

Increased Institutional & local 
authority support Institutional & Political support Institutional & Local Authority 

support 

Table 1: Outputs for the new TOC applicable to each region 

 

Even though, the new outputs have been defined below, the rationale for capturing these in the above 
table is to draw the attention of the reader to the inherently similar outputs that the ISABEL regional 
partners desired. For instance, Feasibility studies in Greece is synonymous with Overview on operating 
models of community biogas or a commercially viable business model. Even though the Theory of Change 
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exercise was done in three different countries, it was an interesting finding that all 3 regions had similar 
goals or outputs and may have worded them differently. The outputs defined below have been simply 
selected to highlight their meanings as these are the same outputs that have been used to generate the 
Theory of Change model (see Figures 2-4) for the three regions. 

 Overview on operating models on community biogas- norms, rules, principles or elements even 
processes that are conducive and desirable for a plan/project or initiative to materialise  

 Catalyse change in perception - Inspire and ignite the will power to change through a process of raising 
awareness, education, advocacy, leading to empowered communities who display a changed or 
modified behaviour.   

 Increased awareness - From unawareness to a conscious state of being where you are familiar with 
something as you have been equipped with more information to understand the status-quo of a 
particular situation, thing or process.  

 Raised Awareness & Self-knowledge - When your familiarity with something increases to the point that 
you are educated and have the information to take action and make informed decisions. 

 Participation of stakeholders - where key players become actively engaged and participate pro-actively 
in various activities. 

 Connecting communities - communities of people are interlinked and connected through social media, 
inter-personal communication or other communication channels creating a network of connected 
individuals. Sometimes connections develop through snow-balling effect and by word of mouth or when 
relevant information is advertised in communal areas.  

 Access to knowledge & Tools - when groups or individuals have adequate information and know the 
source from where they can acquire information in order to address a certain issue such as open source 
platforms of knowledge which provides tools to use in various situations such as when wanting to create 
your own biogas initiative 

 Indicate the benefits to the locals - Benefits are advantages that individuals and groups can obtain 
through activities which they may not otherwise be familiar with. This is also part of the process of 
raising awareness.   

 Institutional support - conducive economic environment for industry & business to thrive, grow and 
develop. 

 Political support - Support, endorsement and co-operation from local government authority and local 
businesses.  

 

1.2 The Theory of Change model- How to Interpret it?  
Each Theory of Change model will be different from the other as there are regional differences and the 
scenarios and stages of development for the three regions are also different. It is also hoped that this 
exercise will help generate and develop a set of best practices guidelines including policy recommendations 
once the gaps and blockages have been identified.  

  

Germany  

The above-described Outputs have been used to create the indicators which enabled us to measure the 
impact of ISABEL activities. The indicators reflect the progress that needs to occur before getting into the 
next stage. For instance, the Output Indicators for (see new TOC model Fig.3, pg.36 in Germany) Increased 
awareness, Catalysing change in perception, participation of stakeholders, indicating benefits to the locals 
are  Informed & educated communities, identified local champions, more self-organised communities, 
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motivated communities with wider acceptance of the idea of biogas, benefits for many people-economic, 
social and environmental.  These are called the Output Indicators leading to Outcomes such as Connected 
Network of people, organisation & institution, Acceptance of the idea of Biogas, online tools such as green 
cut tool development, support services for farmers, increased participation by stakeholders & communities 
in lobbying of policymakers, developed advocacy strategy in place to lobby decision-makers. These 
intermediary outcomes create the pathway to catalysing change towards sustainability leading to the 
formation of Sustainable Biogas Communities. Once this outcome is achieved the Community is ready to 
develop A Defined Operating Model where residues are utilised in biogas plants for producing biogas once 
EEG ended in 2020.     

 

UK 

In the UK, the Output Indicators for, supporting sustainable community development, raised awareness on 
sustainability, (see Fig. 4, page 49, TOC model for UK) food waste and impact of carbon emissions, scoping 
bespoke technical options depending on community needs, identified key organisations that link to the 
community network, indicate benefits to the locals are  knowing what the community wants, identified & 
plugged local champions, allocated time, resource & person hours, self-organised activity by the 
communities, connected network of people, organisation & institutions, recognised socio-economic & 
environmental benefits. These Output indicators lead to outcomes such as motivated communities with 
wider acceptance of biogas, increased participation by communities in lobbying policy-makers, small-scale 
ADs receiving subsidies from the government, open-sourced knowledge bank forum created.  These 
intermediary outcomes create the pathway to government and local authority support in the face of 
technology inefficiency leading to changed perception on biogas and the creation of sustainable biogas 
communities. Once this outcome is achieved the Community is developed with support from the local 
authorities they are ready to prepare a commercially viable business model.  

 

Greece  

For Greece, the Theory of Change model (Fig.2, pg. 26) evolved from the following Outputs: Catalysing 
change towards sustainability, raised awareness & self-knowledge, participation of stakeholders leading to 
Informed & educated communities, identified local champions, more self-organised communities, 
motivated communities with wider acceptance of the idea of biogas and identified benefits for many 
people-economic, social, environmental including access to accurate knowledge & datasets leading to 
outcomes such as Connected Network of people, organisation & institution, groups & bi-lateral discussion 
with community members, creation of online knowledge tools such as GIS mapping, systematic data 
collection, increased participation by stakeholders & communities in lobbying of policy-makers leading to 
changed perception on Biogas and Formation of sustainable biogas communities. Once this outcome is 
achieved the community is formed with the help of raised awareness & knowledge of technology and is 
prepared to conduct their feasibility studies whereby the community be prepared to produce biogas for the 
three communities of Prespes, Neogal and Galatista.       

 

1.3 Impact Measurement 
How do you measure the impact of ISABEL’s work on communities within the biogas landscape regions? 

The previous section explained the outputs, their indicators and the stages the communities have to go 
through before becoming sustainable, mature and ready to prepare a viable business case that would 
generate a certain amount of energy from their community biogas plant.    

In order to understand at what stage the communities are, in each of the three regions, the indicators have 
been used to ask questions and then scores have been given on that basis.  
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There are two-dimensions to this:  Engaged & Active communities: 

1. Have communities been engaged? In what way? Is it assessable? For example, through self-reporting 
awareness of energy communities, biogas and community biogas? 

2. Is the community mix appropriate? For example, is there agreement about issues of membership and 
roles as originally set up within the MOA? 

3. Are they active? For example, are they communicating, networking, taking steps towards getting the 
community ready? 

4. Is there an active champion from the community who is (motivated & interested) and communicating 
with the ISABEL team? For example, contributing to the organisation of meetings?  

a. Is the active champion driving the initiative? Has s/he communicated with the ISABEL team in the 
regions asking for information on technology such as (possible) size and location of the digester as 
well as how much energy it is likely to produce?  

b. What are the community dynamics? For example, what are the different roles and how do they 
affect community biogas development? How has ISABEL managed these? 

5. Do communities feel confident to proceed independently? For example, what needs do they report, 
what obstacles to moving forth? How has ISABEL supported this? 

6. Has a new / revised culture (on energy communities and biogas) been promoted / created? For 
example do communities / stakeholders function as advocates to other communities? Do they 
engage with policy / local authorities?  

7. Has ISABEL created infrastructures available to and accessible from stakeholders other than the 
target communities? For example, by creating datasets and (online tools)?  

 

These are the questions that has enabled us to determine the level of maturity of each community: 

 Level 5 where the community is motivated and ready to install a biogas plant in their local area.  

 Level 4 indicates that the community is actively engaged and taking steps to adopt a biogas plant 
with the support of the local authorities and community people.  

 Level 3 indicates medium interest and an engaged community. It also indicates that more 
engagement activity is required before the community can be fully on board. In level 3, usually there 
is an identified community motivator who is pro-active in engaging with the community people and 
enthusiastically communicates with the ISABEL team to discuss next steps.  

 Level 2, however indicates that the community has still not warmed up to the idea of a community 
biogas in their area and it would take considerable time, energy and resources before they are fully 
motivated. In such cases, there is no identified community motivator and only preliminary 
community engagement activity may have taken place. 

 Level 1 (zero interest) is indicative of a cold community which has little or no interest in community 
biogas and may also display resentment or negative attitude towards such an initiative in their area.  

 

5 4 3 2 1 

Very active 
(red hot) 

Active 
(hot) Just about warm 

Not so much 
interested 

(getting cold) 

Inactive 
(cold) 
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2. Regional Impact Evaluation  

The first stage of the evaluation included preparing a list of problems, challenges and any unanticipated 
risks or opportunities whilst conducting community biogas work  

This was followed by the evaluation process consisting of interviews or personal communication and site 
visits and using focus groups, interviews and questionnaires. These activities helped us to identify the gaps 
in the system that were preventing the successful implementation of ISABEL’s vision in the regional 
communities where partners have been working. We have tried to capture these findings in various ways: 

1. By presenting an initial SWOT analysis for each region 
2. By developing a changed Theory of Change framework and  
3. By delivering an assessment of individual communities in the regions where ISABEL partners have 

been working.  
 

The SWOT analysis is presented in order to draw attention to the backdrop of the ISABEL intervention. This 
corresponded to a preliminary stage of assessment. At a second stage, an initial Monitoring & Evaluation 
Framework was developed as discussed in section 2.1 above (see also Appendix 1) which was based on the 
initially proposed outcomes and rough set of indicators. These indicators evolved with the Theory of 
Change exercise conducted with partners in each region as part of the evaluation exercise. As a result, a 
new Theory of Change model for each region has been developed to reflect the realisation of the 
overarching objective or goal of the ISABEL project viz. Creating Sustainable Biogas Communities.  

While we treated each community in each own right, (yet also displaying similarities), some generic 
(enough) categories (of indicators) persist as applicable to all (a maturity scale for example, see 2.3) and 
enable comparisons (see forthcoming deliverable 4.3). Therefore, both in-depth and comparative data have 
been collected as part of the evaluation process. For example, while the survey categories were pre-fixed to 
enable evaluation across communities and regions on the basis of criteria indicated by the literature (see 
deliverable 4.1), questionnaires were adjusted for format and question to match the specificities of each 
community (including stage of engagement with them and maturity level). 

The generic Project Logic, which is applicable for all the three regions, is presented in Figure 1 below.  

 

 
Figure 1: Project Logic Contribute towards Sustainable Biogas Communities (over-arching goal) 

The actual Theory of Change Framework, which is different for the three regions and where the ISABEL 
project was on-going since 2016, is presented as part of the evaluation of each region (see Section 3.1 on 
Greece, 3.2 for Germany, 3.3. for the UK). The measurement scale described in Section 2.3 has been 
applied in order to assess the Impact of the ISABEL intervention on the various communities in the three 
regions. This evaluation process also draws our attention to the rationale behind the entire evaluation 
process (see Section 2) i.e. an Imagined Scenario where we think about whether any change within the 
communities in Greece, Germany and UK was ever possible without the activities or the intervention 
procedures that the ISABEL programme undertook. Keeping that in mind, each community was examined in 
the three regions to understand how they have been impacted by ISABEL. The new and evolved Theory of 
Change Framework has captured the change in each of the regions as shown in 5s 3 (Greece), 4 (Germany) 
& 7 (UK). 
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At the end of each Regional Evaluation work, is a diagram which illustrates the new and evolved Theory of 
Change model which has been drawn up through the participatory exercise with each regional partner.  
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2.1 Regional Impact of communities in Greece 
2.1.1 Regional SWOT analysis 

The SWOT analysis below aims to capture and present an overview of Opportunities, Challenges, Risks, 
Threats and Strengths Overview to date (M6-M30). It is an abstraction from community-specific evaluation 
activities and a prelude to the evaluation work (see tables in Section 3.1.3). 

