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Summary 

Energy communities are often seen as an instrument for fighting climate change. This is also the case 

in the European policy context. The European Commission recently presented the Clean energy for all 

Europeans package, in which two types of energy communities are defined: the renewable energy 

community and the citizen energy community. Nevertheless, because energy community is such a 

broad notion, there are many different expectations, and therefore interests, related to the creation of 

energy communities. It seems that fighting climate change is not the only reason for the excitement 

about creating energy communities.  

To explore the different reasons for the enthusiasm about energy communities, I analysed the framing 

of energy communities in the European policy context. The analysis was inspired by the idea of policy 

analytic framing by van Hulst and Yanow (2016).  First, I looked at the contexts in which energy 

communities are understood: how do actors make sense of energy communities. I found that energy 

communities are understood in the context of climate change – they are seen as a potential solution to 

climate change, and a potential driver in the transition to a low-carbon society. They are also 

understood in the context of empowerment. Also, I found that energy communities are made sense of 

in the context of technological development. They are seen as a testing site for technologies, and as a 

place for the deployment of these technologies.  

In the second section, I looked at the naming of energy communities. Energy communities have been 

given three names in the European policy context. The local energy community refers to a community 

with local proximity, and often a community with a decentralised energy system. The term seems to be 

ubiquitous – it’s use is widespread in the European policy context. The citizen energy community is a 

much broader notion, and it is related to basically any energy community, dealing with electricity. 

Despite what the name suggests, the citizen energy community does not exclude membership to 

citizens. The renewable energy community deals, as the name suggests, with renewable energy. Also, 

it has to have local proximity. While the local energy community is the most used notion, it is the 

citizen energy community and the renewable energy community that are defined under two directives 

in the Clean energy package. 

Through first analysing the contexts in which energy communities are understood, and after that 

analysing what names are given to energy communities in the European policy context, I created the 

base for identifying narratives around energy communities. I identified four different narratives 

around energy communities, which I named the transformative power narrative, the local community 

narrative, the technological solution narrative, and the business case narrative. These narrative all 

represent different ways in which energy communities are promoted by actors in the European policy 

context. In this way, they show the framing of energy communities in the European policy context. 
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There are two main things that become apparent through these narratives: 1. energy communities are 

used as an instrument to reach policy goals, and 2. energy communities are used for economic profit 

and economic growth.   

The has certain implications. First, using energy communities as an instrument can imply that 

governments try to pass on their own responsibility, like fighting climate change, onto the energy 

communities. Related to this: the communities’ wish to organize their own energy generation and 

consumption, might be a symptom that governments are neglecting to take up responsibilities. Second, 

the use of energy communities for generating profit, and the use of energy communities as an 

instrument, shows that they are marketized. Finally, energy communities are often seen as being local. 

The local organization of energy communities, instead of the collective organization of energy 

generation and consumption, can lead to problems regarding consumer protection and energy security. 

Next to that, it can lead to the increase of social inequalities.  

That framing on energy communities includes four different narratives, can be related to the fact that it 

is a broad notion. However, it can also be seen in the European policy context. There are many actors 

related to the European policy context, that all have different interests and perspectives. These 

different interests and perspectives lead to the creation of narratives. Also, that the energy 

communities are defined by law can be related to the fact that the European Union wants to have a 

leading role in adopting renewable energy technologies.  

This research provides a critical perspective on energy communities, by analysing the notion in the 

European policy context. The implications that I found can be used to take into account when creating 

(policy for) energy communities. Furthermore, I analysed the framing of energy communities in the 

European policy context with use of the idea of policy analytic framing. With this, I provide an 

empirical example of the use of this theory.  
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1. Introduction 

Energy communities are seen as potential drivers of the transition towards a low-carbon society. This 

view on energy communities is shared by different actors: scientists, policy makers and environmental 

movements all contribute transformative power to energy communities (CoR Europe, 2018; Dóci, 

Vasileiadou, & Petersen, 2015; Friends of the Earth Europe, 2019; Moroni, Alberti, Antoniucci, & 

Bisello, 2019). In the European policy context, a new legal framework was recently1 established, 

which enables energy communities to play a role in the transition towards a low-carbon society. The 

European Commission has presented two directives under the new Clean energy for all Europeans 

package, in which two types of energy communities are defined: the renewable energy community and 

the citizen energy community (EU, 2018, 2019). While this legal framework has just been set in place, 

and needs to be transposed to the national law of member states, the European research and innovation 

program Horizon 2020 is simultaneously funding projects that focus on creating and researching 

energy communities (BRIDGE, 2019a; European Commission, 2019d).  

Being an energy community can mean different things, which is also suggested by the definition of 

two types of energy communities in the clean energy package. For example, energy communities 

might be organised by neighbours for peer to peer trading of the electricity that they produce, but they 

could exist of small and medium enterprises that collectively invest in energy storage solutions (Gui & 

MacGill, 2018). Accordingly, there are different expectations regarding the transformative power that 

energy communities can have. The different goals that some of the H2020 projects, that focus on 

energy communities, have, exemplifies this. The MUSE grids project, for instance, has the goal to 

‘unlock the potential of smart energy systems with the integration of local energy grids (MUSE Grids, 

2019)’. Another project, COMPILE, aims to show ‘the opportunities of energy islands for 

decarbonisation of energy supply, community building and creating environmental and socioeconomic 

benefits (COMPILE, 2019)’. Furthermore, MERLON wants to optimize ‘local energy systems in 

presence of high shares of volatile distributed renewable energy sources …, to facilitate maximum 

integration of renewable energy, avoidance of curtailment and satisfaction of balancing/ancillary grid 

needs (MERLON, 2019)’.  

These quotes show hopes and expectations related to the transformative power of energy communities 

in relation to decarbonizing the energy system. At the same time, energy communities seem to be a 

catch-it-all notion. In the context of H2020 projects alone, energy communities are linked to many 

different aspects: smart energy systems, local energy grids, energy islands, and local energy systems. 

Moreover, while academics and policy makers emphasize the role that energy communities can have 

in combatting climate change (CoR Europe, 2018; Dóci et al., 2015), technological enterprises are 

 
1 A part of this framework was presented in 2018, another part in 2019 (European Commission, 2019a). 
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looking for a market to sell their products (STEEEP, 2016). Because of these different expectations, 

there are also different interpretations of what an energy community is or should be. 

However, if energy communities are to play, as the Committee of the Regions puts it, ‘a positive role 

in a just energy transition (Gâju, 2018)’, while there is no consensus on the notion of energy 

communities, the danger of becoming a greenwashing term is lurking. There is already a variety of 

buzzwords – vague terms with a positive connotation (Szulecki, 2018) –  mobilised within the public, 

private and third sector organisations, like sustainable development, smart growth, eco-innovation and 

circular economy (Colombo, Pansera, & Owen, 2019). That the use of buzzwords in policy can be 

harmful is exemplified by the notion of natural gas: this was seen as a transition fuel because it burns 

cleaner than other fossil fuels (Stephenson, Doukas, & Shaw, 2012). However, unconventional natural 

gas resource industries, like the shale gas industry, could make use of this positive framing of natural 

gas. In British Columbia, for example, the extraction of shale gas was scaled up, under the guise of 

being a climate solution, despite being extremely polluting and harmful to the natural environment 

when being fracked (Stephenson et al., 2012). 

While this is not a rule, but an example, critical literature on energy communities already describes 

energy community as a fuzzy term, and warns that the expectations that are put on energy communities 

are based on false assumptions (Aiken, Middlemiss, Sallu, & Hauxwell-Baldwin, 2017; Eadson & 

Foden, 2014). The way in which an issue is perceived by publics, is very much related to how these 

issues are framed (Chong & Druckman, 2007). Policy makers, and other actors who advocate certain 

issues, make use of this by creating narratives around these issues. Within the European policy 

context, different narratives are being created around energy communities; they are framed in different 

ways. Analysing the way actors in this context build frames around energy communities gives an 

insight into the motivations behind the promotion of the energy communities. This thesis seeks to 

explore the construction of these policy frames around energy communities in the European context. 

In doing so I draw upon the idea of policy analytic framing suggested by van Hulst & Yanow (2016): 

the aim is not merely to state which frames are present, but also to create an understanding of the 

motives behind the creation of these frames. Therefore, the research question that will be answered in 

this thesis is:  

What rhetoric frames of energy communities can be identified in the European policy context, and 

what are the consequences of this framing? 

Through answering this research question, I add a critical perspective to the literature on energy 

communities. To the extent of my knowledge, literature on energy communities in the European 

policy context is scarce. Because it is underexplored, I aim to contribute to the literature on energy 

communities by studying and critically reflecting on them in the context of European policy. 
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Additionally, I contribute to the literature on framing, by applying the idea of policy analytic framing 

to an empirical example in the European policy context. 

The thesis is structured as follows: in chapter two I explain how I studied the framing of energy 

communities in the European policy context, by introducing my methodology. This is followed by 

chapter three, in which I provide a literature review on energy communities. In chapter three I also 

explore and explain literature on framing, including literature on policy analytic framing. This 

provides a theoretical and methodological backdrop on which I will draw upon in my empirical 

analysis on the framing of energy communities.  

I proceed to chapter four in which I empirically analyse the framing of energy communities in the 

European policy context. Using the idea of policy analytic framing, I show how different actors in 

make sense of energy communities, how they select different aspects of energy communities, and how 

they create different narratives around energy communities. In chapter five I reflect on the findings in 

chapter four, by looking at the implications that the different framings of energy communities have. I 

conclude the thesis in chapter six.   
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2. Methodology 

This research aims to analyse the rhetoric framing of energy communities in the context of European 

policy. There is already an extensive body of research on energy communities, but there are also many 

different expectations related to energy communities. By analysing the (policy) context in which they 

emerge, I aim to create a broader understanding of the notion of energy communities. To achieve this, 

I followed an inductive qualitative research design, which enabled me to move beyond describing the 

phenomenon of energy communities, towards understanding the context in which they are framed and 

promoted (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009, p. 124).  

The inductive approach to data gathering and analysis, entails that the research was an ongoing 

process of interpreting and analysing my empirical data, with use of scholarly contributions. This 

provided me with a flexible research approach, in which changes in the research emphasis have 

occurred during the research. Informed by the literature on inductive research approaches, the process 

of  interpreting and analysing my empirical data was used to explore theoretical themes and reflect 

upon them using academic literature (Saunders et al., 2009). By studying the framing in different 

organizational layers of the European policy context, I sought to provide a contextualized and 

comprehensive understanding of the framing of energy communities, and of the reasoning behind the 

framing. 

There are different sources which are relevant when studying energy communities in the European 

policy context. To get a comprehensive understanding of the framing of energy communities, I looked 

at different key sources. An overview of the key sources that I analysed, and their relations, is given in 

Figure 1.  

FIGURE 1: KEY SOURCES USED IN THE ANALYSIS OF ENERGY COMMUNITIES IN THE 

EUROPEAN POLICY CONTEXT  



11 

 

As visualized in Figure 1, the European Commission is one of the key sources which is analysed in 

this thesis. Within the European Commission, the Directorate-General for energy (DG ENER) is most 

related to energy communities. This Directorate-General initiated the Clean energy package, a new 

legal framework which enables, amongst others, energy communities to play a role in the transition 

towards a low-carbon society. Furthermore, the European Commission initiated the Horizon 2020 

programme, another key source for researching energy communities in the European policy context. 

H2020 is a research and innovation programme with a budget of nearly €80 billion to fund projects 

from 2014-2020 (European Commission, 2019d). The projects related to smart grids and energy 

storage that operate with funding of the Horizon 2020 program are bundled by the BRIDGE initiative, 

which is therefore another key source. BRIDGE aims to promote and facilitate knowledge and 

experience exchange among the different energy related projects (BRIDGE, 2019a). Projects can learn 

from each other, and give coherent and coordinated recommendations for policy makers. The MUSE 

grids project is one of these projects, and focuses on multi-energy management systems, in the context 

of local energy communities.  

It is through TU Eindhoven’s involvement in the MUSE grids project, that I had access to different 

layers of actors related to energy communities in the European policy context. This entails that I 

attended one MUSE grids meeting at the demo-site in Osimo, a general assembly of MUSE GRIDS, a 

two day BRIDGE coordination meeting, a focus group meeting with citizens at the demo-site in Oud 

Heverlee, and two conferences on local energy communities. 

