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Abstract 
 

Renewable energy projects bring about benefits to society as a whole, yet they affect citizens living 

in their vicinity. Negative externalities associated with renewable energy projects, such as noise 

or visual impact, cause local resistance to them. Community benefits bring about an element of 

distributive justice to these affected citizens and their communities as a form of compensation vis-

à-vis these negative effects.  

This chapter analyzes the role, nature and modalities of community benefits regarding offshore 

wind projects by using the North Sea as a case study. It shows how different countries adopt diverse 

approaches in a varied regulatory landscape, and how new technological renewable energy 

solutions influence the types of benefits granted as well as their scope and extent. It concludes by 

demonstrating that even if offshore wind farms are located further offshore community benefits 

are still awarded by project developers and states as elements of energy justice and, recognition 

of citizens’ rights and expectations.  
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1 Renewable energy developments and community resistance 

The energy transition is on its way due to the development of cost-effective and innovative 

technologies. The construction of renewable energy facilities does not come without resistance, 

however. While citizens tend to support renewable energy projects in the abstract, it is well 

documented that when citizens face concrete projects their support decreases, leading to 

opposition.1 This is no different regarding wind energy – due to the farm’s visual impact among 

other factors – in Europe and around the world.2 This resistance is caused by the location of 

renewable energy facilities, either near a community or in what before was untouched nature, 

commonly known as the (in)famous ‘not-in-my-backyard’ problem.3 
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Some jurisdictions require or encourage renewable energy developers to grant benefits to the 

hosting communities to address local resistance, seek community acceptance and create a sense of 

distributive energy justice,4 a topic also discussed by Vithanage in this book. Benefits could be in 

the form of local investments, payments to funds, scholarships, and even allowing communities to 

have a right of co-ownership of the facility.  

This contribution seeks to identify, conceptualize, and analyze the different types of community 

benefits that have been required by law or recommended by policymakers regarding offshore wind 

projects to promote their social acceptance. The chapter inquires which types of benefits have been 

established. Who imposes or suggests them? How are communities identified? Do benefits remain 

as offshore wind farms move further away from the shore? Do benefits include compensation to 

other sea users affected by offshore wind activities?  

This analysis is done from a comparative law perspective, studying the experiences and regulations 

of different countries in the North Sea, namely Denmark, England, Germany, the Netherlands, 

Norway and Scotland, and outside of Europe, the United States. The assessment is made through 

a functional comparative analysis to contrast different forms of community benefits in hard law or 

soft law instruments.5 The research identifies and classifies existing offshore wind community 

benefits in these jurisdictions based on their characteristics, offering a broader perspective 

regarding different schemes and beneficiaries. The choice of jurisdictions has responded to two 

factors. First, and most importantly, the existence of community benefits and its regulation in the 

offshore wind activity. Second, geography has played a role, as countries around the North Sea 

have been pioneers in the development of this renewable energy technology as well as the granting 

of community benefits for offshore activities. 

The chapter has as an underlying theme the connection between community benefits and 

distributive justice. It shows how these contributions promote social acceptance among citizens 

directly impacted by renewable energy projects as they constitute a form of direct retribution and 

payback to those affected by the development. More broadly, community benefits also play an 

indirect role in supporting energy democracy as vehicles for citizens to raise their concerns and to 

be considered in the development of renewable energy projects. 

2 The role of community benefits in renewable projects: 

between compensation, trust, fairness and democratization 

2.1 Local impact of renewable energy projects 

Renewable energy projects are planned and built based on the availability of natural resources that 

will be used. Often, this implies selecting rural areas or places where there is untouched nature in 

which, for example, wind currents are strong and constant.6 While these renewable energy projects 

may bring about economic benefits associated with the plant’s construction and operation for the 

hosting communities (i.e. those living close by) and society as a whole, they can also negatively 

 
4 See also: David Rudolph, Claire Haggett, Mhairi Aitken, ‘Community benefits from offshore renewables: the 

relationship between different understandings of impact, community, and benefit’ [2018], Environment and Planning 

C Politics and Space, Vol 36(1), p. 92. 
5 Konrad Zweigert, and Hein Kötz. Introduction to comparative law. Oxford University Press, USA, 1992. 
6 Danish Energy Agency, Danish Experiences from Offshore Wind Development (2017), p. 12. 
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affect the community and its environment in different ways, depending on the technology.7 From 

visual to auditive impact, for example in the case of wind farms, to construction nuisances, risks 

associated with health and safety, and pollution, the negative consequences brought by renewable 

energy developments in hosting communities are well known.8 Therefore, it is not surprising that 

local acceptance or resistance is driven by the infrastructure’s location and scope. These negative 

impacts are met with community resistance and opposition to the renewable energy development, 

even if there is local or nationwide support for renewable energy developments. 