The analysis revealed some inherent strengths & weaknesses, opportunities & risks. These were identified 
by various stakeholders including partners. These findings help us understand the major challenges and 
identify the policy gaps that act as barriers to achieving the project goals or targets. The SWOT analysis 
involved identifying and mapping the internal and external factors that assist or hinder project 
implementers in achieving their goal. It also provides a good framework for reviewing current strategies 
and directions and even to test an idea while exploring solutions.  

The table below lists the strengths, weaknesses, risks & opportunities identified by partners whilst working 
with various communities in Greece. Some were collected by project implementers and then sent to the 
Evaluators when the SWOT exercise was being conducted and some were mentioned by community 
stakeholders as part of the survey results. 

STRENGTHS 
 Communities have assets (reeds, biomass waste, knowledge of local problems) 

 Assets have been recognised & general interest expressed 

 Communities crucially made up of key stakeholders (e.g. local authorities, local NGO(s) / interest 
groups, main energy consumers and physical assets providers) 

 Communities have social motivators  

 Communities recognise the need to own the plant in the region 

 Possible locations for biogas plant available in each community 

WEAKNESSES 
 Communities lack specialised information and technical training (expertise): some knowledge on 

how to use assets but stumble on how to convert knowledge into a biogas plant is still a knowledge 
challenge 

 Knowledge and interests vary between different stakeholders  

 Communities lack funding for support services and infrastructure (either due to scarcity or due to 
lack of expertise) 

 Lack of community spirit or culture  

 Communities lack allocated time (human resources) to devote on community biogas creation  

OPPORTUNITIES  
 New law on Energy Communities  

 Environmental legislation for proper management of farm-livestock residues 

 A trend to support RES in general (following the EU trends and favourable political climate) 

 Need for extra income  

 New / revived population mix in rural areas (owing to the financial crisis) 
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THREATS 
 Individual / conflicting interests and opposition 

 Negative past experience with the cooperative movement in Greece 

 Loss of interest owing to practical reasons: time involved in community biogas development & other 
priorities 

 Reduced agricultural productivity (owing to climate change and new tax laws) 

 Scarcity of successful community projects to use as success stories 

 Slow licensing procedures 

 Economic recession 

Table 2: SWOT analysis in Greece 

 

2.1.2 Changed Theory of Change Framework  

The Theory of Change Framework was developed as part of a participatory evaluation exercise with Greek 
regional partners. The exercise was based on partners’ insights developed from interaction and activities 
with the various communities with which they have been working since 2016. TOC exercise consisted of 
brainstorming activity followed by mapping insights on the following: ultimate aim, outcome & impact, 
activities, benefits, risks and opportunities. Importantly, the TOC models are bespoke regional models 
indicative of the activities and outcomes that the partners will need to achieve in terms of aim, outcomes, 
and impact, delivered through staged and reflexive activities.  

Through the participatory evaluation exercise, it was recognised that what regional ISABEL partners aimed 
to achieve in Greece contributes towards Sustainable Biogas Communities.  

The activities committed to these included: systematic data and sample collection and analysis, organising, 
participating and presenting in relevant events, workshops, meetings, etc., group and bilateral discussions 
with community members, lobbying with local authorities, networking and knowledge sharing (including 
dissemination material), designing and implementing online tools (including GIS mapping), databank 
creation. 

The outputs of these activities included: access to knowledge & accurate dataset, participation of 
stakeholders, online tools, sensitising communities to biogas and new law on energy communities. 

The outcomes of ISABEL intervention include: raised awareness and knowledge (including some technical 
know-how), motivated communities ready to take action, feasibility studies conducted, increased support 
from local authorities (in some communities).  

The risks noted in the engagement process included: communities losing interest or not co-operating and 
reduced agricultural activities owing to whether conditions or new tax system applicable to farmers.  

The opportunities identified included: a new law on energy communities, the new national waste 
management plan and the new law on manure management, as well as a growing trend towards 
environmental and community approaches, to which ISABEL has been in a critical position and timing to 
contribute. It should be noted that whilst the opportunities are heavily geared towards the idea of changing 
behaviour through legislation (imposed, external measure), it has been considered timely to invest in 
parallel action in order to sediment change potential bottom-up, by focusing on the consequences of 
carbon footprint for future generations, as well as renewable energy systems (RES) and green economy 
overall as alternative options of energy governance and management. This has been the case for example 
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in Leda Maria, where an event celebrating RES was organised as well as in Galatista, where the youth 
association partakes in the energy community (and more associations have been contacted).  

The table below presents the outcome performance indicators identified in discussion with regional 
partners in Greece as well as a scalable impact measurement to indicate the stage of engagement of each 
community (please note that this does not necessarily reflect the level of maturity of each community). 

Through the TOC exercise, partners in Greece hoped that these Outcomes once achieved will enable them 
to form Sustainable Biogas Communities. 

In a separate Theory of Change exercise, partners were also asked to indicate realistic targets of where the 
communities would like to be by 2020 given the overarching aim of the Project is to Trigger Sustainable 
Biogas Communities by 2020. Greek partners indicated that realistically they thought that the three 
Regional Communities will be able to produce 

1. 150KW Energy (for Prespes Community, public) 

2. 500KW Energy (Neogal Community, private) and  

3. 150KW Energy (Galatista Community, public)   

Overall, the new targets for the Greek community is to Create Sustainable Biogas communities by 2020 that 
will produce 150KW (for Prespes), 500 KW (for Neogal) and 150KW (for Galatista) energy for the three 
communities. The table below reflects the new targets in the new Theory of Change framework and the 
outputs needed to generate the desired Outcomes as discussed in the beginning of this section.  

Outcome: Formation of Sustainable Biogas Communities (Greece) 

Outcome 
Performance 
Indicators 
 
 
 
 
Impact 
Measurement 

1. Raised Awareness & Knowledge of Technical aspects 

2. Changed perception on biogas 

3. Feasibility Studies conducted  

4. 150KW (Prespes) (public) by 2020  

5. 500KW (Neogal) (private) 

6. Producing 150KW (Galatista) public 

Scaling of Individual Community’s performance  

5 4 3 2 1 

Very active 
(red hot) 

Active 
(hot) 

Just about 
warm 

Not so much 
interested 

(getting cold) 

Inactive 
(cold) 

  

The table below presents the outputs, output performance indicators and respective ways to measure 
them after deliberating on the discussions with regional partners in Greece. Please note that specific details 
per Greek community appear in the Section 3.1.3.  

Outputs Output Performance Indicators Indicator Measurement Methods 
1.Raised 
awareness & 
Self-
knowledge  

Informed & educated 
communities, e.g. communities 
report some awareness of the 
new law on energy communities  

In addition to recording the number of participants 
and addressees to ISABEL activities, the impact of 
ISABEL’s intervention vis a vis awareness raising was 
measured through observation, personal 
interviews, group discussions and surveys. Through 
these methods the make-up of the community for 
each region was interrogated (explicitly and 
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Outputs Output Performance Indicators Indicator Measurement Methods 
implicitly) and awareness-related responses on 
biogas, community biogas, and energy communities 
were either prompted or explicitly addressed.  
Local authority involvement and type of 
participation was also noted.   

2.Participation 
of stakeholders 

Identified local champions, e.g. 1-
2 local people driving each 
intervention 

Some communities such as Prespes and Galatista 
have identified local community motivators 

3.Catalysing 
change towards 
sustainability 

More self-organised activity by 
the communities, e.g. assisting in 
the organisation of ISABEL events, 
participating in and co-organising 
meetings, evaluation workshops, 
survey 
Motivated communities with 
wider acceptance of the idea of 
Biogas, e.g. communities not only 
report some awareness of biogas 
but also acceptance and are also 
able to deliberate upon 
community biogas development  

The communities are not mature to the level that 
they are able to organise activities on their own. 
Communities such as Prespes show that they are 
engaged and active but to be able to organise 
activities on their own would require more activities 
such as knowledge of various technologies, funding 
sources etc. Whilst Prespes displayed strong 
interest in learning about these aspects, our 
findings show that with continuous support from 
ISABEL partners in the coming months, they will be 
able to reach this level of maturity. 

4.Indicate the 
benefits to the 
locals    

Benefits for many people-
economic, community, 
environmental;  

Not assessable at the current stage of maturity of 
the Greek communities, other than at level of 
identification, communication and observation of 
understanding of these benefits. 

5.Connecting 
communities 

Connected network of people, 
organisation & institutions, e.g. 
intra-community networking and 
local champions of some 
communities networking with 
other communities (e.g. Galatista 
– Leda Maria) 

Measurable through in-depth interviews & surveys. 
Our finding show that Prespes community showed 
strong signs of wanting to learn & develop their 
network with other communities in Greece and in 
Europe. 

6.Access to 
knowledge & 
accurate 
datasets 

Online knowledge tools such as 
GIS mapping (see https://isabel-
project.eu/tools/greece/). 
Systematic data collection and 
databank creation: 3 feasibility 
studies, 1 environmental impact 
study, 1 energy providers’ 
analysis  

Apart from recording the development, ease of 
use and public accessibility to and provision of 
information on online tools, datasets, feasibility 
studies, materials, environmental impact studies, 
etc., the ways to evaluate this output consisted of 
page hits (for online tools) as well as stakeholders 
self-reporting with regards to awareness, use, 
adoption / usefulness of these tools and materials. 
The latter was achieved though participation in 
group meetings, individual interviews and surveys. 

7.Increased 
Institutional & 
Local Authority 
support 

Increased participation by 
stakeholders & communities in 
lobbying of policy makers/ 
decision-makers;  
 
A developing advocacy strategy in 
place to lobby decision-makers  

This was achieved through participant observation 
and observation of meetings and talks, personal 
interviews, group discussions, surveys and 
stakeholders’ activities in promoting community 
biogas in their regions. 
Our findings show the need to develop a strong 
advocacy strategy for each of the three regions as 
an outcome of the evaluation work. The strategy 
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Outputs Output Performance Indicators Indicator Measurement Methods 
will outline how to lobby decision-makers in favour 
of supportive legislation. Details of this finding will 
become part of the policy recommendation. 

Table 3: Changed & Evolved Theory of Change Framework in Greece 

 

2.1.3 Regional Evaluation of Communities in GREECE  

Various support services have been provided by the ISABEL partners (see deliverables 3.4 and 3.5).  