The BRIDGE initiative, as coordinator of the H2020 projects related to smart grids and energy 

storage, gave crucial insights into the rhetoric framing of energy communities by actors in the 

European policy context. At the coordination meeting, EU policy officials, representatives of the 

BRIDGE working groups, and partners of the H2020 projects related to smart grids and energy storage 

came together and discussed, amongst others, energy communities and smart charging of electric 

vehicles. This interplay between the different actors gave me insights into the different perspectives in 

which energy communities are placed, and the different narratives that are created around energy 

communities. For example, key insights about rhetoric framing in the European policy context were 

derived from Jan Steinkohl (European Commission, DG ENER.C12) and Mikolaj Jasiak (European 

Commission, DG ENER.B3), who discussed the definitions of renewable energy communities and 

citizen energy communities in the new clean energy package, and from Katarzyna Gryc (European 

Commission, DG ENER.C2), who lead the discussion on smart charging together with Manuel 

Sanchez Jimenez (European Commission, ENER.B3). 

 
2 DG ENER stands for Directorate-General for energy. Ener.B is about the energy market, Ener.C about 

renewables, research and innovation, and energy efficiency. B3 furthermore stands for Retail Markets, Coal and 

Oil, C1 for Renewables and CCS policy, and C2 for New energy technologies, innovation and clean coal.  
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Furthermore I attended two events on local energy communities, one called High level conference 

local energy communities for businesses and the other Local energy communities – exploring 

research, technologies and regulations for their implementation in Europe. At these events, next to the 

actors related to H2020 and the European Commission, other stakeholders such as businesses or 

representatives of citizen groups were present. 

During all the meetings and discussions, data was gathered through observations by taking detailed 

notes. There were network moments between the sessions that were made use of to get clarification on 

the statements made by participants of the events. These notes and quotes were combined together, to 

form reports on the attended meetings.  

To get additional and more in depth insight, next to the observations, interviews were conducted over 

the phone with Mikolaj Jasiak (policy official of the EC, ENER.B3), and Annette Jantzen (energy 

ombudsman NEON). The focus group session in Oud Heverlee was organised by researchers of the 

University of Ghent, who prepared a list of questions regarding the creation of the local energy 

community in Oud-Heverlee, the technologies that were going to be used, and the willingness to adapt 

their behaviour to benefit the environment. The interviews, and the focus group session in Oud 

Heverlee, were recorded and reports were made based on these recordings.  

In addition to this empirical data, policy documents, legislative documents, websites and documents of 

Horizon 2020, BRIDGE, MUSE GRIDS and other projects connected to BRIDGE were used as 

primary sources. The empirical data and primary sources were coded, in an inductive manner: themes 

became apparent from the reports and the transcripts, they were discovered while reading and 

analysing them.  

The theoretical themes that became apparent from this analysis were explored and reflected upon, and 

sense was made of this analysis with the use of theory on framing, and an extensive literature review 

on energy communities. Both critical literature on energy communities and literature which favours 

the concept of energy communities were analysed and used to complement and explore the empirical 

data.  

According to the APA guidelines, I will refer to discussions, presentations, and confidential 

documents, as personal communication – followed with the date. To interviews I will refer to as 

interview, also followed with the date. This will not be included in the reference list.  
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3. Theoretical embedding 

Two bodies of literature are used to place this thesis in a theoretical context. First of all, there is a large 

body of literature related to energy communities. This body of literature is analysed in the first section 

of this chapter. I found that many scholars focus on technical aspects of energy communities, other 

scholars focus on the role that energy communities might play in the transition to a low-carbon 

society, there is literature on the creation of energy communities, and lastly, the notion of energy 

communities is criticized in the literature. In the second section of this chapter, I will briefly introduce 

theories of rhetoric framing. These theories, and in particular the idea of policy analytic framing, are 

used as the theoretical base for the empirical analysis.  

3.1 Energy communities in literature 

In this section, I will analyse the body of literature on energy communities. I found four themes in this 

body of literature, and structured this section according to these four themes: technologies for energy 

communities, energy communities as potential driver of the energy transition, the creation of energy 

communities, and critical literature on the notion of energy communities.  

3.1.1 Technologies for energy communities 

In the literature on energy communities, I find that many scholars focus on the technical aspects of 

energy communities. This literature often uses models or empirical case studies, or a combination of 

both, to analyse the technical issues related to energy communities, and to provide solutions for these 

issues.  

A wide range of technologies is covered in the literature on energy communities. Some articles 

address coordination and optimisation of the operation of distributed energy (systems, resources, or 

consumption) in energy communities, by modelling different scenarios, for instance with blockchain 

technologies and demand side management (Grzanic & Capuder, 2018; Hong, Goel, Lu, & Wang, 

2017; Plaza, Gil, de Chezelles, & Strang, 2018; Yan, Di Somma, Luh, & Graditi, 2018). Distributed 

energy systems are decentralised energy systems, they are located close to energy consumers, and they 

convert and store energy (T. von Wirth, Gislason, & Seidl, 2018). Within these articles, the distributed 

energy system in energy communities is also referred to as a microgrid, ‘a semi-autonomous grouping 

of renewable sources, storage resources and end-use sinks interconnected and operated (G. Colombo, 

Ferrero, Pirani, & Vesco, 2014)’. Other articles use case studies to demonstrate technologies that can 

be implemented in energy communities, like the use of captured waste hydrogen (Garmsiri, Koohi-

Fayegh, Rosen, & Smith, 2016), energy storage technologies (Ma, Yang, Zhou, & Gao, 2016), 

vehicle-to-grid charging systems (Ferreira & Afonso, 2010; X. Liu, Gao, Wu, & Tang, 2018), and 

intelligent or smart energy technologies/communities (Choi, Shin, & Lee, 2016; Hatta, Omine, & 



14 

 

Takahashi, 2016; Islam, Haq, Raheem, Ahmed, & Mahmood, 2018). Related to the literature on smart 

energy communities are the articles on (dynamic) pricing schemes for energy communities, for 

instance with use of algorithms (Y. Liu & Hu, 2017; Mamounakis et al., 2019; Wang, Yamashita, 

Takamori, Yokoyama, & Niimura, 2013). These articles do not foreground energy communities, 

rather, they focus on technical devices and technological solutions that could be used in energy 

communities. As I will show in later chapters, many of the technologies that are mentioned in these 

articles are tested in the Horizon 2020 projects that focus on energy communities. 

In an article on local flexibility market design3, by Olivella-Rosell, et al. (2018), it is stated that 

storage, together with demand response and distributed energy resources (DER) can solve the grid 

constraints. A microgrid could be the technical organisation of an energy community. Key to both the 

microgrid and to a local flexibility market design, is geographical proximity of the prosumers and 

consumers of energy within the community (P. J. Lynch, Power, Hickey, & Messrevey, 2017). 

Additionally, distributed generation could increase energy security through forming energy islands in 

case of a blackout, and it can contribute to voltage stability (Koirala, Koliou, Friege, Hakvoort, & 

Herder, 2016). Microgrids can operate both in island mode, and connected to the grid. 

Not only does the literature focus on different technologies, but also on the technical solution that 

energy communities could be for problems related to the increase in the penetration of renewable 

energy sources. These energy sources are intermittent and fluctuating distributed energy sources: 

increase in renewable energy sources penetration therefore asks for more flexibility on the electricity 

grid (P. Lynch et al., 2016). This is, from a technical point of view, an important reason to stimulate 

the creation of energy communities. It is expected that the demand for flexibility in electricity systems 

will grow (Good & Mancarella, 2019): while large scale renewable schemes will face electricity 

network limitations, small scale renewables will have considerably less problems regarding the 

electricity network (Koirala et al., 2016). The technologies mentioned before, especially related to 

distributed energy systems or microgrids, often aim at creating more flexibility on the grid. 

The literature that focuses on microgrids or distributed energy systems in energy communities, 

provides both tangible technological solutions (like energy storage), and more abstract technological 

solutions (like dynamic pricing schemes). Articles on these more abstract solutions do not only take 

microgrids into account, but also look at virtual energy communities. A virtual energy community is 

an energy community that makes use of a virtual power plant: “The aggregation of a fleet of 

controllable generation units, storage units, and loads, that are operated to behave like a (synthetic) 

single large power plant (Gui & MacGill, 2018)”. Some of the scholars place energy communities in 

the context of renewable energy: mostly because they observe a trend of a growing penetration of 

 
3 In this article, the LFM framework is analysed: Local Flexibility Markets. This framework was introduced and 

used by EMPOWER and INVADE, two Horizon 2020 projects (Olivella-Rosell et al., 2018). 
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renewable energy sources, which creates problems (with intermittency and peak loads) to be solved. 

Others merely observe the trend of decentralisation or digitalisation, and write their articles in 

accordance to this trend.  

Most of the literature on technical aspects of energy communities focuses on microgrids and 

distributed energy systems, which shows that these scholars often associate energy communities with 

decentralised energy systems. Furthermore, while virtual energy communities are mostly put in the 

context of digitalisation, distributed energy systems and microgrids are really seen as the solution to 

problems with renewable energy sources in these articles. Later in this thesis I will show that creating 

flexibility on the grid, and the deployment of the mentioned technologies, are also important reasons 

for actors in the European policy context to promote energy communities. 

3.1.2 Energy communities as the driver of the energy transition 

The association with renewable energy, that most technical scholars have when researching energy 

communities, is taken a step further by other authors, who explicitly emphasize the role that energy 

communities can have in combatting climate change (Dóci et al., 2015; Hain, Ault, Galloway, Cruden, 

& McDonald, 2005; Koirala et al., 2016; Wen Li, Birmele, Schaich, & Konold, 2013; S. Wirth, 2014). 

Koirala, et al. (2016) state for instance that: ‘Local communities are well-placed to identify local 

energy needs, take proper initiatives and bring people together to achieve common goals such as the 

reduction of energy costs, CO2 emissions and dependence on the national grid. (…) local energy 

systems are important for self-sufficiency and sustainability (p. 723-724)’. Dóci et al. (2015) describe 

renewable energy communities as potential drivers of energy transitions, and Dewald and Truffer 

(2012) argue that local solar power initiatives had a crucial role in the German market formation of 

renewable energy. Some authors turn the tables by perceiving the creation of local energy 

communities as inevitable outcomes of the transition to a sustainable energy system (Schoor, Lente, 

Scholtens, & Peine, 2016).  

Within this literature, like in literature on technical aspects of energy communities, much attention is 

given to local energy communities, or energy communities with distributed energy systems or 

microgrids. The creation of flexibility unlocks the potential of energy communities to attribute to a 

transition towards a carbon-low economy, and is therefore important in articles describing the 

transformative potential of energy communities (Yan et al., 2018). Another reason for this is that 

locally and collectively owned energy production is believed to help creating a wider basis of support 

for renewable energy projects (T. von Wirth et al., 2018; S. Wirth, 2014). Von Wirth, et al. (2018) also 

argue that collectively owned renewable energy production may contribute to higher awareness of 

energy generation and consumption. The themes of flexibility and the creation of support are also 

present in the European policy context, which will be shown in the following chapters.  
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3.1.3 Creation of energy communities 

In accordance to the idea that energy communities can be the driver of the energy transition, many 

scholars focus on the creation of energy communities, and the aspects that make energy communities 

successful. Combatting climate change is not the only benefit that energy communities can have 

according to these scholars: ‘Energy communities can potentially unlock opportunities for their 

members by reducing energy bills, by decreasing carbon emissions and by promoting the local 

engagement, the energy security, the leadership and the control of the energy flow (Panagiotou, 

Klumpner, Sumner, & Wheeler, 2017, p. 992)’. The literature on the creation of energy communities 

examines the ways in which energy communities can be facilitated and stimulated, and what lessons 

can be taken from analysing already existing energy communities. Heaslip, Costello and Lohan 

(2016), for example, look at ‘existing frameworks for the motivation, structuring and implementation 

of Sustainable Energy Communities (p. 307)’. One of their main findings is that in sustainable energy 

communities, there is often a ‘Key influencer’; this person can mean the success or failure of the 

development of an energy community. Another article analyses and compares the planning of two 

smart energy communities (Nielsen, Lois-González, & Andresen, 2018). There are also scholars that 

look at the different forms in which energy communities can be organised (Moroni et al., 2019), at 

bottom up organisation of energy communities (de Vries, Boon, & Peine, 2016), and at the optimal 

technology mixes in the design of an energy community, to lead to financial benefits (Panagiotou et 

al., 2017). 

The literature that is mentioned thus far is quite positive about energy communities, and seeks to find 

ways to enable the creation of energy communities. A lot of types of energy communities are 

mentioned in the literature, but most of the literature focuses on forms of energy communities with a 

local character, or which deploy distributed (or decentralised) energy systems. Literature on the 

transformative power and creation of energy communities puts these communities in the broader 

context of sustainability and combatting climate change. Literature on technical aspects of energy 

communities does not put energy communities in the context of sustainability or fighting climate 

change. The themes and aspects of energy communities that are found in literature, match the themes 

and aspects that will become apparent from the empirical analysis to a large extent.  

