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A B S T R A C T

Onshore wind energy projects are traditionally developed by commercial project developers. However, the
development of these projects is increasingly encountering problems due to poor social acceptance and legal
objections. In addition to commercial project developers, renewable energy cooperatives (REScoops) also
develop onshore wind energy projects. These non-commercial entities are driven by local, ecological and
egalitarian values and often strive for local ownership. This influences the rules-in-use they apply when
planning and developing projects. In this paper, fourteen cases of onshore wind energy project development
in the Netherlands are analysed using Elinor Ostrom’s Institutional Analysis and Development framework. The
objectives are: (1) to investigate how the rules-in-use differ between fourteen selected onshore REScoop wind
energy projects and onshore commercial wind energy projects in the Netherlands, (2) to investigate how the
project duration and the number of submitted views and appeals differ between these two types of wind
energy projects, and (3) to determine to what extent the observed differences in rules-in-use can explain the
differences in project duration and the number of views and appeals submitted. The research design involves
a stepwise approach, including qualitative within-case analysis, followed by quantitative cross-case statistical
analysis. The results show that projects developed by REScoops differ on six out of seven rules, especially
pay-off, position, and aggregation rules. For projects with a higher percentage of REScoop ownership, the
total duration of project planning and development is shorter, there are fewer submitted views during the
permit application process and fewer appeals to the Council of State.
1. Introduction

Wind energy has gained importance in the sustainable energy transi-
tion [1], especially in countries such as the Netherlands, where policies
have been introduced to accelerate its deployment. In large num-
bers, wind turbines can contribute significantly to a nation’s efforts to
achieve renewable energy and low carbon goals [2]. However, due to
the perceived impact on many areas – visual disturbances, health risk,
danger to birds, loss of place identity, and reduction in the monetary
value of nearby properties – the planning and implementation of a wind
energy project is prone to many problems [3,4]. The most common
problems are resistance and political polarisation, which cause delay
or even termination of plans and the downsizing of initially ambitious
plans in order to reduce the impact on the nearby environment, thereby
also reducing the generation of renewable energy and the financial
feasibility of wind energy projects [5].

The planning and development of wind energy projects includes
several stages, including: (1) inception of a wind energy initiative

∗ Corresponding author.
E-mail address: s.renes-1@tudelft.nl (S. Renes).

(preliminary stage), (2) spatial planning procedures, (3) coping with
public authorities, (4) assessment of siting, (5) requesting permits,
(6) plan and project decision-making, and finally (7) implementation,
construction, and operation [6]. In several of these stages, stakeholders
influence decision-making. This includes third parties voicing concerns,
which may spur social resistance against plans to site and construct
wind farms.

In many countries, wind energy projects are planned and devel-
oped by commercial project developers, who bring professionalism and
industry expertise [7]. Commercial project developers are typically
seen by local communities as outsiders who have short-term profit
maximisation agendas that do not correspond well with local, egali-
tarian, and ecological interests local communities have [8]. Moreover,
community outsiders often lack social ties, reputation, and trust locally.
This makes it more difficult to gain access to local community members,
on whom the (commercial) developers depend for social acceptance
and legitimacy of the projects they are planning. In addition, it makes
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commercial project developers particularly likely to be accused that the
revenues generated from projects do not benefit local communities, but
ather foreign, commercial project operators who only seek to maximise
heir own profits and shareholder value without concern for local

interests. Even if commercial project developers offer a community
benefits package as compensation, this does not automatically lead
to community acceptance of the wind farm plans. A poorly defined
engagement process, combined with a benefits package that is not
perceived as appropriate to the needs of the local community, can lead
o negative perceptions [9].

However, commercial parties are not the only ones acting as project
evelopers. For example, in Denmark, citizen energy collectives have

been developing and operating wind energy projects since the 1970s
[10]. More recently, citizen wind energy collectives have also grown in
other countries [11]. In Belgium, for example, Ecopower has developed
everal wind farms [12] and similarly, in the Netherlands, Windvogel
as been developing them since 1991 [13]. Often, these citizen col-

lectives are legally organised as local energy cooperatives, also known
under the more general term Renewable Energy Sources Cooperative
(REScoop). These REScoops were initially run by inexperienced volun-
teers who promoted local renewable energy and quickly gained more
experience. There has been significant growth in the number and size
of Dutch REScoops since 2010 [14]. By definition, REScoops are energy
cooperatives, a business model where citizens jointly own and partici-
pate in renewable energy or energy efficiency projects [15]. REScoops
an be considered Renewable Energy Collectives (RECs) or Citizen
nergy Collectives (CECs) according to EU directives (respectively,
EDII and IEMD) [16].

REScoops operate based on seven guiding principles outlined by the
International Cooperative Alliance [15]. These principles encompass
acets such as voluntary membership, democratic control, economic
articipation, autonomy, education, inter-cooperative cooperation, and
ommunity concern [17,18]. Once part of a REScoop, members typi-

cally have access to electricity at reasonable rates and can share in its
rofits. They also play an active role in determining the cooperative’s
nvestment directions. REScoops often operate a cooperative business
odel, adopting egalitarian, collectivist, and democratic values, with

enefits (of energy projects) being equally shared with shareholders
nd local communities [19]. This also holds for energy democracy

in which citizens are considered to participate in energy transitions
via financial ownership of (renewable) energy system assets [20], for
example by owning shares of an energy cooperative that exploits wind
nergy projects or renewable energy projects. In countries like Denmark
nd the Netherlands this is, or has been, encouraged by national

government. For example, in the Netherlands the ‘Klimaatakkoord’
proposes that 50% of renewable electricity production in onshore wind
farms should be community-owned, aiming to enhance collaboration
and project success [21].

REScoops often have at least some degree of (local) social capital.
This is hardly surprising; they often consist of local community mem-
bers who possess local trust and reputation, have the local know-how,
and are more aware of local social structures, local values and issues
that matter to local communities [19]. This access to local community
members is a great asset when developing renewable energy projects
that can have a major impact on the local environment. If REScoops
use their access and social capital well, this can help them to develop
projects faster. Although the positive link between community wind
energy (i.e., REScoop) projects and social acceptance seems reasonably
acknowledged, there is still empirical and conceptual ambiguity about
why and how this works in detail [11].