In preparation for the evaluation process interviews or personal communication were held with the Greek 
energy communities consisting one-to-one and group discussions, as well as attendance of community 
meetings, observations and other types of ethnographic field work (familiarisation with local sites, histories 
and cultures, geographic plane and landscape, social gathering places and walking interviews). The 
evaluation methods included participatory exercises such as group discussions based on visual prompts to 
enable brainstorming, asset mapping and scenario building, as well as open, public recreational events and 
talks with evaluation taking place in situ and/or through a follow-up survey (questionnaires).  

The tables below present an overview of the evaluation (work) in terms of ‘what worked’ (existing 
strengths and how these were capitalised upon through ISABEL intervention) and of ‘what did not work’ 
(persisting weaknesses, challenges and risks and or identified through ISABEL intervention) 

 

Prespes community - Impact Assessment Score 4 

What worked? What did not? 

Community has assets such as reeds, 
biomass waste 

Community has some knowledge on how to use these assets 
but convert them into a biogas plant is still a knowledge 
challenge. Knowledge varies between different stakeholders 
and so do interests. Two of the stakeholders have more 
expertise than others (and somehow drive/are looked up 
to/expected to drive community biogas through) 

These have been recognised & general 
interest expressed 

Communities wanted and needed more information and 
technical training 

Identified Social Motivators 
Community is crucially made up of key 
stakeholders: local authorities, local 
NGO and interest group, main energy 
consumer and physical assets providers  

A key question for the existing community as per the MOA is 
the eventual format, membership (and size) of the 
community; 
e.g. providers can be members or associates etc. 
More work and discussions are required including a feasibility 
study to determine this; including exploring the idea of more 
than one energy communities or re-shaping the community in 
the future  

Community successfully engaged 
through workshops, feasibility study, 
individual and discussions and e-
mail/telephone follow-ups 

Community wants and needs funding for support services and 
infrastructure which is difficult to identify (either due to 
scarcity or due to lack of expertise)  

Community has identified a potential 
location through ISABEL 

But remains unsure owing to: 1. Incomplete knowledge and 2. 
The final form of the community tasked with making executive 
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What worked? What did not? 

decisions; thus, there is no consensus at the moment 

Community is very motivated and 
wants:  capacity building training 
including technical know-how on how 
build a biogas plant as well as on to form 
and run a community biogas plant (in 
the first place)  

But community expressed concern on how this could 
favourably create the biogas opportunity they wanted 

Community recognises the need to own 
the plant in the region. Strong, emerging 
network 

Community wanted training from community practitioners on 
how to organise a community owned and managed bioenergy 
unit  

Community seemed in favour of the 
suggestion to visit/ see demonstration 
of biogas plants and exchange 
information with community biogas 
hubs in Europe   

But was not sure how to go about it;  

Local partners conducted a feasibility 
study in the region; the aim of the study 
was mainly scoping and dataset 
collection and analysis to get the 
discussions going. 
One of the scenarios (scenario 2) 
seemed most favourable by main 
stakeholders 

But a new, targeted one will be required at a next stage to set 
up the biogas plant 

Developing scenarios by the ISABEL 
team was successful  

Implementation of the relevant scenario will take 
considerable time and deliberation including human capital 
which has not been taken into account 

Local partners informed the community 
about a new law on Energy 
Communities, which could be favourable 
for their biogas initiative  
Local partners encouraged community 
stakeholders to participate in the public 
deliberation round for the new law 
The new law allows for public 
authorities to participate in energy 
communities; this is favoured by the 
local authority of Prespes 

Community is aware of the law but lacks expertise, knowledge 
and time to put it in use 
The implementation framework of the law is pending  

Overall, ISABEL was able to catalyse 
interest in the community 

Biogas plant not set up in the region but likely to occur in the 
region as community is active & motivated 

 

Summary: This is a very engaged and active community which will definitely be able to set up a biogas plant 
in the coming years especially if funding and the appropriate support services are available.  
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What are the lessons? 

1. The community needs not just training on the technical know-how of what size of biogas plant to use 
but also capacity building on how to create a biogas community. More specifically training on 
organisational structure of community owned and run biogas initiatives. In other words, specialised 
training services from community practitioners including training on how to maintain a sustainable 
community biogas. 

2. Some of the suggestions include: (i) demonstration of community biogas plants and the suggestion 
was made for a knowledge exchange between Suderbyn’s Eco-village initiative where they run a 
biogas unit; (ii) demonstration of a biogas plant in Greece (only commercial available) in order to 
familiarise the community with how a biogas plant looks like and works as well as with the uptake of 
the local communities – the suggestion was made for a presentation of a study of the Lagadas Biogas 
S.A.  

3. Important lessons teased out from the evaluation work:  

a. When does ISABEL partners, providing support services, cease to provide soft support and 
transform themselves to professional consultancy service providers in order to enable 
communities to setup a biogas plant in their region? 

b. How flexible does support need to be in terms of 1. The type of energy; 2. The type of 
plant/community; For example, should support continue if community favours another RES? If 
they invite private funds in? etc.  

 

Leda Maria community- Impact Assessment Score 3 

What worked? What did not? 

Local partners’ offices are part of the 
Leda Maria complex 
This was used to approach the key 
stakeholders 
An obvious group was the complex’s 
administration council  
Local partners were able to identify & 
engage with the key stakeholders of 
Leda Maria  

Even though community engagement was successfully 
done, the community assets have not been identified or 
communicated to the residents 
But engaging with the residents at large was low 

Identified a Social Motivator Not active enough to identify a specific location 

Local Partners switched attention from 
community biogas to the idea of 
community energy consumption (with 
RES in the mix of energy sources) 

Unlike Prespes where the community was aware of their 
assets and knew its potential, Leda Maria being a 
residential, suburban complex, poses itself as a challenge. 
How do you engage with them? 

Local partners were successful in: 

1. Estimating the community’s 
energy consumption profile and  

2. Exploring some of the green 
energy providers in the area 

No feasibility study done (yet) for a biogas plant 
Motivation to switch to a community in terms of energy 
consumption was low 
How do you facilitate interaction among local 
stakeholders? 
How do you get them interested to the point that they 
become warm? 
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What worked? What did not? 

Creativity and out-of-the-box thinking 
works!!  

Recognising the importance of connecting with key 
stakeholders who understand the intricacies of working 
with the local community, which is very relevant 

Developing of scenarios pending  Scenarios can be developed after the community is (re-) 
formed and becomes pro-actively engaged and motivated 
in wanting a biogas plant  

Key community stakeholders made 
aware of the opportunity that the new 
legislation could present in the near 
future 

It is unlikely that a biogas plant would be setup similar to 
the one in Prespes. Mainly because this is an urban 
residential complex and could benefit from a small 
domestic waste management initiative that will require the 
support of local authorities. The challenges this presents 
besides the “not in my backyard argument” is that other 
opportunities, already partly available may be preferred 
owing to familiarity (inter alia, e.g. energy output of biogas 
plant not motivating enough or not sufficient community 
spirit for it to work in a communal project?) 

ISABEL team has successfully engaged 
but much remains to be done still 

Strong network has not developed within the community 

 

Summary: This community is just about warm both in terms of biogas plant development and in terms of 
energy community formation.  

 

What are the lessons? 

1. Owing to the type of site, the Leda Maria community needs more community engagement work.  

2. It will take time for this type of community to develop. This will outlast the duration of the project, so 
the aims of the project need to be adjusted to:  

a. Sensitizing the community to the extent that they feel better informed to consider community 
biogas in the near future; 

b. Keeping the key stakeholders warm.  

3. Some of the suggestions for engagement within the confines of the project include:  

a. Maintaining contact with key stakeholders, regular feedback updates 

b. Joining admin council’s and annual general assembly meetings  

c. Providing information and demonstrating community biogas plants, other RES and community 
initiatives.  

4. Overall important lessons so far (applicable to Leda Maria as well):  

a. How flexible does support need to be in terms of 1. The type of energy; (2. The type of 
plant/community;) For example, should support continue if community favours another RES? (If 
they invite private funds in?) etc.  

b. When does ISABEL partners, providing support services, cease to provide soft support and 
transform themselves to professional consultancy service providers in order to enable 
communities to setup a biogas plant in their region? 
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NEOGAL - Impact Assessment Score 2 

What worked? What did not? 

Key stakeholders identified by local 
partners and engaged  

This was an established co-operative with 
subsequently established hierarchies and modus 
operandi.  

Key social motivator identified  Community members (shareholders: farmers & 
breeders) reliant on the management (CEO) of the 
co-operative - not fully motivated and active  

Community assets identified by local 
partners  

 

Local partners have identified (and advised) 
the co-operative CEO about a potential 
biogas location  

 

Feasibility study conducted by local 
partners 
 
Community’s energy potential identified by 
local partners  

Slow response by community 
 
Strong network not yet developed within the 
community 

 

Summary: This community is getting cold. While evaluation work is pending, local partners advised that the 
dynamics of the co-op are such that they need to be taken into account in engagement activities.  

 

Preliminary lessons learned and subsequent actions: 

1. Be prepared with regards to the possibility and type of dynamics established businesses may present 

2. Account for the geographical distance and size of farms and the availability/presence of stakeholders 
in relation to sensitizing activities, drawing community biogas plant location and boundaries 
(membership and other roles)  

3. More interaction with the community needs to take place in order to better understand what 
hinders both progress and motivation.  

4. When does ISABEL partners, providing support services, cease to provide soft support and transform 
themselves to professional consultancy service providers in order to enable communities to setup a 
biogas plant in their region? 

 

Galatista- Impact Assessment Score 4 

What worked? What did not? 

Community has assets from oil mills, 
animal and dairy farms and cheese  
Assets have been recognised  
Waste management concerns 

Community has established ways of managing waste. These 
range from biological waste management systems of big 
producers to re-use or local waste management units to none.  
Leap between concerns for waste management and acting 
upon it. Motivation all across stakeholders missing; pending 
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What worked? What did not? 

community  activation through waste management law enforcement, 
which delays engagement. 
Some knowledge on how to use assets but converting them 
into a biogas plant is still a knowledge challenge.  
Knowledge varies between different stakeholders: 3 of the 
stakeholders involved in the Galatista Energy Community (as 
per the Collaboration Agreement) have more expertise than 
others (and somehow drive/are looked up to/expected to 
drive community biogas through).  
Interests vary between different stakeholders: these depend 
on farm (and business size) as well as previous experience 
with forming a co-operative. 

Community is crucially made up of key 
stakeholders: local expert 
stakeholders, physical assets providers 
and the youth association  
A Social Motivator driving community 
engagement- Member of the energy 
community as breeder and expert 
Momentum of producers’ groups re-
forming in Greece to manage 
competition  

Local politics and intricacies presenting a challenge for 
whether to involve (or not) local politicians including local 
authorities and the opposition 
Community had a co-operative in the past which dissolved  

Community engaged through 
workshops, feasibility study, individual 
and discussions and e-mail/telephone 
follow-ups 

Community wants and needs funding for infrastructure which 
is difficult to identify (mainly due to scarcity)  
Community unclear/divided between the idea of owning the 
plant versus private investment in the region. This is mainly 
due to lack of funds. 
Network emerging but not strong enough yet  

Local authority and ISABEL has helped 
community to identify a potential 
location  

But process slow owing to:  

1. Lack of funds (in general) and funding (in particular). Lack 
of funds re-direct priorities. Thus constant engagement 
required 

2. Lack of external pressure (as a way of motivation) 

3. Time required to create a support base amongst 
immediate stakeholders, local authorities and local 
community  

Local partners conducted a feasibility 
study in the region; the aim of the 
study was mainly scoping and dataset 
collection and analysis to get the 
discussions going. 