3.1.4 Critical literature on the concept of energy communities 

Finally, there is a critical body of literature which focuses on the notion of energy communities. This 

literature mainly criticizes the expectations that are put on energy communities, and the frames that are 

created around the notion of energy communities. Since so many types and forms of energy 

communities exist, energy community can be seen as an umbrella notion: there are virtual energy 

communities, sustainable energy communities, smart energy communities, clean energy communities, 

and civic energy communities, to name just a few. The critical literature on energy communities 
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emerged as a reaction to the variety in terminology, and the assumption that energy communities have 

transformative power. Aiken, Middlemiss, Sallu & Hauxwell-Baldwing (2017), who analysed and 

summarized the critical literature on energy communities, put it like this: ‘The critical approach (…) 

has emerged in reaction to mainstream, uncritical thinking about community prevalent in policy and 

practice. It may also be a sign of a maturing academic response to the phenomenon of community 

action on climate change, with the initial rush of enthusiasm for these projects increasingly tempered 

by messy empirical realities.’ 

There is critique on the use of the term community in energy community, because this term is seen as 

unclear and ambiguous (Devine-Wright & Wiersma, 2013; Moroni et al., 2019; S. Wirth, 2014). Part 

of this ambiguity stems from the multiple meanings that community has: communities are referred to 

as geographical or local entities (Boon & Dieperink, 2014; Petersen, 2016), as small-scale enterprises 

(Hain et al., 2005), and community sometimes even relates to society as a whole (Aiken et al., 2017). 

Campbell, Cloke & Brown (2016) add to this that globalisation lead to a more fluid, flexible and 

indistinct meaning behind community, both spatially and relationally. 

Critical scholars argue that, while the term energy community is vague or fuzzy, there is a naïve 

tendency to intrinsically associate energy community with something morally and ethically good 

(Campbell et al., 2016; Moroni et al., 2019). In 1976, Williams observed that ‘unlike other terms of 

social organisation (state, nation, society, etc.) [community] never seems to be used unfavourably 

(Williams, 1976, p. 76)’. According to Eagle, Jones and Greig, this observation is also relevant for the 

community aspect of energy communities which is framed as ‘positive, a social grouping where co-

operation, interdependence and progress flourish (2017, p. 66)’.  

Other critique is on the use of energy communities by the government. Instrumentalized communities 

can be perceived as problematic: ‘it depoliticizes the goals that a community is being asked to meet, it 

risks government co-opting communities to its own ends, it treats the community (and indeed 

communities) as a unified and monolithic group and it relies on often unpaid or poorly paid 

community members for government work (Aiken et al., 2017, p. 2)’. In other words, there is a risk that 

governments pass on issues, in this case related to sustainable energy and energy security, to the 

energy community, to evade their own responsibility.  

Eadson and Foden (2014) describe that community energy has, both conceptually and in practice, ‘an 

inherently fuzzy and potentially exclusionary nature (2014, p. 147)’. They observe that scholars argue 

that decentralised energy systems could lead to reproduction or increase of existing inequalities 

regarding energy. These can be regional inequalities: Johnson et al. state, for instance, that much of the 

value offered by community energy schemes will be captured by the ‘well-resourced, well-meaning 

middle class (Johnson et al., 2014, p. 161)’.  It is also argued that inequalities can occur within energy 
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communities. Korff (2003) states that localities and communities are stratified, hierarchical and 

conflictual, just like other social entities. ‘Those who are closest to and involved in organization tend 

to exert dominance, valorise and control local knowledge (Korff, 2003)’. 

An important aspect of the critique on the notion of energy communities, is that they are framed in a 

certain way, but that this framing does, according to the authors, not coincide with the practical reality 

of these communities. In this thesis the focus is not so much on comparing frames of energy 

communities with the ‘truth’, the aim is rather to analyse and explore how the construction of frames 

on energy communities in the European policy context. The critical literature helps to identify the way 

in which associations can be used to build the frames around energy communities, for instance with 

the observation that community is perceived as inherently ethically good.  

In the following chapters, the information presented in this section can be used as background 

information for understanding energy communities. Also, I have shown in this section that there are 

many angles of approach towards energy communities. This thesis analyses the different angles of 

approach in the European policy context, with the use of theories on framing. The following section 

goes more in depth on theories of framing, and on the way in which framing theories are used in this 

thesis as an analytical tool. 

3.2 Theories of framing 

Many different disciplines, like artificial intelligence and psychology, communication studies, and 

public policy analysis, use the concept of frames and framing in their analysis (van Hulst & Yanow, 

2016). Consequently, there is a variety of theories on frames and framing. Some research focuses on 

explaining the frames that people have to observe the world, or on demonstrating that framing certain 

issues can have an impact on decision making, behaviour and attitudes (Juraskova et al., 2012; Morvan 

& Jenkins, 2017). Other research focuses on analysing how certain frames can be used to mobilize 

social movements (Benford & Snow, 2000; Černoch, Lehotský, Ocelík, Osička, & Vencourová, 2019), 

or on the effect that (mass) media have on the framing of (political) issues (Scheufele, 1999; Walker, 

Godley, & Nuno, 2019). 

The focus of this thesis is on framing in a political context. Similarly, in her article, Metze (2017) 

focuses on frame shifts in Dutch policy making on shale gas. Her starting point is that within politics 

and policy, frames compete with each other. She describes framing as the ‘communicative activity in 

which actors highlight and focus on certain aspects of an issue’ and as ‘a discursive political strategy 

that influences policy actions’ (Metze, 2017, p. 37). Metaphoric use of language, and the use of 

storylines, are discursive strategies to build frames (Fletcher, 2009). In this way, these discursive 
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strategies can be used to influence others, and convince them of a certain frame (Benford & Snow, 

2000).  

Van Hulst and Yanow (2016) use the work of Rein and Schön (1977, 1996) 4, and they adapted it to 

develop the idea of policy analytic framing. This idea focuses explicitly on framing, which van Hulst 

and Yanow differentiate from a focus on frames. Often, theory on frames focusses mainly on existing 

frames in people’s heads, which can be used strategically to promote certain issues. Van Hulst and 

Yanow argue that by focusing more on framing than on frames, they focus on ‘the interactive, 

intersubjective processes through which frames are constructed (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016, p. 93)’. 

They furthermore state that the focus on frames suggests a more definitional and static approach, while 

the focus on framing can be used for a more dynamic analysis. Because the idea of policy analytic 

framing allows for a more dynamic analysis, it seems to be a good fit with analysing the framing of 

energy communities in the European policy context. The analysis of this thesis is therefore inspired by 

the idea of policy analytic framing.  

Boyd and Lorefice (2018) also use idea of policy analytic framing by van Hulst and Yanow to explore 

how different actors frame issues of consultation and engagement of Indigenous Peoples in resource 

development. In this section, their research is used as an example of how the policy analytic framing 

tool can be used for analysing framing. 

Inspired by the idea of policy analytic framing, three aspects of framing are examined in this thesis, to 

analyse the framing of energy communities in the European policy context. The first aspect is sense-

making, which refers to the process of how actors structure an issue, how they make sense of what is 

happening, and what notions they use to do so (Fiss & Hirsch, 2005). In their research about 

Indigenous Peoples in resource development Boyd and Lorefice (2018) use sense-making to describe 

how different actors understand consultation and engagement. For instance, they state that consultation 

and engagement is primary understood as a legal requirement in government documents – as a box 

that needs to be ticked. In this thesis, the concept of sense making will be used to explore how 

different actors in the European policy context put energy communities in perspective of existing 

themes and trends. 

Second, the process of naming is analysed. Van Hulst and Yanow perceive naming as a part of a 

selecting process, in which certain aspects of an issue are chosen that get attention. However, I chose 

to look mainly at the naming process. Naming is both a practical necessity, as it leads to clarity of the 

 
4 Martin Rein and Donald Schön wrote, together and separately, a number of chapters and scientific articles on 

the concept of frames and framing in policy. Two of their articles are cited here, but van Hulst and Yanow refer 

in their article to 13 pieces of work by Rein and Schön, published between 1971 and 2001. They are often cited 

in literature on framing and frames: their book Frame reflection: Toward the resolution of intractable policy 

controversies (1995) is cited 3878 times according to Google Scholar. 
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situation and possible responses, but it is also contingent and political (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016). 

The selected aspects need to be named, and policy makers often use metaphors that are well known 

within their own socio-political community or culture. As we will see in the following chapters, the 

names that are given do not need to coincide with the aspects that are contributed to the energy 

communities. 

Lastly, the different narratives created around an issue are analysed. Through this the previous aspects 

of framing (sense-making and naming) are brought together by the development of narratives (Boyd & 

Lorefice, 2018). The creation of narratives occurs everywhere in society, whether it is on purpose or 

not. This can happen through agenda setting by lobbyists, scientists, or social movements, through 

commercial marketing, or through policy formulation by governments and their associated agencies 

(Gonzalez Lago, Plant, & Jacobs, 2019). It is seen as a key strategy when policy frames are conflicting 

by van Hulst and Yanow (2016). By creating a good narrative, one that catches on, others might 

become convinced of the legitimacy of the frame related to the narrative. Hence, it is easier to get 

media attention, political support or monetary funding, when a good narrative around a frame is 

created. As will be clear in my analysis of energy communities, there is not always a clear distinction 

between the actors when creating the narratives, rather, it is more evident who the narratives are 

created for.  

While van Hulst and Yanow (2016) focus on reconstructing frames based on different actors, in this 

thesis the choice is made to reconstruct the sense-making, selecting, and narrative creating process 

based on different topics and themes. This corresponds with the findings of Boyd and Lorefice (2018), 

who observed in their empirical analysis that multiple frames exist among Indigenous Peoples, and 

that it is difficult to make generalisations across Indigenous communities and groups. Likewise, in the 

context of European policy, defining actor based frames can be problematic: there are competing 

interests and contested issues within this context (Daviter, 2007). An example is that different DGs 

(Directorates-General) and societal interests can compete during the policy formulation process to get 

legislative responsibility for certain issues, and to get the right to define these issues. Another example 

is that there are different member states, that not only defend their own interests, but also try to 

influence new legislation to be written in such a way that it complies with their own law (Eising, 

Rasch, & Rozbicka, 2015). 

In the following chapter, I will analyse sense-making, naming, and creating narratives in the relation 

of energy communities in the European policy context.  
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4. Framing energy communities 

In this chapter I make use of the notion of policy analytic framing suggested by van Hulst and Yanow 

(2016), to explore how frames around energy communities are created by different actors in the 

European policy context. Using the notion of policy analytic framing I identify three processes: 

making sense of energy communities, naming energy communities, and creating narratives around 

energy communities.  

This chapter is structured in three sections. In the first section I show that European policy actors make 

sense of energy communities by putting them three different contexts: the context of climate change, 

the context of empowerment, and the context of technological development. In the second section of 

this chapter, I find that three types of energy communities are named in the European policy context: 

the renewable energy community, the citizen energy community and the local energy community. In 

the last section of this chapter, I reconstruct four narratives: the transformative power narrative, the 

local community narrative, the technological solution narrative, and the business case narrative. In 

doing this, I build upon the insights from the sense-making process and the naming process that are 

analysed in the first two sections of this chapter. 

4.1 Making sense of energy communities 

The concept of sense-making is used in this section to analyse in which contexts energy communities 

are understood. Literature on framing describes sense-making as the way in which actors structure an 

issue: how do they make sense of what is happening (Fiss & Hirsch, 2005). I find that there are three 

different contexts in which European policy makers understand energy communities: the context of 

climate change, the context of empowerment, and the context of technological development. These 

contexts are separated for the sake of this analysis, however, they do overlap.  

4.1.1 Context of climate change 

Energy communities are often understood in the larger context of climate change. On one hand, energy 

communities are seen as a means to combatting climate change. However, on the other hand, climate 

change is used to promote (the creation of) energy communities.  

Within the European policy context, energy communities are seen as instruments for combatting 

climate change, and as drivers for the transition towards a low-carbon society. This can, for example, 

be seen in the way in which the European Commission introduced the Clean energy package, since 

energy communities are embedded in this legal framework. The Clean energy package is clearly put in 

the perspective of combatting climate change, as it is introduced as the legal framework on which the 

Commission can build their strategy ‘for a prosperous, modern, competitive and climate-neutral 

economy by 2050 – A Clean Planet For All (European Commission, 2019a)’. The Commission 
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couples this strategy to the Paris Agreement objective of keeping global warming below 2°C (and 

preferably below 1.5°C). By including energy communities in this legal framework, the Commission 

shows that they expect energy communities to have a role in realising a climate-neutral economy by 

2050. The Commission’s expectation that energy communities will have a role in combatting climate 

change is also expressed in their official communication on energy communities in specific. European 

policy officers introduce energy communities by coupling them to the goal of ‘decarbonizing the 

economy by 2050’. The policy officials explain that energy communities are expected to have an 

important role in addressing key points to reach this goal: by increasing energy efficiency, by the 

deployment of renewable energy sources, and with the empowerment of consumer and citizens 

(personal communication, May 15th, 2019).  