Not only hosting communities and local citizens voice their protest and attempt to stop the 

development of projects. More often than not, they also demand compensation for the impact on 

their livelihood in the form of monetary compensation or as benefits for the community as a whole. 

In such a way, community benefits confirm the existence of this community impact and are 

mechanisms to address and compensate for these changes in circumstances to the communities 

directly affected by them.9 These community benefit packages have been at the most common 

related to onshore wind projects,10 but also found regarding other technologies as this chapter 

shows. 

Beyond the impact on the hosting communities, renewable energy developments bring about issues 

related to the use of land and sea space. As the space becomes unavailable for other users, or the 

use is now restricted, stakeholders such as fishermen, vessels and even armed forces in the case of 

offshore wind developments, see their rights and expectations hindered by renewable 

developments. Because of this, there are also benefits oriented to specific stakeholders to 

compensate them for the associated losses to the renewable energy development, as discussed 

below. 

2.2 The role of community benefits towards fostering social acceptance, 

community participation and distributive justice 

Community benefits play a key role when it comes to fostering the acceptance and, ultimately, the 

approval of renewable energy projects,11 serving a utilitarian purpose that goes beyond pure 

financial compensation for specific individuals, such as those types of compensation arising from 

tort law or extra-contractual liability. They offer some form of retribution for the externalities 

imposed on the hosting community, such as noise or visual impact, and bring about direct benefits 

beyond the positive spillover effects of renewable energy.12 Furthermore, they help the energy 

transition by making renewable energy projects less divisive and controversial among host 

 
7 Lena Maria Schaffer and Thomas Bernauer, ‘Explaining government choices for promoting renewable energy’, 

[2014], Energy Policy (68). 
8 Peter Enevoldsen, Benjamin K. Sovacool, ‘Examining the social acceptance of wind energy: Practical guidelines for 

onshore wind project development in France’, [2016] Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews (53); Beñat 

Landeta-Manzano, Germán Arana-Landín, Pilar M. Calvo, Iñaki Heras-Saizarbitoria, ‘Wind energy and local 

communities: A manufacturer’s efforts to gain acceptance’ [2018], Energy Policy, p. 315. 
9 ClimateXChange – Scotland Center of Climate Change, Community Benefits from Offshore Renewables: Good 

Practice Review (2015), p. 8. 
10 Sandy Kerr, Kate Johnson, Stephanie Weir, ‘Understanding community benefit payments from renewable energy 

development’, [2017], Energy Policy, Volume 105, p. 203. 
11 Ellis G et alia, ‘Wind Power: Is There A “Planning Problem”?’, [2009], Planning Theory & Practice, p. 528; Mhiari 

Aitken, ‘Wind power and community benefits: Challenges and opportunities’ [2010] Energy Policy 38, p. 6068. 
12 Scottish Government, Good practice principles for community benefits from offshore renewable energy 

developments (November 2018), p, 6-7. 
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citizens13 as they create a financial link between the project developer and the citizens to promote 

the project’s social acceptance.14 However, they can be seen critically too; Aitken, for example, 

describes community benefits as bribes or a way to ‘buy’ planning permission.15 

Despite criticisms, it is put forth that community benefits bring about elements of energy 

democracy regarding sustainability via renewable energy,16 procedural justice,17 distributional 

fairness,18 and promote public participation of hosting communities in the decision-making 

process.19 Their design often reflects the importance of facilitating and taking into account the 

hosting community’s needs and opinions and other stakeholders as part of the licensing process 

and during the renewable project’s lifetime. This is a crucial element of their importance and 

impact. The social sciences literature shows how social acceptance is increasingly important in the 

development of new wind energy projects.20 The more involved the community is in the discussion 

concerning the approval of a new energy renewable project, the more likely it is that developers 