Slow uptake 
 
A new, targeted feasibility study will be required at the next 
stage  

Local partners informed the 
community about a new law on Energy 
Communities, which could be 

Slow uptake 
The implementation framework of the law is pending  
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What worked? What did not? 
favourable for their biogas initiative  

Overall, ISABEL was able to catalyse 
interest in the community 

Biogas plant possible to occur in the region longer term as 
community makeup and assets are encouraging  

Summary: This community is just about warm. It will definitely be able to set up a biogas plant in the future 
if funding and/or the appropriate stakeholder mix is achieved but this needs time and on-going 
engagement.  

 

 

 

Key learnings and subsequent actions: 

1. Community needs training from community practitioners on how to organise a community owned 
and managed bioenergy unit, especially as interests and knowledge vary and the past experience of 
co-operative is looming. 

2. The stakeholder mix is critical for building trust for community biogas. 

3. A local, partial social motivator catalyses engagement, involvement and progress but also requires 
careful management of his/her role vis a vis interests and local politics. 

4. Actions / Suggestions: 

a. Non-partial involvement and expertise should be offered in parallel; 

b. Encourage the creation of social momentum, social support base by involving local community 
more actively through engaging all key citizens’ associations, interest groups (including 
opposition), etc. 

c. Partake in local events such as fests, etc. to keep community warm and enable meaningful 
discussions  
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Figure 2: Theory of Change model for Greece 
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2.2 Regional Impact of communities in Germany 
In Germany the evaluation work began with the preparation of a list of problems, challenges and any 
unanticipated risks or opportunities whilst conducting community biogas work.  

This was followed by the three stages of the evaluation process: 

In the first stage, the Challenges, Opportunities & Solutions were exhibited in three different white boards. 
This was followed by reviewing the available reports from previous deliverables and reviewing other 
documents.  

Exhibit of three issues: Challenges, Opportunities & Risks and Solutions in order to realise your vision. Each 
issue had a list of questions which was given a positive or negative value by the stakeholders/participants 
of the evaluation workshop. 

In the second stage of the evaluation workshop, a round table workshop was organised in which three 
teams were created who were asked to develop a vision for the future using Appreciative Inquiry of what 
an ideal community biogas scenario would look like. It also included identifying balloons and stones i.e. 
identifying the blockages or challenges in realising the vision and the opportunities or solutions which will 
enable the group to realise this vision. 

In the third stage without which the evaluation work would be incomplete, a Theory of Change (ToC) was 
developed by discussing with partners on the possible outputs, outcomes and indicators. This included 
drawing an initial TOC based on the initial work done by the three regional partners and then drawing up a 
new ToC based on the evaluation workshop (see Fig.  for the TOC model for Germany).  

The various participatory evaluation activities including the drawing of future biogas scenarios by 
participants who were stakeholders from energy companies and members of the local community where 
the partners worked, helped us to identify the gaps in the system that were preventing the successful 
implementation of ISABEL’s vision. We have tried to capture these findings through various ways: 

1. The SWOT analysis 2. The changed Theory of Change framework and 3. Through assessment of 
individual communities in the regions where ISABEL partners have been working.  

Through the TOC exercise, it was ascertained that regional ISABEL partners in Germany wanted the 
Formation of Sustainable Biogas Communities.  

The activities committed to these included: showcasing possibilities and experiences, excursion to 
Bioenergy village, public engagement activities such as Public Quiz on biogas, Stakeholder engagement 
workshop for community, Biogas survey. Other activities included conducting desk-research to check on 
existing legislation, organise communication campaign & Information events, publishing articles for 
sensitising people in exhibitions, presentations in meetings for parish council and biogas roundtable 
advocacy activities. Trust building activity (local people, public board partnerships & collaboration) was also 
important alongside developing personal relationships & networking. They also stated that checking 
technical possibilities snowballing & exploratory research was also part of their activities alongside 
organising expert workshop on biogas perception. 

The outputs of these activities included: Overview on operating models for our three communities, finding  
out opportunities & challenges, participation of stakeholders, focus of the Biogas Community, baseline 
Information- D1.3 and 2.2, 2.3, self-knowledge & awareness, Climate assessment of Biogas farms, 
acceptance of the idea of community biogas, benefit for many people, Connecting people, Catalysing 
change in perception, creating trust, identify local champions & point out the advantage of biogas 
communities (such as economic, ecological, social). Other outputs include, green cut tool development & 
various support services for biogas farmers. 

Through these various activities, ISABEL partners will achieve the above-mentioned outputs  leading to 
Informed & educated communities, identified local champions, more self-organised communities, leading 
to  Outcomes such as: Motivated communities with wider acceptance of the idea of biogas, identified 
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benefits for many people, creating connected network of people, organisation & institution leading to 
increased participation by stakeholders & communities in lobbying of policy-makers with a developed 
advocacy strategy in place to lobby decision-makers. These intermediary outcomes lead to the Final 
outcomes:    

 Utilisation of residues in biogas plants future for Biogas after EEG ends (20 yrs) 

 Defined operating models for the 3 communities  

 Formation of sustainable biogas communities 

 Catalysing change towards sustainability 

Through the TOC exercise, partners in Germany hoped these Outcomes once achieved will enable them to 
form Sustainable Biogas Communities. However, we also noted the risks and opportunities in the 
engagement process.  

In a separate Theory of Change exercise, partners were also asked to indicate realistic targets of where the 
communities would like to be by 2020 given the overarching aim of the Project is to Trigger Sustainable 
Biogas Communities by 2020. German partners indicated that realistically they thought that the three 
Regional Communities will be able to produce: 

1.  100KW Thermal+ 100KW Electricity (Mainau Island community  

2. 150KW Thermal (Obereschah) and  

3. 200KW Thermal (CoAct)   

This table is followed by the changed and evolved Theory of change framework (see Table 5) for Germany 
followed by an impact assessment of the communities where ISABEL has been working.  

 

2.2.1 Regional SWOT analysis 

Our evaluation work also revealed some inherent strengths & weaknesses, opportunities & risks. These 
were identified by various stakeholders including partners. These findings help us understand the major 
challenges and identify the policy gaps that act as barriers to achieving the project goals or targets. The 
SWOT analysis involved identifying and mapping the internal and external factors that assist or hinder 
project implementers in achieving their goal. It also provides a good framework for reviewing current 
strategies and directions and even to test an idea while exploring solutions. 

The table below lists the strengths, weaknesses, risks & opportunities identified by partners whilst working 
with various communities in Germany. Some were collected by project implementers and then sent to the 
Evaluators when the SWOT exercise was being conducted and some were mentioned by community 
stakeholders as part of the survey results. 

STRENGTHS 
 Germany had already existing bioenergy villages. This meant most people understood the concept of 

generating energy from recycling of biomass waste 

 Strong civil society in existence 

 The attitude of the community was friendly and receptive from the beginning 

 The national, regional initiatives on raising awareness worked well & ISABEL partners were able to 
provide their services through those platforms 

 These national, regional platforms provided opportunities to community stakeholders to come forward 
and share their ideas along with ISABEL partners 
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 German biogas communities were found to be largely mature which worked well for the ISABEL 
partners  

 ISABEL approach provided advantages in terms of the social capital & networks already developed 
within the community  

 The area where ISABEL worked in Germany was considered a relatively wealthy society 

WEAKNESSES 
 There is a difference between knowing about bioenergy work in Germany and being an active member 

endorsing it 

 Inviting people to share and develop ideas seems to be harder than to invite them for an information 
meeting offering them something concrete 

 Biogas is considered an expensive energy as opposed to fossil fuel  

 No standard approval procedure. The existing Permission and responsible authorities depended on 
many factors (plant size, type of substrate, area and source of the substrate etc.) 

 The location of the biogas plants, have been a problem as they are located far from the villages 

 Lack of supportive legislation or policies prevented the biogas initiative gaining momentum in the 
region 

 Lack of citizen’s active participation & understanding the relevance of the ISABEL concept of 
community biogas 

 High tenancy costs 

OPPORTUNITIES 
 A strong opportunity to reduce CO2 & CH4 emissions, good for global climatic situation 

 Clean, green renewable bioenergy especially after the end of EEG in 2020 for Germany  

 High potential for waste management (food, vegetables, biomass etc.) 

 An opportunity to create a sustainable future for the next generation 

 The concept of decentralised energy presents itself as an opportunity for the local regions to own and 
run the project 

 Local use of heat & electricity 

 An opportunity for existing plants looking for future prospects 

THREATS  
 Negative/fake news on biogas acts as a risk and a demotivator 

 Unsupportive new legislation  

 Lack of interest among stakeholders 

 Fossil fuel prices stay low  

 Focus shifts to other renewables 

 Then there is the risk of a change in policy that will impose new restrictions 

 Too strong emphasis on funding/subsidies (EEG) 
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Table 4: SWOT analysis in Germany 

3.2.2 Changed Theory of Change Framework 

 

Outcome: Formation of Sustainable Biogas Communities (Germany) 
Outcome 
Performance 
Indicators 

 

Impact 
Measurement 

1. Defined Operating Models for the 3 communities 
2. Utilisation of residues in biogas plants for Biogas after EEG ends 
3. Producing 100KW Thermal+ 100KW Electricity (Mainau Island by 2020)  
4. 150KW Thermal (Obereschah)  
5. 200KW (CoAct)  

Scaling of Individual Community’s performance  

5 4 3 2 1 

Very active 
(red hot) 

Active 
(hot) 

Just about 
warm 

Not so much 
interested 

(getting cold) 

Inactive 
(cold) 

  

 

Outputs Output Performance Indicators Indicator Measurement Methods 

1. Overview on 
operating models 
of community 
biogas 
2.Increased 
awareness  
  
 
3.Catalyse change 
in perception   
4.Participation of 
stakeholders 
5.Indicate the 
benefits to the 
locals 

  

Identified local championsEg. Identified 
local community motivated 

 
More self-organised activity by the 
communities. Informed & educated 
communities are able to make their 
own decisions to create & own 
community biogas initiatives. 
 
Motivated communities with wider 
acceptance of the idea of Biogas 
Benefits for many people-economic, 
social, environmental 
Connected network of people, 
organisation & institutions 
Changed perception on biogas 

This was established from group-
discussions with community stakeholders 
along with ISABEL partners in Germany 
while on regional site visits.  
 
This is an advanced stage and difficult to 
measure at this juncture, but it is hoped 
that the German communities with a 
Scale of 4 will be able to reach this stage 
by 2020 and own their community biogas 
projects. For this to successfully happen, 
our finding show the need for a strong 
advocacy strategy targeted towards key 
stakeholders in the coming months. This 
targeted advocacy work will enable the 
communities to achieve the level of 
maturity as Mainau Island & Obereschah 
community a lot of potential to become 
mature.  