Other actors also relate energy communities to combatting climate change. The European Committee 

of the Regions also clearly expects that energy communities will contribute to combatting climate 

change, stating that it should be ensured that ‘local energy communities (..)  can play a positive role in 

a just energy transition (Gâju, 2018). Also within promotion material of the BRIDGE initiative, 

combatting climate change is presented as the backdrop for the H2020 projects that BRIDGE brings 

together (amongst which H2020 projects focussing on energy communities): ‘Important milestones for 

this [energy] transformation are the EU's energy and climate targets for 2030 which also underpin 

Europe's leading role in the fight against climate change (BRIDGE, 2019a, p. 3)’. These examples 

show that energy communities are understood as instruments for combatting climate change, and as 

instruments for reaching EU targets regarding combatting climate change.  

A reversed dynamic can be seen, in which climate change is used to promote energy communities. 

Here, combatting climate change used to justify the creation of energy communities is the goal to 

which climate change is linked as a justification. This was, observed during a BRIDGE coordination 

meeting. Actors related to H2020 projects on energy communities put emphasis on the theme of 

climate change, and mainly on the consumers’ wish for renewable energy. In the discussion on energy 

communities, project partners expressed that they observed ‘emotional aspects’ related to climate 

change and renewable energy (personal communication, March 12th, 2019). One of these emotional 

aspects was stated to be: ‘the wish to fit in with the sustainability minded crowd’. These sentiments 

should, according to some  partners of H2020 projects, be used for the promotion of energy 

communities.  

4.1.2 Context of empowerment 

Another context in which energy communities are understood by actors related to European policy, is 

the context of empowerment. Because actors in the European policy context consequently mix the 

empowerment and engagement of consumers, citizens, and communities, it is difficult to distinguish 

what is actually meant when actors refer to empowerment. Nevertheless, the context of empowerment 
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and engagement is often used to make sense of energy communities. In this section, I show that  

energy communities are often presented as a way to empower consumers, citizens and communities 

Also, they are presented as a way to engage consumers in the transition towards a low-carbon society. 

The empowerment and engagement of consumers, citizens and communities is expected to create 

support for the technologies with which energy communities are associated (like renewable energy 

technologies).  

Through enabling the creation of energy communities, European policy actors also wish to engage 

consumers in the energy transition. In the updated clean energy package, ‘the consumer is put at the 

centre of the clean energy transition’ and the new rules should ‘enable the active participation of 

consumers whilst putting in place a strong framework for consumer protection (European 

Commission, 2019b)’. In relation to the clean energy package, the online communication of the 

European Commission really is about the engaging of consumers. This is important to underline. 

Consumers of energy are not limited to private consumers – they can also be businesses. Furthermore, 

empowering a consumer relates primarily to consumption (Hunter & Garnefeld, 2008), while 

empowering of citizens could entail many more aspects.  

Different actors in the European policy context expect energy communities to lead to empowerment, 

they are seen as an instrument to empowering. An example can be found in the official communication 

by European policy officers about energy communities: the Commission expects that empowering 

consumers and citizens goes hand in hand with the creation of energy communities (personal 

communication, May 15th, 2019). It should be noted, here, that the policy officers use both citizens and 

consumers in relation to empowerment. The policy officers express that empowering consumers and 

citizens should lead to the mobilisation of private capital, increase of social acceptance, and the 

increase of flexibility on the grid. The BRIDGE initiative states that: “Citizens should be able to take 

ownership of the transition and participate actively in the market (BRIDGE, 2019b, p. 3)”, relating 

technological developments in the field of energy to citizen participation. 

An example of a H2020 project that uses empowerment to make sense of energy communities, and 

even to promote them, is the MUSE grids project. The MUSE grids project does refer to citizens, their 

understanding of empowering seems to be limited to the role of the citizen as a consumer. The project 

perceives empowering as enabling citizens to ‘produce, consume, store or trade their own renewable 

energy, to engage in the energy market, and to participate in demand response (personal 

communication, February 13th, 2019)’. Hence, empowerment is seen as enabling consumers to actively 

participate in the energy market. However, one of the slogans that can be found on the MUSE grids 

website is “Empowering local energy communities! (MUSE Grids, 2019)”. 
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As a consequence of empowering consumers, citizens and communities, through creating energy 

communities, European policy actors expect that support for technologies related to renewables will be 

created. Empowerment is believed to create social acceptance for the technologies related to energy 

communities by the European Commission (personal communication, May 15th, 2019). Also within 

the MUSE grids project, social acceptance of the technologies that they want to deploy is an important 

theme (personal communication, February 13th, 2019). While social acceptance is one of the reasons to 

put energy communities in the context of empowerment, empowerment itself is mainly emphasized in 

this context.  

4.1.3 The context of technological development 

Lastly, energy communities are put in the context of technological development. This becomes 

apparent in three different ways. One perspective on energy communities in this context is that they 

are a site for testing technologies. Next to that, they are seen as a market for renewable energy 

technologies. Furthermore, the Horizon 2020 program and the BRIDGE initiative, have a clear focus 

on technological development. Since the European projects on energy communities are connected to 

H2020 and BRIDGE, they are inherently connected to technological development. 

Energy communities are perceived as supporting technological development, because they can serve 

as testing sites for (renewable) energy technologies. This is expressed by Jasiak, EU policy officer 

(interview, May 24th, 2019). One of the roles that energy communities can have, according to him, is 

that they can serve is pilots under regulatory sandboxes, to test technologies. Hence, in this context, 

energy communities are not seen as the solution to climate change: rather, they are seen as a way to 

test (renewable) energy technologies before scaling up the use of these technologies.  

Job creation and economic development are expected results of technological development among 

European policy actors. In the European policy context, research on energy communities is done 

within the Horizon 2020 program. H2020 can be characterized as a program that uses technological 

development to create jobs and economic growth. Research on energy communities which is funded 

by H2020 can therefore are also seen in this perspective. The aim of H2020 is to secure Europe’s 

global competitiveness, and it is supposed to lead to economic growth and the creation of jobs 

(European Commission, 2019d). The European Commission expects H2020 to result in ‘more 

breakthroughs, discoveries and world-firsts by taking great ideas from the lab to the market 

(European Commission, 2019d)’. With this, the creation and promotion of energy communities in 

projects founded by H2020 is placed in the perspective of developing and deploying new technologies, 

economic growth and job creation. Also within the BRIDGE initiative, the emphasis is on 

technologies and technological development, which can be seen in their promotion material. H2020 

projects related to energy communities are connected to the BRIDGE initiative as well. In a brochure 
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on the different projects connected to BRIDGE, for instance, the main features of the projects are 

presented as technologies and services (BRIDGE, 2019a). BRIDGE also justifies their relevance by 

referring to climate change, but that only the technologies are displayed so clearly, and not, for 

instance, the amount of CO2 emissions that the projects plan to reduce, shows that there is a strong 

focus on technology in the BRIDGE initiative.  

The analytical lens of sense-making suggested by van Hulst and Yanow (2016) has helped to identify 

that energy communities are placed in three contexts: the context of climate change, the context of 

empowering consumers, and the context of technological development. They are related to each other, 

but they do represent a different focus. The context of climate change entails that energy communities 

are seen as an instrument for combatting climate change and for reaching European targets regarding 

climate change. This context also entails that climate change is used to promote energy communities. 

In the context of empowering consumers, energy communities are seen as instruments to empower 

consumers and create social acceptance for renewable energy communities. Lastly, in the context of 

technological development, energy communities are seen as a testing site for new technologies. Also, 

as they are connected to the Horizon 2020 research program, energy communities are seen in the 

perspective of economic growth and job creation through technological development. These different 

contexts show how energy communities are understood in the European policy context. In the 

following section, the different types of energy communities that are selected in the European context 

are analysed. This selecting process shows another part of framing of energy communities. 
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4.2 Naming energy communities 

In this section, I analyse the names that energy communities have been given in the European policy 

context. I identified three types of energy communities that are used most frequently: the local energy 

community, the citizen energy community, and the renewable energy community. The citizen energy 

community and the renewable energy community are defined in two directives, the Electricity Market 

Directive (EU, 2019) and the Renewables Directive (EU, 2018) 5. These directives fall under the Clean 

energy package (European Commission, 2019a). The use of the notion of local energy community is 

however widespread in the European policy context, and it can be seen as an ubiquitous notion.  

In the following sub-sections, I will explain per type of energy community what is understood with 

this type of energy community, how this type of energy community is used in the European policy 

context, and why it is used like this.  

4.2.1 The local energy community 

Local energy community is an ubiquitous notion. It is used extensively in the European policy context, 

and was used by the European Commission as well as the umbrella notion to refer to energy 

communities. However, the European Commission did not pursue this notion, instead, the 

Commission defined the citizen- and the renewable energy community in the Clean energy package. In 

this paragraph, I will first explain why the term local energy community is an intuitive notion. Then, I 

will show that its use in the European policy context is widespread. After this, I will show what the 

main highlighted aspects of the energy community are, and finally, I will give the reasons for the 

European Commission to not pursue with this notion.  

The notion of local energy communities is intuitive, because communities are often believed to have 

local proximity (Purcel, 2006). Not all energy communities have local proximity, but the assumption 

of locality does create a positive association with the term energy community. In relation to global 

environmental changes, the assumed locality of a community is appealing (Aiken et al., 2017). Purcel 

(2006) furthermore argues that locality is often connoted with democratisation; and local ‘community 

based development’ is often associated with ‘participatory development’.  

Because energy communities are often associated with being local, it is very intuitive to refer to them 

as local energy communities. In the European policy context, the use of this notion is widespread. The 

notion local energy community is used to refer to energy communities within the BRIDGE initiative 

(BRIDGE, 2019a). Consistently, H2020 projects that focus on researching energy communities and 

 
5 The full names of these directives are Directive (EU) 2018/2001 of the European Parliament and of the 

Council of 11 December 2018 on the promotion of the use of energy from renewable sources (recast) and 

Directive (EU) 2019/944 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 June 2019 on common rules for the 

internal market for electricity and amending Directive 2012/27/EU 
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that are connected to BRIDGE, like the MUSE grids project, also refer to local energy communities 

(MUSE Grids, 2019). Events on local energy communities were organised by actors related to 

BRIDGE and H2020 projects, with support of the European Commission, that were called Conference 

on Local Energy Communities and Workshop on Local Energy Communities. Furthermore, the 

European Committee of the Regions expressed that they want local energy communities to be enabled 

to play a positive role in the transition towards a low-carbon society (CoR Europe, 2018).  

In the European policy context, the main highlighted aspects of the local energy community are that 

they deal with distributed energy systems, and that they have local proximity. The BRIDGE brochure, 

published in May 2019, gives a definition of local energy communities: ‘Local Energy Communities 

are defined as associations, cooperatives, partnerships, non-profit organisations or other legal entities 

which are effectively controlled by local shareholders or members, generally value rather than profit-

driven, involved in distributed generation and in performing activities of a distribution system 

operator, supplier or aggregator at local level, including across borders (BRIDGE, 2019a)’. Within 

the BRIDGE initiative, four projects are said to produce research activities on implementing local 

energy communities and smart energy systems (Prospex Institute, 2019). These projects also highlight 

distributed energy systems and local proximity.  

The European Commission decided to abandon the notion of local energy community (interview, May 

24th, 2019). Originally, it was the local energy community that was defined in the Electricity Market 

Directive, but it was replaced by the citizen energy community. This was stated by an European policy 

official during official communication on energy communities (personal communication, May 15th, 

2019).  In an ‘EU legislation in Progress’ briefing on Common rules for the internal electricity market, 

published by the European Parliament in March (European Parliament, 2019), the Parliament still 

refers to local energy communities. This indicates that it was a last minute decision to replace the 

notion of local energy community with the notion of citizen energy community.  