In contrast, commercial project developers tend to be external par-
ties to the local community. Without the same level of access, they
ften resort to offering monetary compensation as a means to persuade
ocal public officials and ambivalent land and property owners. These
ayments have an incentive effect, but they can also backfire and in
 a

2 
some cases be considered ‘bribes’ by some in the wider local commu-
ity [22]. Ignoring local institutions, rules-in-use, values, and issues, as

well as being perceived to be ‘bribing’ the local officials, can lead to
negative media attention and formal legal action to delay, change, or
terminate projects. The lack of understanding and connection to local
alues, rules-in-use, and structures can thus hurt commercial project
evelopers.

When compared in this way, the REScoop business model seems an
attractive alternative to the fully commercial project model. However,
there is little empirical evidence to support the claim that the REScoop
business model is indeed more suitable and effective than the fully
commercial model in developing projects like wind farms. To date,
one other study has made this comparison, using a statistical model
to analyse why and how costs differ between community-owned and
commercially owned onshore wind projects in the UK [23]. The study
ound that the most important factors are higher pre-planning costs
nd additional risks borne by community projects, largely due to not
aving a level playing field, which means the absence of rules ensuring
airness in wind energy markets, resulting in commercial parties having
 significant advantage over REScoops, for example in the process of
cquiring land for wind farm locations. This was witnessed in Germany
ollowing the introduction of competitive auctions [24,25].

This paper aims to address this empirical knowledge gap by answer-
ing three related research questions:

1. How do rules-in-use differ between onshore REScoop wind en-
ergy projects and onshore commercial wind energy projects
based on evidence from fourteen REScoop projects in the Nether-
lands?

2. How do the project duration and the number of submitted views1

and appeals differ between these onshore REScoop wind energy
projects and onshore commercial wind energy projects?

3. To what extent can the differences in rules-in-use explain the
observed differences in project duration and the number of
submitted views and appeals for the two types of onshore wind
energy projects?

This paper uses a mixed methods approach to make a cross-case
omparison using both qualitative and quantitative data. We systemat-
cally investigate and compare the planning and development of wind
nergy projects between commercial project developers and REScoops,
ocusing on rules-in-use in these projects, as well as selected outcome
ariables, employing both rich descriptive within-case analysis and
ross-case analysis with coding, data set development, and selected

statistical tests.
The paper is structured as follows. The next section introduces the

heoretical framework. This relates to the Institutional Analysis and
evelopment framework by Elinor Ostrom [26]. Section 3 presents the

esearch methods. The results are described in Section 4, and discussed
n Section 5. Section 6 presents the conclusions and suggestions for

future research.

2. Theoretical framework

From a governance perspective, commercial project developers
ollow the standard corporate organisational structure. Independent
oards oversee and discipline senior corporate executives who are
ncentivised by linking their reward to shareholder returns [27]. In

contrast, the institutional identity of REScoops as cooperatives is based
n citizen membership [28]. Members govern cooperatives through a

democratic process. Typically, REScoop leadership remains accountable

1 A view is a first mandatory step to appeal the required permit [in Dutch:
zienswijze’]. Parties that do not lodge such a view in the process leading up to
he permit decision do not have legal standing to challenge the permit decision
fterwards.
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Fig. 1. Application of the Institutional Analysis and Development Framework (IAD) to wind farm development, adjusted from [34].
to all members, where one member equals one vote in decision-making
procedures.

The high-level institutional and organisational differences between
RES development by REScoops and commercial project developers can
be further specified through the Institutional Analysis and Development
(IAD) framework developed by Elinor Ostrom and her colleagues. The
framework was first introduced to study the governance of commons
in the natural environment [29]. In recent years, the IAD framework
has found relevance in energy transition research, including studies
focusing on renewable energy project development, including wind
power [30–33].

The process of wind energy project planning and development has
seven distinct stages that follow a detailed set of guidelines and direc-
tives, primarily established by the Netherlands Enterprise Agency [6].
In this study, this process was split into two main phases and, thus,
two action situations. The first action situation starts with the project’s
inception and concludes when the permitting application is submitted
with the relevant public authority (e.g., a municipality); it thus includes
the planning and design of the wind farm (see Fig. 1; first action sit-
uation). The second action situation starts after the permit application
and lasts until the start of construction of the wind energy project (see
Fig. 1; second action situation). This phase thus includes all formal legal
procedures for objections and complaints about the project.

The two action situations are affected by external variables: bio-
physical conditions, the attributes of the community, and the rules-
in-use. In the ‘planning and design action situation’ the biophysical
conditions refer to the surrounding neighbourhoods, the land upon
which a project is developed, as well as the technical characteristics
of the initial design of the wind farm. The attributes of the commu-
nity affected by the wind project development include the interaction
histories of inhabitants, as well as the social capital and knowledge of
new actors such as the wind project developer. The rules-in-use refer to
the rules that govern the interaction between the wind farm developer,
the local community and the relevant municipality with respect to
the first action situation. The situation’s outcomes are characterised
by its duration and the wind farm design as specified in the permit
application. The characteristics of the wind farm design then form the
biophysical conditions of the second action situation (see Fig. 1). The
rules-in-use that govern the interactions between the same actors in the
second action situation are characterised by legal procedures that guide
wind farm development after permit application. The second action
3 
situation ends with the start of construction of the wind farm, and can
be described in terms of its duration and the number of appeals filed.

The rules-in-use that govern the interactions between relevant ac-
tors in both action situations are defined and operationalised in Sec-
tion 3.2. The differences in the way the rules-in-use are instantiated in
REScoop and commercial project development affect their respective
action situations, interactions, and outcomes. Due to the sequential
relation between the two action situations, the outcomes of the first
action situation feed into the external variables of the second action
situation. To ensure that differences in wind farm characteristics do
not affect the outcomes of the second action situation, we selected
cases that are similar in terms of those technical characteristics (see
Section 3.2).

3. Methods

A mixed methods research approach was adopted by employing
a multi-case study approach of wind power projects in the Nether-
lands. Qualitative evidence can significantly complement quantitative
research, offering a more holistic understanding beyond numerical data
alone [35,36]. The present study used a sequential approach. It started
with three exploratory interviews with domain experts, followed by
case study research. The case study research included both within-
case analysis and cross-case analysis (in a sequential manner) [37].
The former included causal process tracing and the reconstruction
of key decision-making events [38] of onshore wind farm planning
projects. The latter included coding, development of a case dataset, and
systematic statistical analysis.