will be successful.21 The literature shows how not taking into account the hosting community in a 

wider decision-making process is likely to hinder general public acceptance for renewable energy 

developments.22 In such a way, community benefits recognize the role of communities hosting the 

renewable energy project and its value as well as the negative consequences it brings about. Thus, 

the granting of community benefits to the hosting community renders the project developer to act 

as a ‘good neighbor’.23 

3 Defining community benefits  

3.1 Narrow and broad definitions 

The term community benefit has no clear definition. This is in part due to their nature, modality, 

intended purpose, or even target audience, as noted by Kerr, Johnson and Weir.24 Therefore, it is 

not surprising to see expressions such as compensation, benefits, or more vague phrases such as 

the mechanisms addressing the “negative impact of the development”.25 

By and large, community benefits engulf some form of compensation or retribution given to the 

hosting community as a whole due to the local impact of a renewable energy project. Pursuant to 

this approach community benefits do not include general benefits linked to renewable energy 

production, such as access to clean electricity or increased economic activity in the region, or 

participatory mechanisms of citizens concerning the approval and development of the renewable 

energy developments. This narrow and legal approach to the concept is, therefore, in opposition to 

 
13 Ellis et alia (n 11), p. 528. 
14 Kerr et alia (n 10), p. 203. 
15 Aitken (n 11), p. 6068. 
16 Chiara Armeni, ‘Participation in Environmental Decision-making: Reflecting on Planning and Community Benefits 

for Major Wind Farms’ [2016], Journal of Environmental Law, Volume 28, Issue 3, p. 415. 
17 Enevoldsen and Sovacool (n 8). 
18 Aitken (n 11), p. 6066-6067. 
19 Landeta-Manzano et alia (n 8), p. 322. 
20 Roozbeh Kardooni, Sumiani Binti Yusoff, and Fatimah Binti Kari, ‘Renewable energy technology acceptance in 

Peninsular Malaysia’ [2016] Energy Policy 88. 
21 Landeta-Manzano et alia (n 8), p. 316. 
22 Aitken (n 11), p. 6074. 
23 Rudolph, Haggett, and Aitken (n 4), p. 102. 
24 Ibid. 
25 Aberdeenshire Council, Community Benefit Guidance (2016), p. 2. 
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compensatory payments that are directed to targeted individuals or stakeholder groups that have 

suffered damage directly attributable to the energy development, for example, because his or her 

property diminished in value. Usually, community benefits come in the form of monetary 

payments but may also be non-monetary, for example in the form of education or social 

programmes, or developments for local tourism. 

Furthermore and more broadly, two other possible definitions of community benefits are used as 

remarked by Rudolph, Haggen and Aitken.26 First, community benefits can be seen as a “way of 

spreading the rewards from natural offshore wind resources”27 or other renewable energy projects 

and in which the whole of the country benefits, constituting the community in a (very) broad 

context. Such definition seems more akin to the overall positive side effects brought by renewable 

energy projects – and economic activity in general – brings about to a nation. A second and more 

adequate definition is to understand community benefits as a way to mitigate the negative impact 

of renewable energy development to a community located near the new structure.28 For example, 

for the Scottish Government, community benefits related to offshore wind projects are additional 

voluntary measures “provided by a developer outside of the planning and licensing process”, 

independent of the supply chain benefits.29 

An alternative approach to the understanding of community benefits is connected to the idea of 

incorporating or at least taking into account the interests and concerns of hosting communities 

towards social acceptance.30 On the one hand, there are rather passive measures of a compensatory 

or mitigation nature linked to the externalities imposed on the citizens or a community – typical 

of one-time payments, community funds, or scholarships. On the other hand, there are community 

participation programmes, which require the active engagement of citizens, such as ownership 

schemes in which more than granting a direct benefit allow parties to engage and financially 

participate in the project. 

3.2 Who is a beneficiary of the measure? 

One complex topic for community benefits linked to offshore wind renewable energy projects is 

the determination of the beneficiaries. This definition may include the ‘hosting community(ies)’ 

or other affected stakeholders that may receive some form of benefit or compensation. As 

mentioned, community benefits are addressed to a group of citizens that are inhabitants of a 

specific location or part of a stakeholder group affected for a particular reason, the so-called 

‘hosting community’.  