4. Access to 
knowledge & 
Tools 

 Online knowledge tools 
 Green Cut tool development, support 
services for Biogas farmers  

Developed & functioning online tools that 
can be accessed by various users 

5. Connecting 
communities 
6. Institutional & 
Political support 

Connected network of people, 
organisation & institutions 
Local authority support 
Increased participation by stakeholders 

Measured through the participatory 
evaluation exercise and survey. Findings 
show that there is a need for supportive 
policies to support the communities to 
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& communities in lobbying 
policymakers 

develop community biogas initiatives 
without which there are numerous 
challenges ahead. Even though, ISABEL 
partners in Germany have been raising 
awareness at a local, regional & national 
level, the development of the advocacy 
strategy will enable partners & 
community stakeholders to lobby local 
authorities at a regional & national level. 

Table 5: Changed & Evolved Theory of Change Framework in Germany 

 

3.2.3 Regional Evaluation of Communities in Germany 

As discussed in the beginning of the Section 3.2 various methods were used to assess the impact of ISABEL 
on the regional communities in Germany. Evaluators were able to conduct a participatory evaluation 
workshop where participants were asked to draw a vision of their future Biogas scenario in Germany. The 
SWOT analysis done in the above table reflect the findings from this exercise. Whilst this deliverable is 
about impact assessment, the next deliverable, D4.3 will describe in detail the findings from this 
participatory evaluation exercise to draw out the Comparative perspective of the three regions.  

As such, this deliverable will confine itself to assessing the impact of ISABEL’s intervention on the various 
communities where German partners worked. Various support services have been provided by the ISABEL 
partners (see deliverables 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5).  

The tables below present an overview of each of the communities and the evaluation (work) in terms of 
what worked’ (existing strengths and how these were capitalised upon through ISABEL intervention) and of 
‘what did not work’ (persisting weaknesses, challenges and risks and or identified through ISABEL 
intervention) within each community. The findings from these and our SWOT analysis have been used to 
draw out the various lessons we learnt from this region.  

Finally, the methods used to evaluate and gather lessons in the three regions have been different. This is 
mainly because the three regions have been identified as in different levels of maturity in terms of 
evolution community biogas initiatives. A uniform scale of measurement would automatically exclude the 
lesser mature communities in Greece or UK. The methods used have been discussed in the beginning of 
each Regional section (see 3.2 for more information). Hence, the lesson learning process has also evolved 
differently.  

 

Obereschach Community - Impact Assessment Score 4 

What worked?                                                                                   What did not? 

Partners were able to identify a social 
motivator  

Lack of support from local authorities in favour biogas 
communities  

Community stakeholders have been 
successfully engaged & actively participated in 
the meetings 

Lack of supportive legislation or policies prevented the 
biogas initiative gaining momentum in the region  

Community identified its existing assets in the 
area including local needs 

Lack of local authority support to facilitate permissions 

Community identified & motivated to setup a 
district heating network based on a n existing 

Low oil prices make it difficult to create a business 
case and people are harder to be convinced to join in 
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biogas plant tackling the challenge end of feed-
in-tariff in the coming years 

district heating schemes. 
Low level of return makes it less interesting for big 
players, leaving room for community energy 

Strong and active social network within the 
region  

Personal circumstances of local community motivator 
can hinder progress of community engagement 
especially in the absence of an alternate replacement.  

Knowledge transfer through workshops, 
meetings & discussions was done successfully 
by ISABEL partners 

 

German biogas communities were found to be 
largely mature which worked well for the 
ISABEL partners  

But the idea of Social Innovation did not work in 
favour of the project implementers  

Gearing up for energy suppliers to invest in 
district heating  

Inviting people to share and develop ideas seems to be 
harder than to invite them for an information meeting 
offering them something concrete 

Awareness raising, using our mobile exhibition 
and organizing an excursion to a nearby 
bioenergy village 

 

 

Braunlingen Community- Impact Assessment Score 3 

What worked well?                                                                                              What did not? 

Attitude of the community was friendly and 
receptive from the beginning 

Inviting people to share and develop ideas seems to be 
harder than to invite them for an information meeting 
offering them something concrete 

Community stakeholders have been 
successfully engaged  

Lack of supportive legislation or policies prevented the 
biogas initiative gaining momentum in the region  

Getting experts on lawn cutting and waste 
utilization involved in the project by forming a 
task force  

There is lack of motivation among the local community 
people 

The national, regional initiatives on raising 
awareness worked well & ISABEL partners were 
able to provide their services through those 
platforms 

Lack of citizen’s active participation & understanding 
the relevance of the community biogas 

German biogas communities were found to be 
largely mature which worked well for the 
ISABEL partners  

Lack of local authority support to facilitate permissions 

These national, regional platforms provided 
opportunities to community stakeholders to 
come forward and share their ideas along with 
ISABEL partners. 

But the idea of Social Innovation did not work in 
favour of the project implementers  

ISABEL approach provided advantages in terms 
of the social capital & networks already 
developed within the community as a result of 
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their activities  

 

Mainau Island community- Impact Assessment Score 4 

What worked well?                                                                                              What did not? 

Active & already existing bioenergy network in 
the region  

The concept of social innovation was not well known 
and understood 

Knowledge of existing community assets like 
existing green-cuts, flower residues etc around 
the area 

Involvement of restaurants and hotels was difficult as 
they did not understand the relevance and possibilities 
of community biogas 

Identification & engagement with key 
stakeholders including the energy company in 
the region  

Inviting people to share and develop ideas seems to be 
harder than to invite them for an information meeting 
offering them something concrete No big interest of 
the involved partners to run the plant later on 

This facilitated ISABEL partners’ work in the 
region 

 

Awareness raising activities have definitely 
informed the community & modified their 
behaviour  

It takes time, money and resources to influence 
people’s attitude favourably. 

Identification of a potential location of a biogas 
plant site 

 

Analysis on the energy potential of a biogas 
plant  

 

Techno-economic analysis of the biogas plant   

Review of national legislation   

Analysis of the community’s energy 
consumption profile  

 

Networked with local restaurants & partners  
& involving other big players 

 

 

Co-Act Community- Impact Assessment Score 4 

What worked? What did not? 

Identified relevant stakeholders Feasibility study brought out the diversity of the 
biomass and that it will be difficult to get the 
biomass from one source 

Communicated & engaged with relevant 
stakeholders   

The diversity of stakeholders also came out as a 
finding when the ISABEL team interacted with 
them after conducting the feasibility studies 

Partnership building with ISABEL Germany & major 
player, University of Kassel 

The inconsistency of units used for the biomass 
(fresh mass, dry mass and m³ or tons) is also a 
potential challenge that was discovered after 
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conducting the feasibility studies. 

Established a working group with relevant 
stakeholders where the idea of the technical 
process of creating community biogas was 
discussed  

 

The potential for a sustainable use of biomass was 
discussed through which stakeholders were 
educated & informed  

 

Feasibility study conducted by the ISABEL team, 
LCF 

 

Project application was developed and sent to 
national funding authorities 

 

 

Our findings from Germany show that the ISABEL programme was able to make a better impact on this 
region compared to UK and Greece. This is mainly because the region already had existing bioenergy 
villages and were aware of the use of bioenergy crops for the generation of electricity. However, the 
drawbacks were extrapolated from the participatory evaluation exercise and the SWOT analysis. 

The Obereschach, Mainau Island and the Co-Act Community are very warm communities and they have the 
highest potential to develop into Sustainable Biogas Communities by 2020 provided the lessons are learnt 
and the key actions noted. 

  

Lessons Learnt from the Regional Impact Assessment in Germany 

 The four communities of Obereschach, Braunlingen, Mainau Island and Co-Act despite being in four 
different locations were found to be reasonably aware of bioenergy villages and the importance of biogas 
in the region. The communities generally showed a lot of potential to develop into biogas villages in the 
future. However, there were some lessons that needs to be recorded which goes across all four 
communities. There was general awareness on the end of feed-in-tariff (EEG) by the end of 2020 and 
participants and stakeholders expressed general concern after this ended. ISABEL partners have been able 
to encash on this and advocate ISABEL’s vision of a community biogas programme which would be cheap, 
clean and sustainable in the long run. Even though, people understood the importance of this there is no 
favourable political climate to support the development of community-based biogas work to implement 
this.  

Some of the lessons that we gathered were: 

 Lack of supportive legislation from the government has hindered the progress of community biogas 
in the Baden-Wurtemburg region.  

Even though energy companies recognised ISABEL’s work as a great opportunity following the end of feed-
in-tariff in 2020, there was clear indication that supportive policies will go a long way in enabling them to 
adopt such a sustainable green energy option. Identifying these policy gaps is important. 

Another important lesson gathered from Mainau Island was the change in their attitude towards building 
partnerships and networking as a result of ISABEL’s intervention. Initially, they were not interested in 
building partnerships and wanted to own their energy initiative. However, ISABEL’s intervention and 
communication has changed their views and they have started to recognise the importance of building on 
social capital.  

 It takes a long time to influence communities and human behaviour specifically. 
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 There is also a definite need to develop an advocacy and awareness raising strategy which can be 
used by community champions to influence not only decision-makers but also important 
community stakeholders such as farmers and local citizens 

 Economic prosperity makes people less sensitive about expensive biogas generated from food or 
vegetable waste. However, wealthier communities are more likely to agree that a Green Energy is 
better than an unsustainable energy system. It is important to identify those hooks when raising 
awareness.  

 Sometimes local politics or vested interests or even personal circumstances gets in the way of an 
identified local champion and hinders the progress of community engagement 

 This necessitates training of other community motivators to continue the work otherwise 
communities risk getting cold and losing momentum 

 Sometimes creativity helps to get people on board especially they are used to a certain way of 
living such as use of cheap fossil fuel which is not sustainable in the long-run. 

 Finally, incentives from the government can also enable the growth of community biogas initiatives 
and alongside supportive policies. 

 

Key learnings and subsequent actions: 

1. There is a strong need for a targeted Advocacy strategy which can be used by the regional partners 
to lobby decision makers and community stakeholders. This can be part of the Recommendation 
activity in order to address the problems that the communities encountered.  

2. Community members also need training from specialised community practitioners on how to use 
creative or innovative ways to engage with communities   

3. The stakeholder mix is critical for building trust for community biogas. 

4. A local, partial social motivator catalyses engagement, involvement and progress but also requires 
careful management of his/her role vis a vis interests and local politics.  

5. Actions / Suggestions: 

a. Non-partial involvement and expertise should be offered in parallel; 

b. Encourage the creation of social momentum, social support base by involving local community 
more actively through engaging all key citizens’ associations, interest groups (including 
opposition), etc. 

c. Partake in local events such as fests, etc. to keep community warm and enable meaningful 
discussions  
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Figure 3: Theory of Change model for Germany 
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2.3 Regional Impact of Communities in UK 
In the UK, the evaluation work began with the preparation of a list of problems, challenges and any 
unanticipated risks or opportunities whilst conducting community biogas work. These were circulated to 
regional partners in order to find out the major stumbling blocks in the region.  