3.1. Case selection

The study primarily aimed to identify variations in the institutional
context of wind farm development and to assess if these differences,
shaped by the organisational structure of REScoops and commercial de-
velopment, resulted in different outcomes. The case selection aimed to
reduce variations in background conditions [37]; i.e., cases were chosen
that faced analogous biophysical conditions, community attributes, and
regulatory environments, and had similar wind farm characteristics. In
this way, any variation in outcomes associated with commercial and
REScoop wind farm development is more likely to be explained by the
rules-in-use (see also Fig. 1). This approach favoured cases within the
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Table 1
Key characteristics of the selected cases.

Case Province Percent age
RES coop (%)

No. of
turbines*

Turbine
height (m)

Avg. cap.*
(MW/
turbine)

Dist. first
house* (m)

Dist. first res.
area* (m)

Repower-ing

Kookepan Limburg 100 3 132 4.5 450 2000 No
Ospeldijk Limburg 50 4 135 4 435 2500 No
Greenport Venlo Limburg 0 9 140 4.5 340 1800 No

Nijmegen-Betuwe Gelderland 95 4 99 2.5 450 900 No
Koningspleij Gelderland 50 4 120 3 500 720 No
Deil Gelderland 36 11 140 4.2 430 2000 No
Avri Gelderland 25 3 120 3.6 750 1500 No
Bijvanck Gelderland 0 4 117 4.4 450 1500 No
Groene Delta Gelderland 0 2 115 3.6 430 480 No

Oostzeedijk Zeeland 100 3 85 5.7 500 1200 Yes
Jacobahaven Zeeland 0 3 90 4.2 230 750 Yes

Battenoord South Holland 50 6 95 3.6 500 2000 No
Oude Maas South Holland 0 5 120 3.6 200 750 No

Jaap Rodenburg II Flevoland 20 10 100 3.8 1500 1600 Yes

*No. of turbines: Total number of wind turbines installed.
*Avg. cap.: Average turbine capacity.
*Dist. first house: Distance from the wind farm to the nearest house.
*Dist. first res. area: Distance from the wind farm to the nearest residential area.
d

d

d

A
a
d

t

same Dutch province due to presumed shared regulations, community
entiments, and environmental contexts. Yet, given the limited number
f wind farms with closely aligned similarities within a single Dutch
rovince (i.e., geographical administrative jurisdiction), the inclusion
as broadened to encompass multiple Dutch provinces. This led to

electing suitable cases across five Dutch provinces that met the set
enchmarks (i.e., Flevoland, Zuid-Limburg, Gelderland, Zeeland and
uid-Holland). Key parameters were identified to ensure consistency
nd comparability among the selected cases: i.e., number of wind
urbines per project, wind turbine capacity, turbine height, proximity
rom nearby residences, and replacement of old wind turbines by new
nes. Moreover, only onshore wind power projects were selected. In
he end, fourteen onshore wind energy projects were selected. The key
haracteristics of the selected cases are presented in Table 1.

3.2. Operationalisation

This study focuses on the following variables: Ownership, institu-
tional conditions (i.e., rules-in-use), and project outcomes. Ownership
efers to ownership of a wind energy project either by a commercial

project developer or by a REScoop (or a hybrid ownership model).
Institutional conditions refer to the application of the seven rules-in-
use from the IAD adaptation to both action situations (see Fig. 1).
The operationalisation of the rules-in-use, wind farm characteristics,
nd project outcomes was preceded by a careful process. This included
nalysis of policy documents and interviews with three domain experts.
he operationalisation of Ostrom’s [39] rules-in-use (see Fig. 2) is
iscussed first. The scoring rules used to translate each wind farm case
nto quantitative scores can be found in Appendix F.

First, information rules pertain to the amount and type of informa-
tion available to participants (e.g., about characteristics of the planned
wind farm, relevant policies, planned meetings, and costs and benefits
resulting from the planned wind farm development) and whether this
information is freely and openly shared among all project participants
and those affected. A higher score is given to wind farm projects
where stakeholders are more informed and engaged in the development
process, and where local relationships and trust are leveraged in the
affected community.

Second, payoff rules relate to how the costs and benefits resulting
rom wind farm development outcomes are assigned to stakeholders.
ere, a higher score is given to projects where the costs and benefits
re clear, shared among participants, and perceived as balanced and

air by all stakeholders. Additionally, a higher score is also given if a t

4 
wide range of options to offset the negative externalities of wind farm
development are taken into account.

Third, position rules specify the roles that various actors hold in the
process, including the project initiators, municipality and residents. The
scoring considers whether the actors are aware of their positions and
act according to their responsibilities, and whether relevant stakehold-
ers have adequate involvement. A higher score is assigned if the rele-
vant stakeholders are involved in decision making. In contrast, lower
scores reflect more centralised and less participatory decision-making
processes.

Fourth, choice rules define possible actions for actors in specific
roles under certain conditions, whether due to informal agreements or
riven by policy tools, laws, or regulations. The scoring is related to

the flexibility of choices within each wind farm project development.
A higher score reflects a greater range and flexibility of choices avail-
able to stakeholders and whether the choices made are consistently
implemented.

Fifth, aggregation rules specify how decisions are made, either
individually or jointly. The rules clarify the influence of each actor
when multiple positions have partial control over the same decision,
and influence how actors jointly influence collective decision-making.
Scores on aggregation rules are coded with a higher score if key deci-
sions are made via collective decision-making arrangements. Unilateral
ecision-making is scored lower.

Sixth, boundary rules determine: (1) who is eligible to engage in the
ecision-making process; (2) the process by which actors are allowed to

participate; and (3) the ways actors can exit decision-making processes.
 higher scoring reflects that there are clear rules determining whether
nd under what conditions the relevant stakeholder can enter the
ecision-making arena.

Seventh, scope rules define the range of feasible outcomes stemming
from actor interactions in a specific action arena. Within the context
of wind energy project development, these rules are related to eval-
uating the extent to which project details, such as location, number
of turbines, and environmental measures, can be flexibly adjusted or
are rigidly predetermined. If a wind farm development process offers a
greater degree of flexibility in this respect, a higher score is assigned.

Project outcomes refer to the duration in months, the number of
views lodged at the permitting authority, and the number of appeals to
the Council of State (court of final authority). For action situation 1, the
wind farm characteristics are also relevant outcomes (see Fig. 1). Char-
acteristics measured in this study are the number of turbines installed,
he maximum turbine height in metres, the average capacity of the
urbines, the distance to the nearest house, the distance to the nearest
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Fig. 2. Rules as exogenous variables affecting the action situation, adjusted from [34].
Table 2
Interviewees and their relation to the project.