There were different reasons behind this decision: it is problematic to legally define ‘local’, referring 

to local would restrict certain types of energy communities, and the renewable energy community 

already has to have local proximity. This was explained by Jasiak, an EU policy officer (interview, 

May 24th, 2019). First of all, he states that it was problematic to define a local energy community 

within legislation, simply because it is difficult to define local: ‘member states are very different in 

size - local in Malta and local in Germany means very different things’. Second, Jasiak states that it 

would be ‘an unnecessary obstacle in this architecture’ to demand locality from citizen energy 

communities: the main goal of the legislation on energy communities is to enable these communities, 

not to put restrictions on them. Furthermore, the European Commission does define renewable energy 

communities as having local proximity: the Commission made the decision to demand local proximity 

only from one type of energy community.  
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While the Commission decided not to refer to local energy communities, anymore, the notion is still 

used a lot in the European policy context. This is not surprising: the Electricity market directive was 

published quite recently, on June 14th, 2019 (EU, 2019). At that time, the projects of H2020 already 

created the project proposals, websites, and promotion materials (personal communication, April 3rd, 

2019). It is likely that project partners and other actors keep on referring to this notion: locality has a 

positive association (Purcel, 2006), it entails distributed energy which is a key aspect of energy 

communities according to academics and many project partners (BRIDGE, 2019a), and it is believed 

that local ownership of renewable or distributed energy will lead to social acceptance (T. von Wirth et 

al., 2018).  

4.2.2 Citizen energy community 

As I stated above, originally, it would have been the local energy community that was defined in the 

Electricity Market Directive. Instead, the Commission refers to the citizen energy community in this 

directive (EU, 2019). In this paragraph, I show that the citizen energy community is a very broad 

notion. First I will show the aspects of the notion that are highlighted, and then I will analyse the logic 

behind using this notion in the Electricity Market Directive. 

Both types of energy communities that are defined in the Clean Energy Package, the Citizen energy 

community and the Renewable energy community, have in common that they should be based on 

voluntary and open participation, should be controlled by members or shareholders, and should be 

value driven rather than profit driven (EU, 2018, 2019). 

The citizen energy community does not have many highlighted aspects, other than the ones that they 

have in common with the renewable energy community. As I showed in the previous part of this 

section, the European Commission states that they want to enable energy communities, and they do 

not want to put restrictions on their creation (interview, May 24th, 2019). In this line of thought, the 

definition of the citizen energy community in the Electricity market directive is very open. Because 

the definition is included in the Electricity market directive, the citizen energy community has to deal 

with electricity, however, European policy officers emphasize that this does not exclude other (energy 

related) activities (personal communication, May 15th, 2019). The Electricity market directive even 

states that ‘membership of citizen energy communities should be open to all categories of entities (EU, 

2019, p. 131)’. While the name citizen energy community does seem to highlight that citizens are the 

members of this energy community, this quote shows that this also does not need to be the case.  

The choice to refer to citizen energy communities instead of local energy community can be partly 

clarified by the different contexts that I identified in the section on sense-making. When perceiving 

energy communities in the context of technological development, the choice to define the citizen 

energy community instead of the local energy community is rational. In the context of technological 
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development, energy communities are used for technological development to create economic profit or 

economic growth. It is, in this context, clever to keep the definition of the energy community quite 

open. If it is technologically possible and desirable to have an energy community without geographical 

proximity, demanding locality could indeed be an unnecessary obstacle.  

While in the context of technological development, it is easy to clarify the replacement of local energy 

community, with citizen energy community, it is more difficult to clarify this replacement in the 

context of consumer empowerment. This is because the local energy community is replaced with the 

citizen energy community. I have showed that the membership of citizen energy communities is not 

reserved for citizens. However, the name suggests that only citizens are allowed in this type of energy 

community. It is not necessary citizens that are empowered in the context of consumer empowerment, 

but consumers in general. The name citizen energy community seems to exclude other types of 

consumers then citizens. At the same time, being a citizen is more than being merely a consumer. The 

name local energy community makes more sense in the context of consumer empowerment: all types 

of consumers can be part of a local energy community, and empowered in this community, whether 

these consumers are citizens or companies.  

4.2.3 Renewable energy community 

The renewable energy community was always supposed to be defined in the new Renewables 

Directive (interview, May 24th, 2019). In this section, I show the main aspects of the renewable energy 

community that are highlighted in the European policy context. I also shortly reflect on the rationale 

behind using this notion in the Renewables Directive.  

Two aspects of being an energy community are clearly highlighted in the definition of the renewable 

energy community in the Renewables Directive (EU, 2018). The first aspect is locality: it is 

specifically stated in the directive that the control of renewable energy communities needs to be in the 

hands of members located in proximity of the project. According to the policy official Jasiak, this 

safeguards the local character of a renewable energy community (interview, May 24th, 2019). The 

second aspect is that, as the name suggests, renewable energy: 100% of the energy produced, 

consumed, stored, sold, and shared within the renewable energy community needs to be from 

renewable energy sources. Furthermore, there are some aspects that the renewable energy community 

has in common with the citizen energy community: they should be based on voluntary and open 

participation, should be controlled by members or shareholders, and should be value driven rather than 

profit driven (EU, 2018, 2019). 

What should be pointed out here is that in the directive, the European Union and the European 

Commission demand from the member states that they promote and facilitate the development of 

renewable energy communities. They also demand that administrative and regulative barriers for the 
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development of these communities should be eliminated (EU, 2018). Underlying this demand is the 

aim of the Renewable energy directive: to raise public acceptance for renewable energy projects, and 

to foster the deployment of renewable energy sources (Frieden, Tuerk, Roberts, D’Hebermont, & 

Gubina, 2019).  

When energy communities are understood in the context of climate change, it is rational to name them 

renewable energy communities. Renewable energy technologies are developed to have a positive 

impact in the transition towards a low carbon society (al Irsyad, Halog, & Nepal, 2019), in this way 

they fit in the context of climate change.  

In summary, there are two types of energy communities selected by the European Commission: the 

renewable energy community and the citizen energy community. The European Commission did not 

pursue with the local energy community. The definition of the citizen energy community does not 

highlight the role of citizens in this community, or any other aspects of what an energy community 

could be. The highlighted aspects of the renewable energy community– local proximity and renewable 

energy – do coincide with the associations that are created with the name renewable energy 

community. This is also the case for the local energy community, of which the highlighted aspects are 

that they have local proximity, and that they deal with distributed energy systems. While, in theory, 

the selecting process usually leads to clarification regarding the policy issue, this selection process did 

not necessary bring more clarity. If anything, not pursuing the widespread notion of local energy 

community, and replacing it with citizen energy community, created ambiguity.  
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4.3 Narratives around energy communities 

In this section I focus on narratives that are created around the notion of energy communities in the 

European policy context. Narratives are the stories that policy actors tell around a certain issue, to 

promote their point of view (van Hulst & Yanow, 2016). The contexts in which the issues are 

understood through sense-making, and the aspects of the issue that are highlighted through selecting, 

are woven together into a narrative by policy actors. Informed by the previous two sections of this 

chapter, that focus on sense-making and selecting of energy communities, I reconstructed four 

narratives around energy communities that are apparent in the European policy context.  

The narratives that I find are the transformative power narrative, the local community narrative, the 

technological solution narrative, and the business case narrative. Through the narratives I provide 

more insight on the different reasons behind the creation of energy communities that different actors in 

the European policy context have.  

4.3.1 The transformative power narrative 

 “Unlocking the potential of energy communities” is the title of a press release in which the European 

Committee of the Regions urges for the “removal of existing barriers that impede the full deployment 

of local energy communities in Europe” because “energy production at the local level is crucial to 

foster renewable energy production (CoR Europe, 2018)”. This characterizes the first narrative, which 

I call the transformative power narrative. In this narrative, energy communities are presented as 

potential driving forces of the transition to a low-carbon society. 

The transformative power in this narrative lies within the community aspect of energy communities. 

This narrative builds on common assumptions regarding energy communities: they are supposed to be 

morally and ethically good (Campbell et al., 2016; Moroni et al., 2019), they should promote 

sustainability (Martellozzo, Landholm, & Holsten, 2019), and often, they are perceived as being local 

(Purcel, 2006). The community aspect of energy communities is often presented as a social grouping 

that forms the base for co-operation, interdependence and progress (Eagle et al., 2017). The energy 

communities in this narrative are presented as entities that can transform the energy system into a low-

carbon energy system. One example of this is given by a European policy officer, who expects that 

“communities can alleviate pressure on the distribution grids (interview, May 24th, 2019)”. 

While the transformative power narrative mainly emphasizes the role that communities can have in 

combatting climate change, attention is also given to the roles that citizens and consumers can have. In 

section 4.1.2 I show that these terms are often used interchangeably in relation to energy communities 

in the European policy context. The European Commission introduces the Clean energy package, in 

which energy communities are embedded, by stating that they aim to enable active participation of 
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consumers, and protect them at the same time (European Commission, 2019b). The Committee of the 

Regions states:“We believe that the future of energy production is the hands of citizens (CoR Europe, 

2018)”.  

In the transformative power narrative, there is the aim to capitalize on the growing awareness of 

citizens regarding climate change and environmental issues. This should lead, according European 

policy officials, to an increase in private investments in technologies (personal communication, April 

29th, 2019). Both the citizen energy community and the renewable energy community need to be value 

driven, instead of profit driven, which is underlined in the transformative power narrative: it is about 

communities combatting climate change, not about companies making profit.  

The context of climate change is used as the backdrop to present energy communities in the 

transformative power narrative. This narrative can mainly be found in the European Commission and 

seems to be used to promote fostering the creation of energy communities in member states. 

4.3.2 The local community narrative 

The second narrative that I identified is the local community narrative. In this narrative, the notion of 

local and the notion of community are used to promote energy communities. In addition, the local 

community narrative promotes the idea of decentralised energy systems.  

The local community narrative makes use of the feelgood vibe that a local community has. Even more 

than the transformative power narrative, it capitalizes on the positive associations related to locality 

and community (Aiken et al., 2017). The MUSE grids project, for instance states in a promotion video: 

‘We believe in the power of small actions – and we believe in the power of small local energy 

communities.’ With this, they put extra emphasis on the small scale that their local energy 

communities have. The idea of locality is pleasant in combatting global issues, and this is used in the 

promotion of the energy communities (Aiken et al., 2017).  

The association of local with democratisation and participatory development is also emphasized.  

While the MUSE grids project also aims to contribute to the development of and research on 

technologies for distributed energy systems, it is mainly the aspect of empowering local energy 

communities that is promoted. The three headers of the website are: maximize local energy 

independence, empowering local energy communities, and development of a participatory approach 

(MUSE Grids, 2019). Technologies are at the base of these goals, but they are not explicitly 

mentioned or promoted. Instead, locality, energy independence, empowerment, and a participatory 

approach are promoted. 

Decentralised energy systems are also promoted in the local community narrative. One of the leading 

partners of the MUSE GRIDS project stated during a meeting that, according to him ‘the main target 
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is to guarantee the local usage of energy produced locally, in order to effectively use what you 

produce at a local level’ (personal communication, April 3rd, 2019). This resonates with the literature, 

where the local production and consumption of energy is often seen as an important aspect of enabling 

renewable energy generation. Energy communities with distributed energy systems (which are often 

referred to as local energy communities) are able to create the flexibility on the grid that is desired 

when increasing the penetration of renewable energy sources (Yan et al., 2018).  

The local community narrative also promotes the idea that energy communities will lead to financial 

benefits for its members. the believe that local energy communities should lead to financial benefits 

for the participants. This is mainly expressed by H2020 project partners, who believe that the main 

incentive for citizens or consumers to join an energy community is (expected) financial benefit 

(personal communication, March 12th, 2019). Consequently, the focus in discussions on the creation of 

local energy communities is often related to pricing schemes and lower electricity bills.  

The local community narrative mainly uses the context of empowerment to present and promote 

energy communities. The narrative can mainly be found in H2020 projects on energy communities, 

and focusses on promoting energy communities to citizens and consumers.  

4.3.3 The technological solution narrative 

Another narrative that I identified is the technological solution narrative. The narrative underlines the 

role that energy communities can have in testing technological solutions for climate change, and in 

creating more flexibility on the energy grid.  

By serving as a testing site for technological solutions for climate change, the deployment of these 

technological solutions is stimulated through energy communities. This is one of the roles that 

European policy officers expect energy communities to fulfil: to serve as pilot projects or experiments 

under regulatory sandboxes, to test technologies (interview, May 24th, 2019). Essentially, this is also 

what the energy community related H2020 projects in the BRIDGE initiative do: “Most of the 

BRIDGE projects involve demonstrations or pilot tests of technologies and solutions (BRIDGE, 

2019a)”. There is a whole range of technological solutions that can be tested in energy communities 

that serve as pilot projects. In the MUSE grids project, for example, the tested technological solutions 

are related to smart metering, demand side management network management, electricity storage 

solutions, electric vehicles, thermal energy storage, wind power, and solar PV.  