This was followed by the participatory evaluation workshop and the Theory of Change exercise with the 
Regional partners in UK. The various participatory evaluation activities including the drawing of future 
biogas scenarios by participants who were community stakeholders helped us to identify the gaps in the 
system that were preventing the successful implementation of ISABEL’s vision. We have tried to capture 
these findings through various ways: 

1. The SWOT analysis 2. The changed Theory of Change framework and 3. Through assessment of 
individual communities in the regions where ISABEL partners have been working.  

Through the TOC exercise, it was ascertained that the regional ISABEL partners in the UK envisaged 
Creating Sustainable Biogas Communities in the regions where they have been working since 2016. 
However, it should be noted that the evolution of small-scale community biogas initiatives in the UK is 
common and through our evaluation work we found out that the needs or motivations or reasons behind 
community biogas initiatives are quite varied. Indeed, in some places like Lincolnshire, we found three 
different initiatives run by different community stakeholders. This regional peculiarity in the UK created 
inherent difficulties in assessing the impact of ISABEL’s work on the regions where partners were working. 
Whilst this will be discussed in detail in the next deliverable D4.3, the TOC exercise revealed the 
complexities involved in creating sustainable biogas communities in the UK.       

The activities committed to these included: networking & identifying interested parties, community 
engagement activities such as workshops, personal meetings and discussion on ways to reduce food waste, 
develop the connection between food waste management, sustainability and ways to reduce carbon 
emission, drafting formal MOUs, discussing joint activities with key stakeholders, surveying parish councils, 
research & discussion on bespoke technical options & identifying local champions who could motivate the 
communities   

The outputs of these activities included identifying ways to create a sense of community, raised awareness 
on the links between biogas, food waste management & sustainability, supporting sustainable community 
development, scoping bespoke technical options depending on community needs, identified key 
organisations that link to the community network, indicate benefits to the locals, access to knowledge & 
tools.   

The outcomes of these interventions are  knowing what the community wants, identified & plugged local 
champions, allocated time, resources & person-hours, self-organised activity by the communities, 
connected network of people, organisation & institutions, identified funding options, recognised socio-
economic & environmental benefits, adopted green housing practices within the community, Motivated 
communities with wider acceptance of the idea of Biogas leading to a changed perception on biogas. 

Through the TOC exercise, partners in UK expect to achieve these Outcomes which will enable them to 
form Sustainable Biogas Communities. 

In a separate Theory of Change exercise, partners were also asked to indicate realistic targets of where the 
communities would like to be by 2020 given the overarching aim of the Project is to Trigger Sustainable 
Biogas Communities by 2020. 

UK partners indicated that realistically they thought that the three Regional Communities will be able to 
produce: 

1. 8.9MW electricity annually (Hockerton),  

2. 49 MW electricity per day (Lincoln), 
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3. 59 MW annually in Grimsby (Positive Activities) 

The table below illustrates the strengths, weaknesses, risks & opportunities identified by partners whilst 
working with various communities in the UK. 

This table is followed by the changed and evolved Theory of change framework for UK followed by an 
impact assessment of the communities where ISABEL has been working. 

 

2.3.1 Regional SWOT Analysis 

Our evaluation work also revealed some inherent strengths & weaknesses, opportunities & risks. These 
were identified by various stakeholders including partners. These findings help us understand the major 
challenges and identify the policy gaps that act as barriers to achieving the project goals or targets. The 
SWOT analysis involved identifying and mapping the internal and external factors that assist or hinder 
project implementers in achieving their goal. It also provides a good framework for reviewing current 
strategies and directions and even to test an idea while exploring solutions.  

The table below lists the strengths, weaknesses, risks & opportunities identified by partners whilst working 
with various communities in the UK. Some were collected by project implementers and then sent to the 
Evaluators when the SWOT exercise was being conducted and some were mentioned by community 
stakeholders as part of the survey results. 

STRENGTHS  
 The principle purpose of consigning waste to ADs is to recover energy from it. This encouraged 

numerous community energy initiatives in the UK from 2014 onwards 

 Existing Community energy projects and ISABEL’s work has catalysed interest among various 
stakeholders in Lincoln, Hockerton & other areas to start small community biogas initiatives 

 The UK is obliged under the revised EU Framework Directive to (DIRECTIVE 2008/98/EC) apply the 
waste hierarchy & the first priority is waste reduction. This does present itself as an opportunity as 
well as a strength because ISABEL was able to intervene in many of the community initiatives 
discussing UK obligation to waste reduction and reducing emissions.  

 ISABEL UK team was able to connect with small-scale community ADs run by community people in 
the UK and hoped to create catalyse interest in similar initiatives outside the Lincoln and Hockerton 
project sites.  

 Project partners were able to liaise with community motivators and design ways to bring the 
community people together for example by discussing about sustainability, green housing & living 
and waste management issues in their locality 

WEAKNESSES 
 Communities have very little knowledge of how an anaerobic digester works or any other technical 

details behind running community digesters 

 In the Waste management options, (DIRECTIVE 2008/98/EC), AD is placed in ‘Other Recovery’ (i.e. 
energy recovery to EU) below composting in Recycling which presents itself as a barrier as it 
contradicts the stated preference in other EU & UK DEFRA documents.      

 Current UK waste legislation with respect to AD are far from supportive and are a very clear 
deterrent to local authority councils   

 Current government’s lack of support & austerity cuts within the Council are giving local authorities 
a natural preference for composting over AD. ADs are still not a part of national policy in the UK 
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 Sense of community cohesion and community feeling in UK was non-existent when ISABEL started 
and some of the villages were identified as dormitory villages as most of the residents went to the 
cities for work during the week. It took a lot of time for partners to find a way to get people 
together in a room. 

 The digestate is the residue from the AD and is subjected to regulation and has to comply with a 
Standard, in order to be considered as a non-waste before disposal.    

 All food waste collections, handling and processing must be compliant with the Animal By-Products 
Regulations (ABPR). This is to maintain bio-security and prevent transfer of disease. The EU Animal 
By-Products Regulation (EC1774/2002) legislation permits the treatment of low-risk (Category 3) 
animal by-products such as domestic and commercial kitchen wastes in approved composting or 
biogas plants.  

 The digestate is the residue from AD at the end of the process. It is also subject to regulation and 
has to comply with a Standard to be considered as a non-waste before disposal. It has to comply 
with the British Standards Institute (BSI) Publicly Available Standard (called PAS 110) for digestate 
Digestates from the anaerobic digestion of waste (or a mixture of waste and non-waste) which have 
not been treated to that standard, remain a waste and applicable waste and waste management 
controls will apply to their handling, transport and application.  

OPPORTUNITIES  
 Within the next 18-24 months, all incentives for AD will disappear and at the moment, there is 

nothing to follow. This could become an opportunity whereby special tariffs for smaller digesters 
can be introduced in order to serve the community. 

 UK’s Anaerobic Digestion and Bioresources Association (ADBA) launched a new AD certification 
scheme in the UK, designed to support operators of AD plants in improving their operational, 
environmental, and health and safety performance, in particular in terms of energy generation 
and digestate quality. This has created renewed hopes for recycling of waste and generating the 
circular economy model 

 Encouraging 2014 Community Energy Strategy & 2011 AD Strategy & Action Plan. Presents an 
opportunity to enable UK to meet its emission reduction goals on climate change.  

 The nutrient rich digestate with its potential as a fertiliser for fruit & vegetable growing fits the 
Circular Economy model that ISABEL envisaged   

THREATS 
 Existing misconception in some areas led to protests & resistance against Community digesters   

 In the waste management option AD has been placed in ‘Other Recovery’ (i.e. energy recovery to 
EU) below composting in ‘Recycling. This lowers the importance of AD and gives it low priority in the 
UK. 

 Current political instability within UK poses as a high risk for a successful community energy project 

 Long-term waste collection contracts with Local Councils acts a high-risk factor for ISABEL’s success 
within the UK communities    

 All food waste collection, handling & processing must be compliant with the animal by-product 
regulations (ABPR). Otherwise there is a bio-security risk! 

 Political uncertainty in the Brexit climate continues to make the future of ADs uncertain 

Table 6: SWOT analysis in the UK 
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2.3.2 Changed Theory of Change Framework 
 

Outcome: Creating Sustainable Biogas Communities (UK) 

Outcome 
Performance 
Indicators 
 
 
 
 
 
Impact 
Measurement 

A commercially viable business model 
Recognises the value of the digestate & apportions a greater value to it   
Developed Communities with specific ideas on what they want 
Supportive local policies eg. Long term contracts for waste collection 
Producing 8.9MW Electricity (Hockerton) annual 
Producing 49MW per day Electricity (Lincoln)  
Producing 59MW (Positive Activities) annual 

Scaling of Individual Community’s performance  
Scaling of Individual Community’s performance  

5 4 3 2 1 

Very active 
(red hot) 

Active 
(hot) 

Just about 
warm 

Not so much 
interested 

(getting cold) 

Inactive 
(cold) 

  

 

Outputs Output Performance 
Indicators 

Measurement Indicator Methods 

1.Raising awareness 
on sustainability, food 
waste & impact of 
carbon emissions  
2. Supporting 
sustainable 
community 
development 
  3.Scoping various 
bespoke technical 
options depending on 
the needs of the 
community    
4.Identifying key 
organisations that link 
to the community 
network  
5.Indicate the benefits 
to the locals 

 Knowing what the 
community wants 

 Identified & plugged 
local champions 

 Allocated time, 
resources & person 
hours  

 Self-organised activity 
by the communities 

 Sustainable & 
developed communities  

 Connected network of 
people, organisation & 
institutions 

 Funding options 
identified 

 Recognised Economic, 
Social and 
environmental benefits  

 Adopted green housing 
practices within the 

Through various communication methods, 
interviews, focus-group discussion, 
participatory evaluation & survey.  
Findings from the survey show that 
communities with a score of 3 & 4 have a 
better understanding of food waste & the 
carbon emissions they create. They have 
interest in developing a community biogas 
initiative but are aware of the various 
legislative hurdles that they would need to 
overcome prior to that. The Lincoln 
community for instance, displayed not only 
greater self-awareness on the various benefits 
of a circular economy (personal 
communication with the local motivator) but 
also has pro-actively engaged with the ISABEL 
team to find out about the various AD 
technologies available in order to make an 
informed decision on which AD size would be 
suitable for his community. The motivator has 
also actively applied for a funding bid recently 
& we are reasonably confident that the 
Lincoln community will be successful in the 
coming year in raising the money to setup a 
biogas plant. 
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Outputs Output Performance 
Indicators 

Measurement Indicator Methods 

community (Positive 
Activity) 

 Motivated communities 
with wider acceptance 
of the idea of Biogas 

 Changed perception on 
biogas 

 Hockerton community motivator indicated 
that he is very aware of the potential that 
community biogas has in the near future but 
mentioned the need for more targeted 
awareness raising work within the community 
to get all the members & community people 
on board.  
Our findings also show that communities with 
a score of 2 & below have very little interest in 
community biogas work (see Individual 
community assessment for more information). 

4. Access to 
knowledge & Tools 

 Open source knowledge 
bank/forum to share 
unbiased knowledge and 
expertise 

Available online & can be accessed by various 
stakeholders.  