Relation to project Number of
interviews

Commercial Project Developer 6
Board Member of Energy Cooperative 8
Municipal Employee Involved in the Project and Process 10
Provincial Employee Involved in the Project and Process 1
Permit Application Guide (Consultant) 2
Wind Turbine Opposition Group 2

TOTAL 29

residential area, and whether the project involves adapting an existing
windfarm (’brownfield’), or installing a new windfarm (’greenfield’).

3.3. Data collection

Data collection involved two primary steps: an exhaustive desk
study of relevant text documents and interviews with stakeholders.
These were organised for each of the fourteen case studies. The aim of
the desk study was to gather essential information about the selected
cases. A range of data sources, including institutional websites, reports,
and newspaper articles, was used. Given the transparency associated
with wind energy projects, a large number of governmental documents
were accessible. These documents offered insights into aspects like
project descriptions and permit applications. Notably, The National Lo-
cation Platform (’Het Nationale Locatie Platform’ in Dutch; translation
by the authors) provided a comprehensive permit application overview
for each case. This covered practical, legal, noise, and environmental
aspects.

Interviews were conducted with stakeholders associated with the se-
lected cases using a semi-structured interview technique. Interviewees
– both experts and practitioners – held diverse roles which provided
a multifaceted view of the cases (See Table 2). Their insights often
revealed details not found in publicly available documents, bridging
knowledge gaps and highlighting key societal dimensions. Given the
intricacy of this study and the variety of stakeholders and projects,
it was assumed that a minimum of two interviews per case would
be needed for a thorough IAD analysis. Every interview was con-
ducted after obtaining the participant’s consent and was subsequently
audio recorded and transcribed. Data collection took place from May–
September 2023 involving five researchers (i.e., one per province). A
total of 29 people were interviewed.
5 
3.4. Data treatment

Interview transcriptions and text documents were analysed using
Atlas.ti software (version 23.1.1). This allows for systematic qualitative
data analysis and adopts a deductive coding approach to assess data
against well-established theoretical concepts [40], notably the IAD’s
rules-in-use, and more particularly the way they were used in a similar
study by [31]. In addition, ownership and project outcomes were also
coded (See Section 3.2). These were used to establish a coding scheme,
which was later enriched abductively by insights gained from the
interpretation of the data. The detailed coding scheme can be found in
Appendices Appendix E–Appendix F. To enable systematic cross-case
analysis, information related to the fourteen case studies was stored in
a case-ordered meta-matrix [41]. This meta-matrix, in numerical form,
forms the raw data used for the quantitative analysis and can be found
in Appendix F.1.

3.5. Data analysis

Data analysis consisted of two parts that were conducted in se-
quential order: (1) qualitative multi-case analysis; and (2) quantitative
cross-case analysis using statistical tests.

3.5.1. Qualitative multi-case analysis
For each of the fourteen cases Causal Process Tracing (CPT) was

used as a systematic approach to reconstruct and investigate complex
processes, focusing on the impact of rules-in-use over time [42]. It
was used to elucidate the interrelations between institutional structures
and decision-making sequences when viewed through an IAD lens. By
segmenting these sequences into action situations, the study aimed to
discern the specific influence of rules-in-use at distinct wind energy
project development stages. The analysis followed three main steps:
developing case narratives, identifying significant moments, and eval-
uations of the motivations and actions of primary participants [42].
Initially, each case was systematically documented. Key events were
identified and chronologically plotted to form a coherent narrative
and timeline. The scope was narrowed to two universally occurring
action situations. As explained in Section 2, the first action situa-
tion set off with a project’s inception and concluded at its permit
application submission, while the second spanned the time from per-
mit application to the beginning of the project’s construction. The
decision to divide the process into two phases was based on the
following considerations: consistency, efficiency, and allowing for com-
parison (between the two phases). For within-case analysis, the IAD
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was used as a theoretical framework employing its main variables,
n particular, the ‘rules-in-use.’ In addition, ownership, project inter-
entions, and project outcomes (see Section 3.2) were analysed. After

data analysis, case study reports were established, covering the case
study’s background, chronology of events, project process, outcomes,
and institutional analysis.

To ensure the internal validity of the qualitative case study re-
search, several measures were taken [43,44]. To cope with selection
ias, multiple (fourteen) case studies were conducted. Multiple case
tudies are considered more convincing and robust because they allow
omparison between cases, which helps to strengthen understanding of
here a particular case is positioned among a larger set of cases [37].

Construct validity was addressed by operationalising key theoretical
constructs and applying them to the research domain. This was done
as a team effort including multiple junior and senior researchers, with
several team meetings to discuss the appropriateness of constructs and
to align how they were interpreted and measured. This was then laid
down in a coding scheme. The face-value validity of questions in the
questionnaire used for interviews was checked, adapted and validated
prior to conducting the main set of interviews by having our interview
approach and questions checked, discussed, and adapted following
validation interviews with three sector experts. The reliability of the
study was ensured by using a rigorous research design and case study
protocol, and by data triangulation (e.g., text documents and expert
interviews) and cross-verifying facts and perspectives. In addition, a
thorough documentation of files, transcripts, and additional data was
kept, including detailed records of how data were collected to ensure
transparency. The project also featured a continuous review process
within the project team, which regularly revisited data, methods, and
findings.

3.5.2. Quantitative cross-case analysis using statistical tests
To facilitate statistical analysis, the qualitative data was coded to

rovide a quantitative data set. The scoring method used is explained
n Section 3.2 and Appendix F. In all statistical tests, the relatively low
umber of observations used (N=14) was accounted for in three ways.

First, we used non-parametric tests over their parametric counterparts
since we could not rely on the central limit theorem to provide nor-
mality within the limits of our distributions [45, Section 7.1]. Second,
we used a significance threshold of 𝑝 < 0.10 since low numbers of
observations tend to have less statistical power. Third, an important
consideration was the specificity of collecting data. As Fig. 1 shows, our
heoretical model highlights a set of important covariates, summarised
n the results of action situation 1 as ‘Wind Farm Characteristics’. By
electing projects that have similar characteristics, we reduced the need
o control for these covariates when analysing our main variables of
nterest. This made us better able to make the comparisons we were
nterested in, at the cost of focussing exclusively on a specific type of
roject: onshore wind energy projects for which both commercial and
on-commercial construction interest exists. The choice to focus on the
nternal validity of the test [46,47], potentially at the expense of the

external validity does imply that the size of the estimated coefficients is
unlikely to be generalisable directly to other categories of projects, such
as off-shore, or very large projects, or projects in different jurisdictions.
or continuous linear data, the one-sided Spearman-rho correlation test
as used. This test was chosen because of its ability to handle the lim-

ted sample size and the test’s one-sided nature aligned with the prede-
ermined direction of interest. The relationship between the ownership
nd the rules-in-use scores was analysed using the Fisher’s Exact Test to
ccount for the categorical scoring of the rules-in-use. For comparisons
etween the ownership and outcome variables, the Mann–Whitney U

test was used to account for the non-normal distribution.
6 
4. Results

4.1. Results of the qualitative multi-case analysis

The qualitative multi-case analysis provides insights in the nature
f rules-in-use affecting onshore wind energy project planning and
evelopment, the ways commercial project developers and REScoops
iffer from each other in applying these rules, and the project outcomes
hey realise.