Energy communities are, in this narrative, also seen as part of a technological solution for climate 

change: they can create more flexibility on the grid. As expressed by Jasiak, EU policy officer: “We 

think that communities can alleviate pressure on the distribution grid. They make the grid more 

flexible (interview, May 24th, 2019)”. This flexibility can be created if the energy communities are in 
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the form of decentralised energy systems (see chapter 3 for more explanation), through distributed 

consumption and production of energy. This would imply that the energy community has a local 

character. Also, energy storage solutions that are deployed in energy communities can help with 

providing grid flexibility, therefore, some actors even see energy storage as a key technology for 

energy communities (personal communication, May 15th, 2019).  

A key point of this narrative is that the energy communities are presented as part of the technological 

solution for climate change. They can be a microgrid and provide grid flexibility, or they can be used 

to test technologies. Hence, they are understood in both the context of technological development, and 

in the context of climate change. Regarding the creation of grid flexibility, locality and decentralised 

energy are the main highlighted aspects. But, since many different types of technological solutions can 

be tested in energy communities, it is also many different aspects of energy communities that suit this 

narrative. This narrative can be found in the European Commission, in Horizon 2020, in BRIDGE and 

in H2020 projects.  

4.3.4 The business case narrative 

Lastly, I identified the business case narrative. In the European policy context, discussions on energy 

communities are often about business cases. An example is the High level conference local energy 

communities for businesses, organised by European policy actors, which focussed on the business case 

of energy communities (personal communication, April 29th, 2019). This has two sides: on one hand, 

the business case behind energy communities is related to selling technologies and gathering consumer 

data. On the other hand, energy communities are still in the pilot phase, and subsidized: in order to 

become a proper business case, energy communities need to be scaled up and replicated.  

The rationale behind business case narrative is that financial benefits are expected from energy 

communities. According to Annette Jantzen, energy ombudsman at NEON, companies expect to get 

financial benefits when they get involved with energy communities (interview, May 20th, 2019). She 

argues that there are interests behind the aim to create communities and enhance citizen participation: 

‘companies see a market, and want to make some money out of it’.  

One of the business cases that companies see behind the creation of energy communities, is the 

opportunity to develop technologies for these communities, and sell them (STEEEP, 2016). Another, 

more contested, business case is collecting and selling consumer data. ‘We are sitting on a gold mine’ 

is how one H2020 project partner described energy communities, who perceived energy communities 

mainly as an opportunity to gather data (personal communication, March 12th, 2019). This is an 

example of a business case that companies see in energy communities. Data derived from energy 

communities refers to the data that is collected with smart meters and smart chargers for electric 

vehicles, which are technologies that are often related to energy communities (these technologies are 
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explained in more detail in chapter three of this thesis). This data is gathered for demand side 

management, and while this is not the aim of the data collection, the data could be sold to third parties. 

Gathering of data was said to be the real business case behind energy communities, by another H2020 

project partner (personal communication, March 12th, 2019).  

However, in order to become a good business case, the energy communities need to be replicated or 

scaled up. While it was said by H2020 project partners that “pilot projects are useful and a good way 

to get people inspired and get people going (personal communication, March 12th, 2019)”, another 

H2020 project partner stated: “we have to make sure that LECs (local energy communities) do not stay 

pilot projects (personal communication, May 15th, 2019)”. While a business case behind energy 

communities is seen by H2020 project partners, for instance in selling technologies or collecting 

consumer data, they also see that the creation of energy communities is still dependent on funding. A 

lot of critique was also given by H2020 projects, on the value driven aspect that both the renewable 

energy community and the citizen energy community in the Clean energy package are supposed to 

have: “Value driven makes no sense because then it is not scalable (personal communication, March 

12th, 2019)”. 

The business case narrative can be found mainly among H2020 projects, but also within the 

overarching BRIDGE context. The narrative is both about using energy communities for making 

money, and about making sure that the energy communities are profitable. The context in which the 

energy communities are understood, is the context of technological development.  
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4.4 Summary 

In this chapter, I have showed the framing of energy communities in three steps. First, I looked at the 

contexts in which energy communities are understood, in the section on sense-making. This section 

provides an understanding of how European policy actors perceive energy communities. I found that 

energy communities are understood in the context of climate change – they are seen as a potential 

solution to climate change, and a potential driver in the transition to a low-carbon society. They are 

also understood in the context of empowerment. While the use of this context, in relation to energy 

communities, is a bit fuzzy – it seems to be related to the empowerment and engagement of 

consumers, citizens and communities – energy communities are often put in this context. Also, I found 

that energy communities are made sense of in the context of technological development. They are both 

seen as a testing site for technologies, and as a place for the deployment of these technologies.  

In the second section, I looked at the naming of energy communities. Energy communities have been 

given three names in the European policy context. The local energy community refers to a community 

with local proximity, and often a community with a decentralised energy system. The name of this 

community is very intuitive, because it creates a positive association. Also, the term seems to be 

ubiquitous – it’s use is widespread in the European policy context. The citizen energy community is a 

much broader notion, and it is related to basically any energy community, dealing with electricity. 

Despite what the name suggests, the citizen energy community does not exclude membership to 

citizens: anyone can become a member of the citizen energy community. The renewable energy 

community deals, as the name suggests, with renewable energy. Also, it has to have local proximity. 

While the local energy community is the most used notion, it is the citizen energy community and the 

renewable energy community that are defined under two directives in the Clean energy package. 

These narratives represent the framing of energy communities in the European policy context. 

Through first analysing the contexts in which energy communities are understood, and after that 

analysing what names are given to energy communities in the European policy context, I created the 

base for identifying narratives around energy communities. I identified four different narratives 

around energy communities: the transformative power narrative, the local community narrative, the 

technological solution narrative, and the business case narrative. These narrative all represent different 

ways in which energy communities are promoted by actors in the European policy context. In this 

way, they show the framing of energy communities in the European policy context. 

In the next chapter, I will reflect on the implications that this framing has. Also, I will reflect on 

framing in the European policy context.  
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5. Implications of framing and their contextualization in the 
European policy context 

In this chapter, I reflect on the implications that framing of energy communities has in the European 

policy context, and more in general on the concept of framing in the European policy context. First, I 

will show that there are several implications of the framing of energy communities, related to the 

shifting of responsibilities, marketization, and decentralization. Second, I will show that the 

organisational structure of the European policy context inherently leads to the creation of several 

narratives.  

5.1 Implications of framing energy communities 

In this section, I reflect on the framing of energy communities as analysed in chapter four. Four 

different narratives are created around energy communities in the European policy context, these 

narratives present the framing of the energy communities. The framings have certain implications. In 

this section I identify three main implications, namely the shifting of responsibilities, the 

marketization of energy communities, and the decentralisation of energy communities. 

5.1.1 Shifting responsibilities 

In this section I argue that the framing of energy communities as potential drivers of the energy 

transition, suggests that governments shift part of their own responsibilities to energy communities. 

The European Commission states that the consumer is put at the centre of the clean energy transition 

(European Commission, 2019b). As I showed in 4.1.2, energy communities are often conflated with 

consumers and citizens in the European policy context. The central role that consumers are given 

resonates through the transformative power narrative, which sees energy communities as a potential 

driver of the transition to a low-carbon society.  

Consumers are not just put in the centre of the energy transition – this could merely imply that 

consumers are taken into account and included – but they are expected to play a central role in this 

energy transition. Jasiak, European policy officer, states that what the different types of energy 

communities have “in common, is that they capitalize on the awareness of citizens, for clean energy, 

and that they take this awareness further (interview, May 24th, 2019)”. Hence, energy communities are 

seen as a way to use the awareness of citizens for reaching European policy goals. This imposes the 

risk that governmental responsibilities for combatting climate change and transitioning towards a low-

carbon society are (partly) shifted to the energy community.  

An example of this responsibility shift is that through the creation of energy communities, the 

European Commission expects to stimulate private investments (interview, May 24th, 2019). 

Especially the private investments that will lead to an increase in flexibility on the grid, like energy 
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storage solutions, are expected to give a boost to the transitions towards a low-carbon society. This 

expectation can also be found in the literature on energy communities (P. J. Lynch et al., 2017; 

Olivella-Rosell et al., 2018). If the flexibility on the grid is not created on a local level, it has to be 

created by increasing capacity on the grid, by companies or by the government. This would however 

lead to huge investments while not leading to any revenue. That this is a problem can be illustrated by 

the issues with grid capacity that the Dutch province of Drenthe is facing. Due to grid constraints, an 

increase in the deployment of renewable energy is not possible in this province. At the same time the 

national government expects an increase in renewable energy from all Dutch provinces so that national 

policy goals regarding climate change can be met (Dirks & van den Berg, 2019). By relying on private 

investments for creating flexibility, a part of the responsibility for reaching national climate change 

targets is shifted towards citizens and communities.  

Besides passing on responsibilities, it can also be argued that governments are failing to take 

responsibilities. The reasons for citizens to initiate energy communities show that citizens are 

dissatisfied with their current energy supply. Citizens of the local energy community in Oud-Heverlee, 

a demonstration site of the MUSE grids project, expressed that they wanted to join the community 

because they were frustrated with the lack of influence they had on their energy, the regular black-outs 

that they faced, the fluctuating voltage levels through which devices broke, and their energy bill 

(interview, April 17th, 2019). They also expressed that “the governments make promises regarding the 

environment, but nothing happens” 6, and they found the governmental policy to be inconsistent, for 

example regarding subsidies (interview, April 17th, 2019). In literature on the individual motivations to 

be part of an energy community, similar motivations were found (Dóci & Vasileiadou, 2015) and 

amongst others also the wish to be independent from big companies, and the wish to show 

environmental commitment to others. With the policy of enabling energy communities, governments 

enable citizens to solve issues that the government neglected to take responsibility for.  

A possible consequence of shifting responsibilities, found in the critical literature on energy 

communities, is that the government starts relying on unpaid or poorly paid community members for 

doing government work. According Hauxwell-Baldwin (2013), this is likely to happen when energy 

communities are used as an instrument for reaching policy goals. In the European policy context, this 

was experienced and observed H2020 project partners. They stated that many hours are needed for 

personal communication with potential members of the energy community, and they cannot all be paid 

(personal communication, March 12th, 2019). The project partners underscored repeatedly without 

H2020 funding, the creation of energy communities will involve many unpaid hours and draw upon 

voluntary efforts.  

 
6 Translated from: “de overheden maken milieubeloften, maar er gebeurd niets”. 
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Another consequence of shifting responsibilities, is related to a top-down approach to creating energy 

communities. While the European policy officers state that their legislation is not made to ‘push’ 

energy communities (personal communication, March 12th, 2019), a top down approach to creating 

energy communities can be found in the H2020 projects. Some projects take citizen engagement and 

consumer acceptance seriously, other H2020 project experienced that it mainly creates resistance if 

stakeholders are involved too much and too early in the creation of an energy community (personal 

communication, March 12th, 2019). According to them, it would be better to get in contact with only 

key players. A top-down approach can damage the community experience, according to Creamer 

(2015). She relates this to funding that is often involved when the creation of energy communities is 

stimulated top down: “Once in receipt of top-down funding, community organisations appear to take 

on more business-like form, competing with others for the resources (and authority) to deliver certain 

services (Creamer, 2015, p. 995)”. Creamer also states that with a top-down approach to creating 

energy communities, it is less likely that these energy communities will contribute to combatting 

climate change, then when these communities are created bottom up.  

In summary, the shifting of responsibilities might lead to governments using energy communities to 

evade their own responsibility. By creating policy around energy communities, they put part of the 

responsibility for reaching policy goals or climate targets in the hands of communities. This might not 

be in favour of the policy goals, especially if it is done in a top down manner. The policy around 

energy communities can on one hand be seen as a form of management by governments, on the other 

hand, it can be seen as a result of the lack of management by governments. 

5.1.2 Marketization 

The shifting of responsibilities can be seen in the broader perspective of marketization: “the 

integration of competition and price mechanisms into public services (Crouch, 2010, p. 128)”. There 

are two processes in neoliberalism that are related to marketization, roll-back neoliberalism and roll-

out neoliberalism. The marketization of energy, through energy communities, can be found in the 

business case narrative and the transformative power narrative.  

Marketization is related to roll-back and roll-out neoliberalism (Aiken et al., 2017), which refers to 

two processes in the neoliberal ideology. Roll-back neoliberalism is also known as privatization, and is 

about delegating or sharing authority to non-governmental agents (Aguirre Jr., Eick, & Reese, 2006); 

roll-out neoliberalism “pushes market techniques, individualism, and abstraction onto more-than-state 

actors, asking community groups and movements to compete for resources (Aiken et al., 2017, p. 5)”. 