5. Institutional & 
Political support 

Increased participation by 
stakeholders & 
communities in lobbying 
policymakers 
Govt. & local authority 
support in the face of 
technology inefficiency  
Small scale ADs receiving 
subsidies from the 
government (if purely on 
gas production). 

Survey, in-depth interview & participatory 
evaluation exercise helped us to understand 
that because of unstable political conditions in 
the UK, the future of community biogas 
remains unclear. Interviewed stakeholders & 
workshop participants have clearly indicated 
the value they see in creating sustainable 
biogas communities in the regions but the 
current government policies do not favour this 
carbon reduction emission work.  
Our findings helped us conclude the strong 
need for a developed advocacy  strategy to 
target policy makers at a local, regional and 
national level and it is hoped that the policy 
recommendations from ISABEL could be used 
as a tool to target key decision-makers in the 
region.   

Table 7: Changed & Evolved Theory of Change Framework 

 

2.3.3 Regional Evaluation of Communities in the UK 

The previous section highlighted the various methods used to assess the impact of ISABEL on the regional 
communities in Greece & Germany. In the UK a diversity of methods have been employed as well. 
Evaluators were able to conduct a participatory evaluation workshop where participants were asked to 
draw a vision of their future Biogas scenario in UK. The SWOT analysis done in the above table reflect the 
findings from this exercise. Whilst this deliverable is about impact assessment, the next deliverable, D4.3 
will describe in detail the findings from this participatory evaluation exercise to draw out the Comparative 
perspective of the three regions. Apart from this, personal interviews, surveys and focus group discussions 
have been used to gather information on the regional biogas landscape scenario in UK and the impact that 
ISABEL’s intervention has had on the communities where partners worked. 
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The tables below present an overview of each of the communities and the evaluation (work) in terms of 
what worked’ (existing strengths and how these were capitalised upon through ISABEL intervention) and of 
‘what did not work’ (persisting weaknesses, challenges and risks and or identified through ISABEL 
intervention) within each community. The findings from these and our SWOT analysis have been used to 
draw out the various lessons we learnt from this region. 

 

Hockerton – Impact Assessment Score 3.  

What worked? What did not? 

Key community stakeholders engaged More community engagement required 

More than one interested Community 
Motivator in the region (Hockerton & NTU) so a 
potential that this will merge in the future  

No joined-up effort between the two community 
motivators so presents a difficulty for ISABEL 
partners in the UK 

Identified a Social Motivator Not all stakeholders are active or motivated 

Identified two potential location for the biogas 
plant 

No, feasibility study done yet 

Signed MOUs & agreements Influencing and Impacting communities go beyond 
signing an MOU or collaboration agreement 

Community stakeholders identified the need to 
own and run a community bio-digester 

A small biogas plant is required instead of a medium-
sized biogas plant 

Social champion has estimated the 
community’s energy consumption profile 

Currently the business case is missing 

Key stakeholder has visited a demonstration 
site with a functional biogas unit 

There is a strong community network because of the 
previous Sustainable Hockerton Housing work but 
community is risk averse! 

Interested in various AD sizes and the output it 
produces & related usage of the digestate 

The community motivator is aware of the lack of 
supportive legislative policies to setup a small scale 
AD plant onsite.  

Interested in potential funding options But cannot apply for funding as needs the 
endorsement of the whole community 

They have the capacity to set it up as they have 
an already existing Sustainable Hockerton 
Scheme ongoing in the area 

But lacks active participation and motivation. They 
are risk averse! 

ISABEL could catalyse interest to a certain 
extent  

But not ready enough to set up a biogas plant yet 

Interested & researched on various legislative 
issues surrounding use of the digestate  

Community sees this as a potential problem in 
setting up the bio-digester 

Two specific scenarios are emerging here. 
One, biogas unit in the Hockerton area and 
another in NTU and there is a possibility of 
these two getting joined up in the future  
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Hockerton Housing Association is part of the Sustainable Hockerton initiative. This has an advantage as the 
community is aware of the benefits of renewable energy and sustainable living due to prior efforts by the 
local champion Simon Tilley. However, ISABEL team UK under-estimated the time that was required to get 
the community ready for a community-based biogas initiative. 

On a positive note, University of Nottingham-Trent, who was initially a stakeholder in the programme has 
pro-actively engaged with the ISABEL team and actively decided to look and apply for a funding bid that 
would support community biogas work in the region. This interest and their partnership with the Hockerton 
programme that ISABEL supports has certainly made them a warm community provided the lessons are 
learnt.  

Key Lessons drawn from the Hockerton site: 

 Community in the region is risk-averse and would need to be persuaded in creative ways before 
they can actively participate and take steps; 

 Need for an advocacy strategy for targeted awareness raising within the community; 
 Lack of supportive legislation is a big hindrance and acts as a demotivator for the community 

people who are unwilling to take a risk and invest in such a venture. 
 

Lincoln community- Impact Assessment Score 4  

What worked? What did not? 

Community champion has identified the 
potential assets existing in their area  

Long-term participatory activities as local motivator 
wants to lead and own the regional biogas initiative 

MOUs signed & agreed   

Identified more than one community motivator 
interested in setting up biogas digester in the 
region. Emerging network within the region 
due to the impact of ISABEL  

These initiatives are not joined up yet but has the 
potential of becoming so in the near future.  

Waste management issue is a big challenge in 
the region and presents itself as an opportunity 

Communication between different players has not 
started yet 

New players such as the NE Lincolnshire, Halifax 
& Grimsby community have emerged and are 
interested in setting up a community biogas 
digester or a demonstration site in the near 
future 

Different scenarios are emerging in the region  

Key stakeholders in the region engaged & 
expressed interest in visiting a functional biogas 
plant in the near future 

Taken considerable time to get different communities 
engaged & motivated   

Local authorities motivated in the region due to 
waste management issues  

 

Feasibility study ongoing Business cases still not complete but progressing 
nevertheless 

Community motivator wants to own, lead and 
get funding for their own area and is motivated 
enough to lead the funding bid 

Systematic planning of awareness raising work difficult 
because the community leader in the city of Lincoln 
wants to own the community biogas work 

ISABEL could play the role of a catalyst & there 
is a strong possibility of multiple biogas units 
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developing in the region  

Several scenarios are emerging in the region 
and it is likely that there will more than two 
small biogas plant initiative in the region  

 

 

The Lincoln community is perhaps the most promising with a lot of potential to grow and develop in to a 
sustainable community biogas programme. This is mainly because of the prevalence of a large amount of 
waste in the region that needs managing. ISABEL’s outreach work and intervention in the area has led to 
other smaller initiatives in the area run by different stakeholder groups other than the Lincoln City Council.  

Even though there are lessons that can be learnt such as: 

 The need for a joined up and integrated approach in the region to develop into a strong community 
run and managed biogas initiative 

 There is also a need for a strong advocacy strategy that would enable ISABEL partners to target key 
stakeholders to plug them into the programme. 

 Local community motivators sometimes have their own vested interest which acts as a deterrent 
for a uniform and systematic development of a community engagement plan 

 This also necessitates capacity building in the region so that a committed group of individuals can 
work together and create one common biogas community  

 

Winteringham Community- Impact Assessment Score 1 

What worked? What did not? 

Community engagement activity initiated Community champion not identified 
Variable knowledge and interests 

Parish Council in the region has been engaged Community members sceptical about setting up a 
biogas community 

The initial engagement workshop led to the 
identification of a potential landfill site in the 
area. This asset could be used to encourage and 
promote the idea of setting up a community 
biogas initiative 

Lack of a strategic community engagement  plan acted 
as a deterrent as community felt that they were not 
consulted before the initial meeting   

There is scope & potential for a second 
engagement activity provided the community 
people are approached and communicated 
from before 

Opposition rhetoric (which needs to be addressed) 

Participants suggested that the online social 
media site & Parish council website is the 
appropriate means to use for communicating 
ISABEL activities in the region 

Not an energy community yet 

Our assessment showed that this is a new community with whom ISABEL partners engaged towards the 
end of 2017. This community is a cold one and has demonstrated native attitude towards community bio-
digesters. Unless ISABEL partners change their community engagement strategy, the prognosis for this 
community is that it will never be able to connect with the ISABEL community. Hence, we have given them 
a score of 1. 
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Grimsby Community _Positive Activities- Impact Assessment Score 3 

What worked? What did not? 

Community motivator identified   

Community motivator has identified the 
community assets such as new housing 
development 

Lobbying with the key stakeholders such as the 
housing developer is taking time 

Community motivator wants to own, lead and 
get funding for their own area 

Business case is still not finalised  

Community engagement in the Grimsby area 
has taken place 

More engagement activities are needed to get the 
entire community on board  

Community motivator is actively networking 
with other community biogas initiatives 
through the help of the ISABEL UK team   

Variable knowledge and interests 

National legislation for AD has been reviewed  

Negotiations underway with the AD company 
to find out which business model would suit the 
community needs and the size of AD required 
for this 

 

Key Lessons: 

This community biogas initiative is led by Positive Activities, a small charity organisation and has a lot of 
potential. Mainly because it has an identified community champion, who is pro-active and interested in 
setting up a community biogas initiative in the surrounding area. There is further reason to believe that the 
community motivator shares the same vision as ISABEL partners in the UK viz. setting up a community 
biogas in a new housing estate in the surrounding area of Grimsby and to encourage the housing developer 
and the local community to adopt green housing practices.  

 Even though, there is no proper funding source to fund the project, negotiations are still underway 
between AD companies and the local motivator to find a solution on this. 

 The Grimsby community case study is a good example of how such initiatives could be delayed 
because of lack of adequate funding sources. It also shows how time consuming these projects are 
and can be stalled or delayed due to lack of resources or support. However, they have plugged into 
the ISABEL programme to the extent that we could score them with an Impact of 4.     

 

Todmorden Suma Community- Impact Assessment Score 3 

What worked? What did not? 

Community assets identified But there are assets such as other renewables  

Community motivator identified   

Network of community people identified   A lot of activity centred around community network 
and engagement work will progress once the AD plant 
is hosted in the Todmorden community college 

Potential site for AD plant located   Potential site not ready to host the AD plant 
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National legislation for AD has been reviewed Potential management & local governance issues 
surrounding the Todmorden community college site 
which needs to be overcome prior to transporting the 
AD plant into the community college 

Some form of community engagement has 
taken place  

Need more engagement activity to get the community 
fully on-board 

There is scope & potential for the community-
centred AD plant site to become a potential 
educational site for the locals  

Funding sources not identified  

Todmorden community is a lukewarm community. It has a lot of potential in terms of developing into a 
community biogas project. However, there are inherent logistical and administrative problems in 
translocating the biodigester into the Todmorden community college. Despite a lot of enthusiasm, unless 
the administrative barriers are removed it would be difficult to get the community motivated towards a 
positive mindset in adopting the biogas project and that is why we gave them an impact score of 3. 

 A key learning here as discussed in D3.3 is the element of unpredictability in community 
development projects. Scenarios can change from very active to a lukewarm community if all the 
aspects of the community are not in place.  