Results on the rules-in-use
Information rules: The analysis showed that REScoops consistently

ept stakeholders informed and engaged, leveraging local relationships
and trust. Here, the Kookepan case (100% REScoop owned) stands
out. To maintain transparency, the REScoop distributed detailed up-
dates on the project’s progress through various channels, including
regular meetings, individual discussions, its own website, newsletters,
and public sessions. This approach ensured that all stakeholders were
consistently informed and involved throughout the project. Those who
needed more information or had questions knew where to go. As a
representative of the REScoop explained, ‘‘It is important to inform
and involve everyone well to reduce resistance. Once the plan seemed
feasible, consultations started with the local community, landowners,
and other stakeholders. Information sessions were organised to inform
the community and recruit potential members and investors.’’ The
Nijmegen-Betuwe case (95% REScoop owned) showcased efficient com-
munication between initiators and the community, with minor setbacks
due to inter-municipal differences. Across these projects, communica-
tion between project initiators and public authorities remained open
and consistent. Importantly, REScoop representatives went door-to-
door to inform and persuade local residents. They conducted ‘living
room’ and ‘kitchen table’ conversations to convey information and in-
volve the local residents in the project. On the other hand, commercial
project developers showed variation in transparency levels, revealing
gaps in communication.

Payoff rules: REScoops often prioritised financial compensation for
local residents to promote community buy-in, which reduced poten-
tial project delays. Commercial project developers were sometimes
perceived by residents as providing inadequate compensation. For ex-
ample, the Bijvanck, Greenport Venlo, and Oude Maas cases (all 0%
REScoop owned) indicated that commercial project developers did not
distribute the potential financial benefits of the projects equally among
local communities and did not sufficiently take into account negative
externalities. As noted by a representative of a local action group in
the Bijvanck case, "The compensation given to nearby residents was
a joke. Out of the 30 households that received it, two or three even
turned down the money on principle’’. REScoops on the other hand
resented a range of compensation options. Although the primary goal

was to ensure a fair distribution for local residents, this approach
otentially reduced project delays caused by objections in later stages
f the project. For example, in the Kookepan case a community fund
as established in addition to a fund for sustainability and to bring
bout compensatory local environmental improvements.

Position rules: From the analysis, REScoop projects were found to
adopt a more participatory and distributed decision-making approach,
contrasting with the centralised decision-making observed in most
of the commercially developed projects. For example, in the Green-
port Venlo and Bijvanck cases commercial project developers largely
ictated the process, with minimal involvement from government en-

tities and the local community. By not creating roles or positions for
public participation in the early stages of the project, they created
more public opposition in the second stage of the project development
process. As a representative of a commercial project developer from
Greenport Venlo noted, "Challenges were encountered, including strong

community resistance due to insufficient resident involvement’’. In
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contrast, REScoop-owned projects involved more stakeholders early on.
The Kookepan case (100% REScoop owned), for instance, developed

ell-defined roles for every stakeholder, from provincial authorities to
ocals.

Choice rules: The multi-case analysis revealed that while there were
imilarities between REScoops and commercial project developers in
he level of decision-making flexibility, REScoops usually provided
ore space to discuss the wind farm characteristics than commer-

ial project developers. Similarly, commercial project developers were
ound to present fewer options to other stakeholders to choose from.
or example, in the Greenport Venlo case (100% owned by commer-
ial project developers) inconsistencies emerged with varying support
rom local authorities. As a municipal council member explained, "The
roject was originally owned by another commercial project developer,
ut after significant resistance and a negative vote from the municipal
ouncil, it was sold. The council initially supported the permit applica-
ion but later unlawfully rejected it. After the rejection, the commercial
roject developer turned to the provincial government, which helped
ith the permits because the municipal government had to comply with

the regional energy strategy’’. In this process, Greenport Venlo did not
change the project characteristics in response to the objections of the

unicipality and local stakeholders. The commercial project developer
ept the choice rights for itself.

Aggregation rules: REScoops tended to adopt collective and inclusive
modes of decision-making. In contrast, commercial project developers
were found to be more prone to unilateral and individualistic decision-
making. For example, the Greenport Venlo case (0% REScoop owned)
predominantly employed individualistic decision-making that empha-
sised the project owner’s authority. The Bijvanck case (0% REScoop
owned) showed little collective decision-making and the action arena
was predominantly influenced by one single regional business firm.

n the other hand, REScoops predominantly displayed inclusive ag-
gregation rule behaviour. The Ospeldijk case (50% REScoop owned)
ndicated the inclusion of a wide spectrum of actors already in the

first phase, from provincial and municipal governments to REScoops
nd commercial project developers. A representative of the munici-
ality commented, "The REScoop made significant efforts to engage
he community. (....) The commercial project developer, in this case,
as a highly professional entity that communicated effectively, never
isused power, and always sought dialogue. They worked to create

local support through a community fund and open days, demonstrating
a professional approach that I found very pleasant to work with, while
till maintaining a clear business focus’’. This shows that the decision-
aking was influenced by broad, community-based consultations and

ommunity engagement. The final decisions were therefore able to
ring together the opinions and interests of many participants . This
nclusive approach accelerated the completion of the project with little

resistance from the local community and stakeholders.