This results, according to Aiken et al. (2017), in a situation where state provision and formal support 

to achieve national goals are withdrawn. In relation to energy communities, this comes down to 

delegating the responsibility of transitioning towards a low-carbon economy to energy communities, 

as we have seen in the previous section.   
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Marketization can have negative effects on the creation of energy communities with a small-scale, 

local character. As Moroni et al. (2019) observed, marketization and a more liberalised energy market 

can hinder the creation of energy communities, because of discrimination in liberalised market 

systems against smaller plants. This worry is also discussed in the European policy context, an 

example of this is a discussion on the value-driven character to the European Commission (personal 

communication, March 12th, 2019). Mainly in the business case narrative, the value driven aspect is 

criticised. One reason is that energy communities are not scalable if they have to be value driven, 

another reason is the fear that large companies cannot participate in the energy communities, while 

they could have a central role in for instance balancing the grid (personal communication, May 15th, 

2019). As a reaction to this it was stated that by a H2020 project partner that “Companies with lots of 

resources (financial), can muscle out smaller players (personal communication, May 15th, 2019)”. 

Hence, it does seem that the European Commission did provide protection of energy communities in 

the directive, regarding the negative effects of marketization.  

Individualism can also be related to the marketization of energy communities. According to Aiken et 

al. (2017) individualism can work together with a community strategy. The increasing use of 

community action goes, according to Aiken, et al., (2017) hand in hand with the rise of individualism. 

This is illustrated with the idea in the local community narrative that consumers only want to become 

a member of an energy community if this gives them financial benefits: this does not represent a view 

on the energy community that it will tackle climate change, but a self-interested view. This was mainly 

expressed by H2020 project partners, most of them believe the main incentive for citizens or 

consumers to join an energy community is (expected) financial benefit (personal communication, 

March 12th, 2019). This can be seen in the literature on motivations to join an energy community, 

where expectations of financial benefits were a big reason to join energy communities for individuals 

(Dóci & Vasileiadou, 2015). 

This section shows that, while energy communities are often associated with local, inherently good 

entities that can fight climate change, they also implicate a marketisation of energy. Furthermore, 

energy community are, arguably, the product of individualism, and an important motive for members 

to join an energy community is the expectation of financial benefits.    

5.1.3 Decentralisation 

Decentralised energy systems are perceived as a good solution to the intermittent and fluctuating 

renewable energy sources, this mainly plays a role in the technical solution narrative. Also, in the 

local community narrative, the local organisation of these decentralised systems is promoted. In this 

section I will cover 2 aspects that relate to the implication of decentralization. The first aspects is 

related to energy security. The second aspect is related to social inequality. 
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In a locally organised energy community, there are risks related to the energy security and consumer 

protection of participants of this energy community. These risks are related to the peer to peer 

character of energy communities, which is also referred to as the uberization of energy (Grzanic & 

Capuder, 2018) or related for instance to Airbnb (personal communication, May 15th , 2019). Annette 

Jantzen, energy ombudsman, expresses her concern regarding the peer to peer character of energy 

communities (interview, May 20th, 2019). The legislation on energy communities is still quite broad, 

which is needed because it needs to comply to a lot of different national laws from the different 

member states. This however could lead to problems in the implementation of the law: when there is 

no clarity on what is being sold, and who is responsible, consumer rights could be compromised. Who 

is responsible when a consumer cannot access energy anymore? This risk especially is present in 

microgrids that are energy islands, according to Annette Jantzen (interview, May 20th, 2019). This type 

of concern was also expressed by the inhabitants of the demo-site in Oud-Heverlee. They had 

renewable energy technologies installed, and wondered if it would be possible that their own energy 

demand could not be met in the situation that the overall demand in the energy community would be 

high. The concerns related to peer to peer energy can be found in literature as well. One of the things 

that makes peer-to-peer energy very complicated, according to N. Liu, et al. (2017), is the fact that 

ideally, energy sharing prices should be decided on by all the prosumers and consumers in the energy 

community. Also, and this relates to the concern regarding energy security: prosumers might change 

their behaviours. Energy communities that involve peer-to-peer trading can lead to problems regarding 

consumer protection and energy community, exactly because of the peer-to-peer character. 

The decentral organisation of energy can impose an increase in social inequality between members of 

an energy community and the ones who cannot join an energy community. In many member states, 

taxes on energy bills are used for addressing fuel poverty or, for instance, for street lighting (personal 

communication, March 12th, 2019). One of the H2020 project partners stated: “When we introduce a 

new concept, we cannot ask the people that cannot participate to pay additional costs (for the network, 

for instance) (personal communication, April 29th, 2019)”. During a discussion on the business case 

for energy communities, attendees of this discussion expressed the concern that subsidies for energy 

communities will lead to the Matthew Effect (personal communication, April 29th, 2019). The 

Matthew Effect occurs when social advantages lead to more advantage, and the other way around, 

leading to an increasing gap between those who have more and those who have less (Rigney, 2010). 

The goal of subsidies is to do investments, which implies that people are able to invest. If they then are 

relieved from paying the grid tariff, because they do not use it, the burden for the taxes will be put on 

the ones that do not have the financial means to invest in decentralised energy. Next to being relieved 

from paying the grid tariff, the ones that are able to invest, will have lower energy bills in general 

because they generate their own energy. Hence, it could be that the empowerment of consumers and 
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citizens mainly leads to the empowerment of wealthy consumers and citizens, increasing the social 

inequality between citizens that can and can’t join an energy community. 

In summary, there are two potential problems related to the decentralised character of energy 

communities, that is mainly emphasized in the local community narrative. The first problem relates to 

the peer-to-peer character of some energy communities, which could lead to a lower energy security 

and issues with consumer protection. The second problem relates to the Matthew Effect: when 

promoting distributed energy systems, it is possible that inequalities occur between people that can, 

and people that cannot, join an energy community.  

In the first part of this chapter, I mainly looked at implications that the framings of energy 

communities have. These implications are based on the European policy context, but can be seen as 

more general implications that could also occur in other parts of the world. In the next part of this 

chapter, I will shortly reflect on specific aspects of framing in the European policy context.  
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5.2 Framing in the European policy context 

The different narratives created around an issue, are created because there are competing interests 

regarding that issue (Metze, 2017). In the framing of energy communities in the European policy 

context, competing interests are related to the different Directorate Generals, the different member 

states, and the interest groups that are stimulated to advice the European Commission. Through the 

narratives, identified in chapter four, the competing interests regarding energy communities in the 

European policy context become visible. Moreover, the European Commission has the institutional 

mandate to initiate law-making. This explains, together with the narratives, the legislation on energy 

communities in the Clean energy package. 

5.2.1 Competing interests 

The competing interests that are involved in policy making are amplified in the European policy 

context, because of its horizontal and vertical fragmentation. Because of this fragmentation, the EU is 

said “to offer an unusually large number of access points for agenda-setters (Daviter, 2007, p. 655).” 

This entails competing interests among different Directorate Generals within the Commission, 

competing interests among different member states, and competing interests among interest groups. In 

the narratives, the competing interests can be identified.  

First, in the case of energy communities, the legislation is divided among two entities within the 

Directorate-General for Energy: ENER.C, which deals with Renewables, Research and Innovation, 

and Energy Efficiency; and ENER.B, which deals with Internal Energy Market. While these two 

legislating entities are under the same Directorate General, they do present different incentives and 

interests. The division of the definition of energy communities over these two parts of DG energy has 

lead to the definition of two types of energy communities within the Clean energy package. Second, 

there are different member states, defending their own interests, and trying to influence new legislation 

to be written in such a way that it complies with their own law (Eising et al., 2015). Third, there are 

interest groups related to the European policy context. New legislative initiatives, like the Clean 

energy package, activate the mobilisation of stakeholders to influence the debate and shape the 

legislative initiative in their favour (Klüver, Braun, & Beyers, 2015).  In addition, the European Union 

is known for actively supporting the establishment of interest groups, “the European institutions seek 

the expertise and support from organized interests, and several EU-level interest groups have been 

established with the active support of the EC and the European Parliament (Klüver et al., 2015, p. 

448)”. In this view, the BRIDGE working groups can also be seen as interest groups – through these 

working groups, the Horizon 2020 projects that are connected to BRIDGE are consulted for input by 

the European Commission (BRIDGE, 2019b). The different interests do not only compete within these 

actors, but also among these actors. 
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The different interests related from the different actors can be related to the different narratives. The 

transformative power narrative is focussed on the role that energy communities can have in 

combatting climate change and transforming towards a low-carbon society. As I showed, this narrative 

is mainly used to promote energy communities among member states. In the Renewables Directive, it 

is emphasized that member states need to enable, but also foster the creation of energy communities, 

for instance by providing financial support. It is therefore plausible that the interest behind the 

transformative power narrative is, more explicitly, the promotion of the renewable energy community, 

by DG ENER.C on Renewables.  

The local community narrative focuses on the local and the community aspect of energy communities. 

It is really meant to promote energy communities to citizens and potential members of energy 

communities. The interests behind this is likely to be the interests of companies who expect to have 

financial benefits from energy communities.  

The interests of the technological solution narrative are related to the deployment of new energy 

technologies. While most of these technologies are developed as a solution for climate change, the 

motives behind promoting energy communities as a technological solution are likely to be related to 

financial benefits as well. It is Horizon 2020, the BRIDGE initiative, and businesses related to Horizon 

2020, that present energy communities as part of a technological solution. In the context of 

technological development, I showed that this technological development is also related to economic 

development and job creation.  

Lastly, the interests behind the business case narrative are most likely to be influencing the legislation 

of the Clean energy package in the advantage of businesses. In this narrative, for instance, the value 

driven aspect that the Commission has attributed to energy communities in both directives, is a very 

much contested issue. Also the fact that the European Commission does not allow the selling of 

consumer data was discussed a lot, because it was seen as a business case.  

The interests of the members states does not come to the fore in these different narratives. However, 

while the renewable energy community is quite clearly defined, the citizen energy community is very 

open to fit into the national law of member states. Behind three of the four narratives, the main 

motivations for promoting energy communities, are economic motivations. Nevertheless, the 

transformative power narrative seems to be the narrative that is presented the most.  

5.2.2 Legislating energy communities 

The inclusion of energy communities in the Clean energy package is related to the fact that the 

European Commission has the monopoly on the initiative in law-making (European Parliament, 2019): 

it is their institutional mandate to create law initiatives. The European Union has set targets for 
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reaching climate neutrality by 2050, and it needs to comply to international agreements regarding 

climate change (European Commission, 2019a). The European Commission is responsible for the 

implementation of treaties and international agreement, and has to present initiatives in law-making so 

that the European Union can comply with its agreements. With the Clean energy package, the 

European Commission says to enable “the Juncker Commission's political priority to become the 

world leader in renewable energy (European Commission, 2019c)”. 

Since the notion of energy communities has so many positive connotations, it could very well be the 

case that the European Commission uses the legislation on energy communities to promote the Clean 

energy package, and to promote the European Union as being a “frontrunner in the clean energy 

transition (European Commission, 2019c)”. Furthermore, regarding all the interests in energy 

communities, as presented above, the European Commission promotes itself by enabling the creation 

of energy communities. By differentiating the definition of energy communities, this legislation is a 

double-edged sword: on one hand, renewable energy communities are to be promoted by member 

states, thereby focussing on climate change. On the other hand, many other types of energy 

communities are enabled through the definition of the citizen energy community, which caters many 

of the different interests and the different actors.  

In summary, the different narratives that are used to promote the energy communities, reveal the 

different interests behind the promotion of energy communities by different actors. These different 

interests, and the institutional mandate of the European Commission to initiate legislation, lead to the 

current definitions of energy communities in the Clean energy package.  

  



46 

 

7. Conclusion 

In this thesis I have studied the framing of energy communities in the European policy context. My 

aim was not to merely identify frames, but to provide a contextualized and comprehensive 

understanding of the framing process, and the motives behind it. In this concluding section I will 

summarize and highlight my key findings, as they contribute to creating an understanding of the 

framing of energy communities in the European policy context. Together, these key findings answer 

the research question of this thesis:  

What rhetoric  frames of energy communities can be identified in the European policy context, and 

what are the consequences of this framing? 

I analysed three aspects of framing, inspired by the idea of policy analytic framing, to get insight in the 

framing of energy communities in the European policy context: sense-making, naming, and creating 

narratives. The different narratives represent the different framings of energy communities in the 

European policy context.  By first looking at the context in which energy communities are understood 

by European policy actors, I provided a base for understanding the narratives that are created around 

energy communities. I identified three contexts: the context of climate change, the context of 

empowerment, or the context of technological development. These contexts are the perspectives in 

which policy actors understand energy communities. They are not framings on their own, but they do 

provide the basis for the creation of narratives.  