 It is also helpful to remember here that communities are dynamic, adaptive and with ever evolving 
priorities. Whilst this is not a reason to become demotivated, it is helpful to remember that such 
initiatives can take time and it is important to be realistic on achievable goals even if they are short-
term in order to measure success of such complex systemic changes. 
 

Key learnings and subsequent actions 

Lessons Learnt from UK: 

Some of the lessons that needs to be learnt from the UK communities and goes across the other two 
regions 

 Lack of funding sources  

 Strong business cases otherwise difficult to raise funds and there is no business case without some 
kind of income which has to be in excess of the actual costs. 

 Need Regulatory support, incentives and  

 Excessive regulation adds cost and extra cost means that extra income is required in order to make 
the business case.  

 Long-term contract with waste authorities 

 Integrated and joined up thinking is also required, particularly the smaller you go in digester size. 
For instance, lack of joined up thinking include (a) organic associations apparently still not allowing 
food waste from e.g. bread shops (a clean waste) to be put into a digester but allowing nasty 
contaminated kerbside waste or (b) introducing sustainability criteria for AD, but not supporting 
low-BMP, high polluting wastes such as slurry/manure AD. 

 More specifically in the UK, if community AD is deemed to be a good thing, then it is important to 
put a set of conditions in place in order to encourage it: e.g. tax breaks for community investors, 
ability to provide community with cheap electricity, etc. 

 Communities should also have similar access to other appropriate renewables in order to future 
proof their energy supplies (PV, wind, hydro, storage, etc) 
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Key Action Points: 

1. There is a strong need for a targeted Advocacy strategy which can be used by the regional partners 
to lobby decision makers and community stakeholders. This can be part of the Recommendation 
activity in order to address the problems that the communities encountered.  

2. Community members also need training from specialised community practitioners on how to use 
creative or innovative ways to engage with communities   

3. The stakeholder mix is critical for building trust for community biogas. 

4. The Communities that show promise also provide valuable learnings on how they managed to create 
successful communities. This should be used to create a Best Practice guidelines document. 

5. A local, partial social motivator catalyses engagement, involvement and progress but also requires 
careful management of his/her role vis a vis interests and local politics.  

6. Actions / Suggestions: 

a. Non-partial involvement and expertise should be offered in parallel; 

b. Encourage the creation of social momentum, social support base by involving local community 
more actively through engaging all key citizens’ associations, interest groups (including 
opposition), etc. 

7. Partake in local events such as fests, etc. to keep community warm and enable meaningful 
discussions  
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Figure 4: Theory of Change model for UK  
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2.4 General Lessons  
Linear consumption models have been found to be finite and unsustainable in the long-run. A circular 
economy model provides value, operational and strategic on both micro and macro-economic levels. In this 
sense, the ISABEL programme is a pioneering piece of work which has potential to generate benefits not 
only in terms of reducing Europe’s carbon emissions but also in terms of providing a huge potential for 
innovation, job creation and a greener economy.  

However, it is also important to be cognizant of the various complexities involved in creating a circular 
economy model in societies which were previously used to a linear model of growth as is common in 
industrialised societies. Switching from the former piecemeal approach to a sustainable, holistic one (which 
is restorative or regenerative) requires an internal systemic change, can take a huge amount of time, 
resources and person months as such complex programme’s success starts from a major shift in community 
behaviour and attitude. In that sense, the ISABEL programme is a very ambitious project and under-
estimated the time it takes to influence human behaviour in favour of such complex systemic changes. Such 
complex processes of change usually take decades (Grin et al, 2010; Loorbach, 2016) 

It also requires in-depth knowledge and understanding of how to motivate communities and individuals to 
switch to a low-carbon economy. It also requires support from the right regulatory authorities to create an 
enabling environment where the circular economy approach to managing waste and recycling it can be 
readily adopted. Not only does it recycle waste as a by-product, which is green but also provides a huge 
opportunity to make use of waste which is responsible for emitting greenhouse gases.  

With this overarching goal in mind, ISABEL’s impact on the three regions in Germany, UK and Greece has 
been exemplary of the catalytic effect it has created in the regions where it has been working since 2016. 
For instance, the outreach, exchange and direct contact with potential, active and non-active biogas 
stakeholders in the regions has exceeded the initial set targets in Objective 1. Despite that we cannot say 
with enough confidence that the active communities in all the three regions have been motivated enough 
to alter behaviour. Changes we expected in the regions were slow but steady. For instance, in Germany we 
see that the Mainau Island (score of 4) stakeholders have now been motivated enough to use ISABEL’s 
network and contacts to liaise and partner with other external but relevant stakeholders such as other 
energy and horticultural companies to get waste for their biogas plant.   

In Greece, the Prespes community has been identified as the most mature with a score of 4 because the 
community motivator is not only enthusiastic but also instrumental in getting other stakeholders together 
to discuss various aspects of community biogas work. Similarly, in the UK, the Lincoln community is found 
to be most mature. Whilst the cross-comparative studies across the three regions will be discussed in detail 
in the next deliverable (4.3), this section discusses the formidable challenges that were faced by the project 
implementers and the lessons learnt through the process.  

On the ground, it seems that the communities have been engaged with various stakeholder meetings and 
engagement activities however, the impact was only strong in communities where there was availability of  
community assets, opportunity, motivated leadership, educated and aware community stakeholders who 
have pro-actively taken steps towards creating a biogas community. These are in the communities that 
have been scored 4. 

Those communities with a score of 3 and >3 with lukewarm interest have got the future potential to 
develop into a mature and motivated one with continuous community engagement activity. These are the 
communities which already have an identified community motivator, identified community assets, a group 
of interested stakeholders including one or more potential location where a biogas plant can be based.      

Communities with a score of 2 or below are communities which will need more future work in order to 
actively engage them. In some instances, they have displayed negative attitude towards Community biogas 
such as the Winteringham community in UK and in order to change such behaviour targeted and strategic 
planning is essential in order to influence them.  
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Our findings also show that low interest in some of the communities was also due to the lack of political will 
in the regions despite ISABEL partners engaging with them since 2016. However, in Greece there is a new 
wave of hope with the passing of the new legislation in Jan 2018. It seems that there is government support 
in favour of community biogas work using food and green waste even though the implementation 
framework of the law is pending. Whilst this is an opportunity, community engagement would need more 
than that. Creativity, out of the box thinking is more likely to bear positive results in terms of raising 
awareness among the community especially when building on social capital. For example, the community 
welcomed the engagement event organised in June 2018, a soft approach to community biogas.  

However, in the UK the biogas communities were found to be small and struggling despite a huge potential 
to grow. The main stumbling blocks identified were the lack of legislative support, too much emphasis on 
technology and poor understanding of community engagement work and the lack of expertise in social 
innovation and understanding of social science. Project partners in the three regions were found to be 
technical experts or engineers and energy consultants who belong to various corporate bodies. 
Understanding how to engage with diverse communities is a specialised social science skill. As community 
biogas is a community initiative where local or regional stakeholders viz. general citizens, local farmers, 
municipalities, NGOs etc are required to be informed in order to join and co-operate in community-owned 
and run venture, all partners could benefit from it. Studies have shown that there is a certain amount of 
“blind-spot” in techno-economic thinking that masks the relevance of human elements of energy 
technologies and use (Sovacool 2014; 2016). It also creates short-sightedness in estimating how much time 
it could take in reality to create sustainable biogas communities without a strategically designed advocacy 
plan.   

This trend was also found in Greece and therefore an important learning from this programme is to include 
a capacity building programme within the team by an expert team who could either be an external body or 
a partner in similar such projects in future. Such capacity building programme can include not only training 
in participatory processes but can also help in developing an advocacy strategy which can be used by 
partners to lobby important stakeholders at the decision-making level to create a favourable political 
climate when bringing in systemic change within the community.    

 

A few points to note in this context: 

• Engagement needs: 

 Different communities have their own expertise, e.g. farmers, pastoral communities. These 
can be identified by project implementers from the outset if they are trained in social 
sciences  

 Communities are dynamic and ever-changing their needs based on the current socio-
political climate  

 Need visionary or motivator (individual or group) 

 Influencing and Impacting communities go beyond signing an MOU or collaboration 
agreement  

 It takes time, resources and considerable human capital or man power to keep 
communities engaged  

 Do not under-estimate the time it takes to influence people 

 Need for a planned advocacy & policy strategy in order to systematically influence local, 
regional and national stakeholders 

 Can be used by various players even after the project is over 
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3. Conclusion 

The ISABEL programme provides valuable lessons that can be used to create a policy recommendation 
guideline. Some lessons that reflect positive learnings can be used for Best practice guidelines. Lessons that 
have been challenging can be used to develop a tool kit which should reflect what not to do when wanting 
to create a Community owned and managed Biogas initiative. 

 The ISABEL project is a very over-ambitious project and one should not under-estimate the time it 
takes to influence human behavior in favour of something as complex as a circular economy 
approach in creating a community biogas programme  

 It is unlike a lab-based programme where you can experiment in the laboratory and get black and 
white results, social science programmes are challenging and it takes longer to reach a milestone 
especially when it is centred around transforming human behavior and attitude. 

 Added to this is the complex social systems & processes that act as barriers when working in the 
real-world and calls for specialized training and expert community practitioners to get results.   

 Last but not the least, community development programmes are not only complex, but dynamic  
and ever-changing priorities and needs. Therefore, it is important for programmes like ISABEL to 
understand that unlike a lab-based programme where experiments can be controlled, we need to 
be prepared to adapt to short-term achievable goals. These will enable us to understand the 
measure of change and the impact we created in a more realistic way.  

 
The next deliverable will highlight the various regional peculiarities that we learnt from our Impact 
Assessment of the three communities from the Comparative study and enable us to understand why the 
bespoke community-based solution is best when creating complex systemic changes within the community. 
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5. Appendix 1: Preliminary Theory of Change Model 

Monitoring & Evaluation Framework 

 

Overarching Objective:  

Sustainable Biogas Communities (Old TOC model) 

Outcomes Outcome Indicators Data Collection Method 

Raised awareness Number of people at your 
events/activities 
Number and quality of 
workshops, meetings, digital 
communications, press releases, 
TV/radio/media appearances, 
film screens.   

Survey (Questionnaire) 
Evaluation exercise 

Collaborative and 
participatory settings 

Number of collaborations & 
partnerships developed  
Changing perception of 
community people towards 
community biogas  

Participatory Evaluation 
workshop 
Survey (Questionnaire) 

Network expansion and new 
partnerships 

Number of networks & 
partnerships  

Participatory Evaluation / 
workshop 
Survey 

Build capacities Feasibility Study Dataset  

Access to knowledge tools Online knowledge tools Use count  

Institutional and political 
support 

Local authority support Participatory Evaluation / 
Group discussion(s) 
Survey (Questionnaire) 

Reflexivity and learning 
adopted 

 Participatory Evaluation / 
Group discussion(s) 
Survey (Questionnaire) 

Transparent decision making 
adopted 

 Participatory Evaluation /  
Group discussion(s) / 
Observation 

Advancement in the project 
cycle 

Actions taken (e.g. MOA, 
feasibility study considered, 
identified funding & location) 
etc.) 

Participatory Evaluation / 
Group discussion(s) 
Survey (Questionnaire) 

 

 
 