Boundary rules: The analysis revealed that REScoop-led projects pro-
oted inclusiveness in their action arenas, whereas commercial project
evelopers were seen as more restrictive, which affected stakeholder
entiment and project timelines. The Jacobahaven project (100%
wned by commercial project developers) possessed a relatively open
ction arena in the first phase of planning and project development.
arly in the project, information evenings were organised where local
esidents could gather information and make arrangements concerning
oise and shadow flicker. However, the action arena became somewhat
estrictive in the second phase of project development, which resulted
n residents showing increased reservations and filing more legal ob-
ections that prolonged the second phase of the process. Similarly,
he Greenport Venlo and Bijvanck commercial project developer-led
rojects suffered from limited stakeholder involvement. A municipal
ouncil member from Venlo highlighted the issue of strict boundary

ules in the decision-making arena, "In the vicinity of the planned t

7 
wind farm, residents began to voice their concerns and complained
that they were not being listened to’’. In contrast, REScoop-led projects
ike Kookepan showed more open boundaries, with the project’s par-

ticipation guidelines evolving over time. Starting with the REScoop,
the project expanded to involve the municipality and later on included
ocal residents, promoting more collaboration among stakeholders.

Finally, scope rules: The analysis showed that both REScoops and
commercial project developers showed variation in the adaptability of
projects. However, the former generally tended to be more flexible and
open to change than the latter. For example, in the Koningspleij case
(50% REScoop owned) the design of the project fell within the scope
of the community’s decision-making arena. The commercial project
developer, who collaborated on the project, stated, "When the com-
munity expressed its needs, we worked with the REScoop to modify
the design and eventually added a fourth turbine to meet stakeholder
expectations’’.

Fig. 3 presents a quantitative overview of average scores on the
ules-in-use for REScoops compared to commercial project developers.

Results on outcome variables
Table 3 presents an overview of the outcomes for the cases. The re-

sults for project duration indicate that projects led by REScoops appear
to have a shorter completion time. This observation was particularly
vident in the second phase of project development. The results for

community engagement and disputes show that REScoops face fewer
legal challenges than commercial project developers, such as legal ap-
peals filed with the Council of State. REScoops were generally found to
be more responsive to the interests of community members. Arguably,
this led to fewer disagreements and fewer lawsuits. Additionally, cases
in which the provincial authority took control were only observed in
projects owned by commercial developers. The results for ownership
dynamics suggest a possible negative relationship between degree of
REScoop ownership and project duration, indicating that projects with
a higher percentage of REScoop ownership generally progress more
quickly through the project stages.

4.2. Results of the quantitative cross-case analysis

The first quantitative check verified that our case selection removed
he variation in project outcomes that can be explained by wind farm

characteristics in our dataset. The full test can be found in Appendix
B. The test consisted of two parts. First, we tested whether the data
showed any remaining relationship between wind farm characteristics
and outcome variables. Second, we tested whether we found differences
in wind farm characteristics between REScoop and commercial wind
farms in our data. Consistent with the plan to remove any effect of
wind farm characteristics in our selected data, we found neither. We
therefore concluded that our selection process was successful.

Results on institutional rules-in-use
The scores on the rules-in-use of the fully commercial projects

nd projects with some REScoop ownership, shown in Figure 4, were
ompared using two-sided Fisher exact tests. Table C.13 in Appendix

C.4 shows the results. Appendix C.1 shows the repeated test using a
ontinuous variable for REScoop ownership instead of a dummy, and
hows qualitatively the same results). Regarding payoff rules, REScoops
ften prioritised fair financial compensation for local residents (pay-
ff rule, Fisher-exact, 𝑝 < 0.01), which promoted community buy-in
nd reduced potential project delays. Commercial project developers
ere sometimes perceived as providing inadequate compensation for
egative externalities. For the aggregation rule, REScoops were found
o lean more towards collective and inclusive decision-making than
ommercial project developers (aggregation rule, Fisher-exact, 𝑝 =
.063). For the information rule, the qualitative analysis showed that
EScoops consistently kept stakeholders informed and engaged, while

n contrast, commercial project developers showed varying levels of

ransparency and communication gaps. This difference is not significant
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Fig. 3. Comparison of average scores on the rules-in-use.
Table 3
Outcomes of wind power cases: Project duration and legal procedures.

Case Percent- age
REScoop (%)

Duration
phase 1
(months)

Duration
phase 2
(months)

Total
duration
(months)

No. views* No. appeals*

Oostzeedijk 100 21 37 58 0 0
Kookepan 100 38 29 67 26 2
Nijmegen-Betuwe 95 24 12 36 4 1
Battenoord 50 32 38 70 353 5
Koningspleij 50 39 49 88 154 10
Ospeldijk 50 21 29 50 17 1
Deil 36 27 18 45 30 1
Avri 25 27 26 53 19 3
Jaap Rodenburg II 20 43 34 77 22 1
Bijvanck 0 15 81 96 56 7
Greenport Venlo 0 50 47 97 58 1
Groene Delta 0 39 38 77 108 4
Jacobahaven 0 27 54 81 60 4
Oude Maas 0 51 52 103 331 10

MIN 15 12 36 0 0
AVERAGE 32 39 71 88 4
MAX 51 81 103 353 10

*No. Views: Number of views lodged with local authority after permit application.
*No. Appeals: Number of appeals lodged with the Council of State.
at the number of fourteen observations (information rule, Fisher-exact,
𝑝 = 0.101), but does fit the larger pattern. For the other rules-in-use,
the sign is positive, as expected, but the differences are not statistically
significant at fourteen observations. This analysis was repeated by
looking at the correlation between the percentage REScoop ownership
and the rules-in-use in Table C.9 in the Appendix. In this test, all rules-
in-use except the choice rules show a significant positive relation with
the percentage of REScoop ownership, indicating that REScoops are
more communally organised.

Results on outcome variables
The main test of the effect of rules-in-use on project outcomes is

shown in Table 4. This table compares the median of the outcome
variables using the Mann–Whitney U test (also know as Wilcoxon Rank-
sum test) to determine whether the median process of the commercial
projects was longer or had more legal objections, despite there being no
statistical difference arising from the wind energy project characteris-
tics. Appendix C.2 shows a repeated test using a continuous variable for
REScoop ownership instead of a dummy, and shows the same results.

Table 4 shows that the total duration was longer for commercial
project developers than for REScoops. The effect appears to be driven
by the second phase of project development. This phase captures the
process of dealing with legal objections from stakeholders, meaning
8 
that the number and duration of legal objections to the permit deter-
mine this effect. No difference was found in the first phase of project
development, the planning period before the application of the permit.

The previous results show two things: REScoops organise wind
energy projects differently from fully commercial projects; and com-
mercial projects tend to take longer to develop than projects developed
by REScoops. To determine if a statistical relation exists between the
way projects are organised and the length of the process, we analysed
the correlation between the organisational rules-in-use and the outcome
variables. The results can be seen in Table 5.