The analysis of the different names that energy communities are given showed what the notion of 

energy community means in the European policy context. It also showed that legally defining such a 

notion, that has many different possible aspects, is complex. Three main types of energy communities 

were selected and named in the European policy context: the renewable energy community, the citizen 

energy community, and the local energy community. Following up on the sensemaking and naming of 

energy communities, I identified four narratives that are created around the notion of energy 

communities in the European policy context in chapter four: the transformative power narrative, the 

local community narrative, the technological solution narrative, and the business case narrative. These 

narratives are the different ways in which energy communities are presented by actors in the European 

policy context, and they represent the framing of energy communities.  

There are three main implications related to the framing of energy communities. First, in the 

transformative power narrative, energy communities are framed as a possible solution to climate 

change. In this narrative, and also in the technological solution narrative, energy communities are 

instrumentalized. The implication attached to this is that governmental responsibilities are partly 

shifted towards energy communities. Also, it shows that the government neglects to take up certain 
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responsibilities. These responsibilities are then taken up by energy communities, and as a response, 

governments can make use of these communities by enabling them and making policy for them.  

Another implication is related to the marketization of energy communities. This is related to the 

business case narrative, where energy communities are seen as a business case. This implies that 

authority is delegated towards the energy communities, for dealing with the generation and selling of 

energy, which explains the shifting of responsibilities. Through marketization, energy communities are 

expected to behave as market actors. While the energy community is associated with collective action, 

in the view of marketization, it can also be related to individualism. Instead of being part of a 

collectively organised energy system, energy communities are organised in a way that individuals are 

in control of their energy. Also, an important reason for individuals to join energy communities is 

related to financial benefits, which represents self-centred view.  

A third implication is that energy communities are often expected to be organised in decentralised 

energy systems. This is apparent in the local community narrative, and in the technological solution 

narrative. The decentralised organisation of energy communities can have a social impact within the 

energy communities, and between citizens of a country that are members of an energy community, and 

that are not in an energy community. The social impact within energy communities are mainly related 

to the peer-to-peer sharing of energy in these communities. This can become problematic, for instance, 

when a prosumer of energy stops producing energy. This is mainly a problem when energy 

communities are not connected to the electricity grid, and thus dependent on the energy production in 

the energy community. The decentralised organisation of energy communities can also lead to 

increasing social inequalities. If communities organise themselves as energy communities, this means 

that there are enough financial resources to invest in technologies for generating energy in these 

communities. The communities with less financial resources cannot form an energy community, and 

cannot access the benefits of being an energy community. This can widen the social inequality 

between communities.   

The European Commission initiated legislation on energy communities, merely to enable the creation 

of these communities. On the other hand, in the Clean energy package is stated that renewable energy 

communities should be promoted by member states – not just enabled. The different narratives around 

energy communities furthermore suggest that there are many different interests in the creation of 

energy communities, among different actors.  

The implications that the (top-down) creation of energy communities can have, especially when they 

are seen as instruments to realise policy goals, can have negative results on the potential of energy 

communities to contribute to these goals. And, more in general, because energy communities promote 

a community approach towards energy instead of a collective approach, governments should take 
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responsibility in keeping the energy market inclusive and accessible, to keep the transition towards a 

low-carbon society fair and inclusive. 
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Annex I: Empirical data 

Table with overview of data collection 

Date and 

location 

Organised by Occasion Speakers 

2-13-2019 

2-14-2019 

Osimo, Italy 

MUSE GRIDS 

project 

Introduction to 

Osimo demosite 

for MUSE GRID 

partners 

MUSE GRIDS partners: RINA-C, 

CARTIF, UNIVPM, Astea, Galú, Duferco, 

GDHVI, Scame. 

3-12-2019 

3-13-2019 

Brussels, 

Belgium 

BRIDGE 

initiative 

BRIDGE 

coordination 

meeting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- Hans van Steen, DG Energy, EC 

- Mark van Stiphout, DG Energy, EC 

- Four H2020 projects that ended 

- The four BRIDGE working groups 

- Eight new H2020 projects connected to 

BRIDGE 

- Michael Hübner (Austrian Ministry for 

Transport, Innovation and Technology) 

- Rafael Cossent (Comillas Pontifical 

University) 

- Clean Energy 4 all Europeans speakers: 

Manual Sanchex Jimenez, Jakub 

Fijalowksi, Jan Steinkohl. 

Parallel session 

on Energy 

communities & 

self-consumption 

- Mikolaj Jasiak (EC, ENER.B3) 

- Jan Steinkohl (EC, ENER.C1) 

- Frederic Tounquet (Engie) 

- Filipe Guerra (Sensible, H2020 project) 

- Ludwig Karg (Sogno, H2020 project) 

- Mia Ala-Juusela (Story, H2020 project) 

- Gerhard Meindl (GoFlex, H2020 project) 

Parallel session 

on Smart charging 

for  electro-

mobility 

- Katarzyna Gryc (MOVE.B4) 

- Michel Bayings (Invade, H2020 project) 

- Lucas Pereira (Smile, H2020 project) 

- Luis Viguer (WiseGrid, H2020 project) 

- Joost Laarakkers (Interflec, H2020 

project) 

4-3-2019 

4-4-2019 

Genoa, Italy 

MUSE GRIDS 

project 

General 

Assembly MUSE 

GRIDS 

MUSE GRIDS partners: RINA-C, Cartif, 

UNIVPM, Astea, Th!nk E, Engie, Aalborg 

University, Scame, Duferco, Eptisa, Galú, 

GDHVI, EASE, Municipality of Eilat 

4-17-2019 

Oud-Heverlee, 

Belgium 

Rolecs Group interview 

session Oud-

Heverlee 

Three inhabitants of Oud-Heverlee 

4-29-2019 

Gent, Belgium 

European 

Commission, 

Biseps, 

Interreg, 

Rolecs, 

Agentschap 

Innoveren & 

Ondernemen, 

Flux50 and the 

Province of 

High level 

conference local 

energy 

communities for 

businesses 

- Mikolaj Jasiak (EC, ENER.C1) 
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West-

Vlaanderen 

5-15-2019 

Brussels, 

Belgium 

Compile, 

MERLON, 

MUSE GRIDS 

and Story 

(Horizon 2020 

projects) 

Local energy 

communities – 

exploring 

research, 

technologies and 

regulations for 

their 

implementation in 

Europe 

Representatives of H2020 projects 

- Jan Steinkohl (EC, ENER.C1) 

5-20-2019 / Interview Annette Jantzen, NEON ombudsman 

5-24-2019 / Interview Mikolaj Jasiak, policy officer European 

Commission 
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Annex II: Renewable and citizen energy community 

This Annex shows the articles on the renewable energy community and the citizen energy community 

in the Renewable energy directive and the Electricity market directive (EU, 2018, 2019). 

Article 22 

Renewable energy communities 

1. Member States shall ensure that final customers, in particular household customers, are entitled to 

participate in a renewable energy community while maintaining their rights or obligations as final 

customers, and without being subject to unjustified or discriminatory conditions or procedures that 

would prevent their participation in a renewable energy community, provided that for private 

undertakings, their participation does not constitute their primary commercial or professional activity. 

2. Member States shall ensure that renewable energy communities are entitled to:  

(a) produce, consume, store and sell renewable energy, including through renewables power purchase 

agreements; 

(b) share, within the renewable energy community, renewable energy that is produced by the 

production units owned by that renewable energy community, subject to the other requirements laid 

down in this Article and to maintaining the rights and obligations of the renewable energy community 

members as customers; 

(c) access all suitable energy markets both directly or through aggregation in a non-discriminatory 

manner. 

3. Member States shall carry out an assessment of the existing barriers and potential of development of 

renewable energy communities in their territories. 

4. Member States shall provide an enabling framework to promote and facilitate the development of 

renewable energy communities. That framework shall ensure, inter alia, that:  

(a) unjustified regulatory and administrative barriers to renewable energy communities are removed; 

(b) renewable energy communities that supply energy or provide aggregation or other commercial 

energy services are subject to the provisions relevant for such activities; 

(c) the relevant distribution system operator cooperates with renewable energy communities to 

facilitate energy transfers within renewable energy communities; 
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(d) renewable energy communities are subject to fair, proportionate and transparent procedures, 

including registration and licensing procedures, and cost-reflective network charges, as well as 

relevant charges, levies and taxes, ensuring that they contribute, in an adequate, fair and balanced way, 

to the overall cost sharing of the system in line with a transparent cost-benefit analysis of distributed 

energy sources developed by the national competent authorities; 

(e) renewable energy communities are not subject to discriminatory treatment with regard to their 

activities, rights and obligations as final customers, producers, suppliers, distribution system operators, 

or as other market participants; 

(f) the participation in the renewable energy communities is accessible to all consumers, including 

those in low-income or vulnerable households; 

(g) tools to facilitate access to finance and information are available; 

(h) regulatory and capacity-building support is provided to public authorities in enabling and setting 

up renewable energy communities, and in helping authorities to participate directly; 

(i) rules to secure the equal and non-discriminatory treatment of consumers that participate in the 

renewable energy community are in place. 

5. The main elements of the enabling framework referred to in paragraph 4, and of its implementation, 

shall be part of the updates of the Member States' integrated national energy and climate plans and 

progress reports pursuant to Regulation (EU) 2018/1999. 

6. Member States may provide for renewable energy communities to be open to cross-border 

participation.  

7. Without prejudice to Articles 107 and 108 TFEU, Member States shall take into account 

specificities of renewable energy communities when designing support schemes in order to allow them 

to compete for support on an equal footing with other market participants.  
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Article 16 

Citizen energy communities 

1. Member States shall provide an enabling regulatory framework for citizen energy communities 

ensuring that:  

(a) participation in a citizen energy community is open and voluntary; 

(b) members or shareholders of a citizen energy community are entitled to leave the community, in 

which case Article 12 applies; 

(c) members or shareholders of a citizen energy community do not lose their rights and obligations as 

household customers or active customers; 

(d) subject to fair compensation as assessed by the regulatory authority, relevant distribution system 

operators cooperate with citizen energy communities to facilitate electricity transfers within citizen 

energy communities; 

(e) citizen energy communities are subject to non-discriminatory, fair, proportionate and transparent 

procedures and charges, including with respect to registration and licensing, and to transparent, non-

discriminatory and cost- reflective network charges in accordance with Article 18 of Regulation (EU) 

2019/943, ensuring that they contribute in an adequate and balanced way to the overall cost sharing of 

the system. 

2. Member States may provide in the enabling regulatory framework that citizen energy communities: 

(a) are open to cross-border participation; 

(b) are entitled to own, establish, purchase or lease distribution networks and to autonomously manage 

them subject to conditions set out in paragraph 4 of this Article; 

(c) are subject to the exemptions provided for in Article 38(2).  

3. Member States shall ensure that citizen energy communities:  

(a) are able to access all electricity markets, either directly or through aggregation, in a non-

discriminatory manner; 

(b) are treated in a non-discriminatory and proportionate manner with regard to their activities, rights 

and obligations as final customers, producers, suppliers, distribution system operators or market 

participants engaged in aggregation; 
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(c) are financially responsible for the imbalances they cause in the electricity system; to that extent 

they shall be balance responsible parties or shall delegate their balancing responsibility in accordance 

with Article 5 of Regulation (EU) 2019/943; 

(d) with regard to consumption of self-generated electricity, citizen energy communities are treated 

like active customers in accordance with point (e) of Article 15(2); 

(e) are entitled to arrange within the citizen energy community the sharing of electricity that is 

produced by the production units owned by the community, subject to other requirements laid down in 

this Article and subject to the community members retaining their rights and obligations as final 

customers. 

For the purposes of point (e) of the first subparagraph, where electricity is shared, this shall be without 

prejudice to applicable network charges, tariffs and levies, in accordance with a transparent cost-

benefit analysis of distributed energy resources developed by the competent national authority. 

4. Member States may decide to grant citizen energy communities the right to manage distribution 

networks in their area of operation and establish the relevant procedures, without prejudice to Chapter 

IV or to other rules and regulations applying to distribution system operators. If such a right is granted, 

Member States shall ensure that citizen energy communities: 

(a) are entitled to conclude an agreement on the operation of their network with the relevant 

distribution system operator or transmission system operator to which their network is connected; 

(b) are subject to appropriate network charges at the connection points between their network and the 

distribution network outside the citizen energy community and that such network charges account 

separately for the electricity fed into the distribution network and the electricity consumed from the 

distribution network outside the citizen energy community in accordance with Article 59(7); 

(c) do not discriminate or harm customers who remain connected to the distribution system. 

 