A noticeable trend in Table 5 is that only a single correlation
coefficient has a positive value (Duration phase 1 and Position rule),
but is non-significant. The strongest relations are found between the
organisational rules-in-use and Total duration and Duration phase 2. It
appears that, although only minor effects are noticeable in the number
of objections, the duration of the legal procedures initiated is strongly
influenced by the rules-in-use. Projects organised in a more communal
manner (i.e., score higher on the rules-in-use) tend to have shorter
procedures after the application for a permit.

Comparing the effect sizes can give an indication of the impor-
tance of differences in institutional designs of REScoop and commercial
projects. The median period spent on obtaining the required permit is
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Table 4
One-sided Mann–Whitney U- test with the alternative hypothesis that the median outcome is larger in commercial cases.
Significance levels are indicated at the 10% (+), 5% (*), and 1% (**) level.

Total Duration Duration Phase 1 Duration Phase 2 No. Views No. Appeals

Median REScoop 58 27 29 22 1
Median Commercial 96 39 52 60 4

Difference 38 12 23 38 3
p-value 0.005** .191 .005** .041** .076+
Table 5
Spearman’s rho correlation results for the rules-in-use and outcome. Significance levels are indicated at the 10% (+), 5% (*),
and 1% (**) level.
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38 months less for a REScoop than for a commercial project developer.
The difference in the median value for the information rule between
the fully commercial and REScoop projects is 0.4. In a linear regres-
sion on the effect of the information rule on duration, increasing the
information rule by 0.4 reduces the expected duration of the project
by 33.5 months.2 Given that this is only one of the seven coded rules
and it already explains the majority of the difference between REScoop
nd commercial projects, it seems that the effects of the rules-in-use
re large enough to explain the entire difference in duration between
EScoop and commercial projects.

5. Discussion

The results show that a community energy (i.e., REScoop) approach
to onshore wind energy planning and development can be benefi-
cial when compared to commercial wind energy project development,
especially in reducing the time spent on formal-legal objections by
stakeholders. This appears to be related to the more communal organ-
isation of REScoop projects in the pre-permit planning stage. When
compared to the commercial project developer ownership model, the
REScoop ownership model was found to require significantly less time
to develop wind energy projects, especially during the second phase,
which appears to be related to careful preparation during the first
phase. In this phase, REScoops particularly appear to benefit from
familiarity with the local culture, structures and citizenry as a result
of engaging with the local community going door-to-door and having
‘kitchen table talks’ to inform and persuade citizens. Different patterns
were identified from commercial wind energy project developers, who
often appear to be considered as outsiders and have to resort to
organising consultation meetings, which often have low attendance.

The study showed that the way institutional rules are implemented
typically differs between the REScoop model and the model used
y commercial project developers. This applies in particular to pay-

off rules, aggregation rules and position rules. For payoff rules, this

2 Due to the small sample size, a repeated median estimation [48] was run
to obtain the required slope. The regression is reported in Appendix C.3.
9 
study showed that REScoops were more successful in securing a fair
distribution of costs and benefits than commercial project develop-
ers. With regard to aggregation rules, the study found that REScoops
were better able to implement collective and inclusive decision-making
modes than commercial project developers. Finally, concerning posi-
tion rules, REScoops were found to make greater use of participatory
and distributed decision-making approaches than commercial project
developers. Information rules were also found to be important be-
cause they (positively) correlate with shorter duration of the second
project phase, where the data indicate that REScoops generally make
information more easily available and share information more actively.

One of the main academic merits of the study is that it addresses
ow institutional rules are implemented and have meaning, particularly
ith regard to the role of REScoops as a manifestation of social inno-
ation in sustainability transitions [49] and not just instrumentally as

a means for policymakers to frame and achieve social legitimacy [50].
The present work particularly provides insight into the ways in which
nstitutional rules are used by REScoops and make a difference in the

planning and development processes of onshore wind energy projects
hat face the challenge of gaining social acceptance among local com-

munities who feel unfairly treated [51]. In this sense, the study shows
the strategies that actors – in this case REScoops - undertake to reduce
ocial resistance [52,53].

In addressing fairness and in particular the just distribution of costs
and benefits to local communities, the findings are also interesting for
the field of energy justice [54]. In particular, the analysis shows a
number of ways in which REScoops safeguard the interests of local
communities in terms of justice better than commercial project devel-
opers. This is consistent with previous studies which show that energy
communities are well positioned and equipped to advocate and protect
community values and interests in renewable energy projects [55–57].
Furthermore, this work shows ways in which REScoops use their agency
to create social acceptance among local communities, while working to
assure that costs and benefits are distributed fairly once wind energy
projects are operational. In this sense, the work contributes to the
literature on community energy, in particular on energy communities
using their agency [58]. At the same time, it provides evidence of the
strategies they use to achieve energy democracy goals by securing key
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assets in local energy supply systems and ensuring that citizens have a
ay in decision-making about these assets [59–61].

However, the results also show that better results in terms of dura-
ion (especially in the second phase), and number of views submitted

in the legal permit application process do not necessarily require a
100% community energy ownership model. Hybrid models were also
found to perform well. For example, in the cases of Ospeldijk and

eil, where REScoops had ownership degrees of 50 and 36 percent
respectively, with a relatively short duration and a relatively low
number of submitted views. This finding is consistent with an earlier
study by De Bakker et al. [62], which showed that energy communities
uccessfully develop renewable energy projects, usually in partnerships
r strategic alliances with private sector parties or public and semi-
ublic partners like municipalities and grid operators. This showcases
he fruitful interaction between REScoops as niche players and regime
ncumbents in the form of hybrid ownership models, and indicates
hat differences between niche innovators and regime incumbents may
e less than is sometimes assumed in transition literature (e.g., [63]
r [64]). In relation to understanding strategic alliances and the rules-

in-use influencing these, the present study reiterates the importance of
using position and aggregation rules. With regard to the latter, special
attention is paid to the role of local and regional governments in
onshore wind energy development projects and how they deal with,
and respond to, the emergence of REScoops as actors in the energy
transition [65,66].

The rules-in-use that distinguish the two models most decisively are
pay-off rules, position rules, and aggregation rules. If commercial wind
roject developers were to make their wind project development more

effective in terms of duration, views and legal appeals filed, they would
need to make their decision-making less centralised and more open to
stakeholder participation (position rules), assign clear rules on how to
fairly allocate costs and benefits to stakeholders in projects (pay-off
rules), assign clearer roles and rights to different stakeholders and make
more transparent how they jointly influence decision-making (aggrega-
tion rules). In fact, there is empirical evidence of commercial project
evelopers doing that. Vattenfall, for example, co-develops wind farms
ogether with REScoops [67]. This highlights the importance of hy-
rid models in which commercial project developers and REScoops
ollaborate and it emphasises the importance of adopting clear pay-off,
osition, and aggregation rules with commercial project developers ac-
nowledging the added value of collaborating with REScoops. Hence, it
an be deduced that the way forward for commercial project developers
s in embracing collaboration and partnerships with REScoops or other
rassroots energy community organisations. This is also encouraged by
he inclusion of local ownership in renewable energy projects in na-

tional regulatory frameworks — such as in Denmark and more recently
also in the Netherlands.

This study contributes in several ways to the body of literature on
he use of the IAD framework [68]. First, the framework is used to
tudy ownership and rules-in-use in the domain of onshore wind energy

project development. Whereas IAD has been used to understand how
rules-in-use influence the development of renewable energy projects,

hilst discerning which rules have an impact [31], this has not yet been
done for onshore wind energy projects. Another novel feature concerns
the comparative approach used in the present study. The comparison
shows the distinct ways in which REScoops handle the organisation
and planning of wind energy projects on the one hand, and the ways
in which commercial project developers do this on the other. In the
resent study, we selected onshore wind project development cases
n specific regions – i.e., Dutch provinces – with ownership varying
etween commercially owned, hybrid, and community-owned. Addi-
ionally, whereas most IAD studies adopt a single qualitative research

pproach, the present study also used quantitative analysis.

10 
6. Conclusion

This study began with three related questions:
1. How do rules-in-use differ between onshore REScoop wind en-

rgy projects and onshore commercial wind energy projects based on
vidence from fourteen REScoop projects in the Netherlands?

2. How do project duration and the number of submitted views and
appeals differ between these onshore REScoop wind energy projects
and onshore commercial wind energy projects?

3. To what extent can the differences in rules-in-use explain the
bserved differences in project duration and the number of submitted

views and appeals for the two types of onshore wind energy projects?
Fourteen case studies were selected and analysed using the IAD

ramework [39], whilst employing a comparative mixed methods re-
earch design.

The results show that REScoop and commercial wind energy
rojects have different ways of involving the community, with the
ormer tending to involve the local community more and earlier in the
rocess. This particularly applies to pay-off, position, and aggregation
ules, and to a lesser extent also to information rules, although the
ifference in the last category is not significant at the number of

observations. Furthermore, for six out of seven rules-in-use, we found a
correlation with the percentage of REScoop ownership, indicating that
more REScoop ownership makes project management more communal.
Moreover, projects with a higher percentage of REScoop ownership
were found to experience shorter overall duration in project planning
and development, especially during the second phase (from permit
application to the beginning of the project’s construction). This phase is
primarily influenced by position rules, boundary rules, and choice rules.
Additionally, projects with a higher percentage of REScoop ownership
appear to attract fewer views during the permit application process.
Meanwhile, increased REScoop ownership is associated with fewer
appeals to the Council of State. However, the study shows that both full
REScoop and hybrid ownership models have shorter project durations,
which can be explained by the different rules-in-use. Furthermore,
the estimation results indicate that within our sample the relationship
between the rules-in-use and the duration of the process is strong
enough to fully explain the difference in duration found between
REScoop and commercial projects.

In summary, REScoop involvement can affect the outcomes of the
nshore wind energy project development in two distinct ways. The
irst way is organisational; by using more open, transparent, and com-
unal types of rules-in-use, REScoops can influence how the project

s implemented and perceived by relevant stakeholders. If stakeholders
ave a more positive perception of the project, they are less likely to
bject and delay the project. The second way is through the characteris-
ics of the wind energy projects themselves. Local community members
nvolved in the development process of wind energy project might
imply design different types of wind energy projects that raise fewer
bjections. This might occur, for example, by changing the location or
hysical characteristics of the wind turbines to reduce their negative
xternalities and thus suppress potential objections.

Like most studies, this work comes with several limitations. First,
the study is located in the Netherlands, a country with a relatively
high amount of installed onshore wind energy capacity, as well as a
igh number of energy communities. Regarding the latter, this study
ontributes to the ‘‘Eurocentric’’ bias in community energy research.
uture research in the Global South, or at least not in Europe, would

reduce this selection bias in the literature. Second, the set of cases se-
lected included both ‘greenfield’ development of onshore wind projects
and a few ‘brownfield’ cases (i.e., re-development with replacement
of existing turbines amongst others). In our case dropping the four
‘brownfield’ cases lowers our statistical power considerably but does
not change the results qualitatively. Future researchers are advised to

take into account potential differences between ‘greenfield’ and ‘brown-
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field’ cases during their selection. We also suggest future researchers
compile a data set on onshore wind energy project development and
ecision-making that goes beyond our current selection. This could be,
or example, in terms of geographical scope (include other provinces,
elect cases outside the Netherlands or northwest Europe), type of wind
nergy projects (consider including offshore wind projects), temporal
imension, or size/capacity (consider including larger projects). This
ould allow for further fine-grained statistical analysis of (significant)

differences between REScoop and commercial project developers, as
well as use of institutional rules and other (exogeneous) factors that
re expected to influence decision-making in wind farm planning and

development. Recently, a similar dataset was compiled on citizen-led
energy actions and projects that go beyond community energy wind
farm development [69,70]. Third, we chose a data selection method
hat prioritised the strength of the comparison of our main variables
f interest, at the expense of other effects. While this increases the
nternal validity of the comparison made, it comes at the expense of
he generalisability of the results. It is unlikely that the effect sizes we
ound are representative of other types of projects that were outside
ur scope like nearshore wind energy projects, in which REScoops are
lso active (e.g., wind farm ‘Krammer’ in the Netherlands). It would be
nteresting for future research to determine if similar effects are found
ere as well.

Finally, we encountered an issue with the role of government in
he operationalisation of the rules to make the governance style mea-

surable. In the spatial planning projects discussed in this paper, gov-
ernment was sometimes found to play an active role, sometimes a
upporting role, and sometimes a more passive role. Because the IAD
as originally developed to describe the governance of common pool

esources where government was not active, it is difficult to capture
these differences in the IAD rules-in-use. In this study we decided
o include the role of government in the aggregation rules. In future
esearch, coding the role of governments separately in similar situations
ould provide more information on the role of government. It would
lso provide a cleaner measure of the inter-organisational governance
f conflicting private sector interests in such projects.
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