More often than not the definition of a hosting community is based on geographical criteria, usually 

based on the physical location of the renewable energy infrastructure.31 Others, the answer depends 

on a jurisdictional criterion as it follows the political and administrative demarcation of a 

community, which may or may not totally coincide with the geographical determination.  

Fixed spatial determinants – based on the distance from the affected community to wind turbines 

have been used in different jurisdictions, like England, Scotland and Denmark. Such choice is 

related to the visual and auditive impact of offshore wind farms - large turbines can be seen up to 

 
26 ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 2. 
27 Ibid, p. 2. 
28 Ibid, p. 2. 
29 Scottish Government, (n 12), p, 5.  
30 For a discussion on community participation environmental projects and decision making see: Armeni (n 16). 
31 For exceptions to that general rule see the chapter of Diestelmeier in this book. 
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20 km from the coast. Because of this, more than one community could be considered affected by 

the development. This is a noticeable difference in the wind renewable industry when compared 

to, for example, solar panels. Such characteristic is also reflected in practice as community benefits 

can be granted in favour of one or several settlements, either independently or through a shared 

fund or scheme. Examples of the latter are found in the UK with the North Hoyle Community 

Fund in Wales,32 or the Sheringham Shoal Community Fund in Norfolk, England,33 or in Denmark 

through the ‘green payment’ scheme that can benefit several affected municipalities.34 

Despite the intuitive appeal of location as a defining characteristic, the literature has also raised a 

word of caution and suggested adopting “more innovative criteria for definition” of affected and 

hosting communities, particularly by granting leeway to the developers to defining and 

demarcating the benefits.35 Such an approach, however, comes with difficulties as the project 

developer will normally aim to have a narrow scope/breadth of communities to benefit. 

Furthermore, with no clear guidance to the communities, their bargaining power is reduced as the 

initiative to decide which parties to include will lay with the project developer. An alternative to 

this would be policy guidance and parameters; for example, a mix of geographical, political and 

social characteristics which project developers should follow, as well as combining this with 

informing communities of the possible benefits they may receive. 

Other recipients of community benefits are not necessarily ‘hosting’ communities but rather 

stakeholders particularly affected by the offshore wind development if a broad conception of 

community benefit is used. These are typically other sea users, like fishermen and the shipping or 

sailing industry. Countries such as Norway, which has no rules adopted or proposed for hosting 

communities, have nonetheless rules concerning compensation for fishermen and losses suffered 

due to offshore wind activity, as elaborated in section 5.7. 

3.3 Who defines the beneficiaries? 

Community benefit systems also show differences concerning the authority that selects or defines 

the beneficiaries. In systems in which the benefits are voluntary, it is typically the project developer 

that does this and, more rarely, the communities themselves have used self-identification as well.36 

This approach might appear as a disadvantage to the beneficiaries as the developer would aim to 

make the definition narrow. Concomitantly, the developer seeks to obtain local support and 

approval from the hosting community(ies) and this might lead to agreements between the parties. 

This modality is common in England, Wales and Scotland as well as in the Netherlands. In the 

Scottish case, the government policy suggests the developer should conduct a study to define what 

is the geographical area to benefit,37 and within such area which stakeholders and communities of 

interest it should take into account, allowing for community discussions.38 

 
32 OffshoreWIND.biz, ‘North Hoyle Keeps on Giving’, https://www.offshorewind.biz/2016/04/13/north-hoyle-keeps-

on-giving/. 
33 Sheringham Shoal Offshore Wind Farm, ‘Community Fund’, sheringhamshoal.co.uk/community/community-

fund.php. 
34 §18, Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Bekendtgørelse af lov om fremme af vedvarende energi), LBK nr 125 

of 07/02/2020. 
35 ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 27. 
36 Scottish Government (n 12), p, 9. 
37 Ibid, p. 12. 
38 Ibid, p. 4. 

Electronic copy available at: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3721147

https://www.offshorewind.biz/2016/04/13/north-hoyle-keeps-on-giving/
https://www.offshorewind.biz/2016/04/13/north-hoyle-keeps-on-giving/
https://universityofbergen-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ignacio_herrera-anchustegui_uib_no/Documents/Offshore%20wind%20distributive%20justice/sheringhamshoal.co.uk/community/community-fund.php
https://universityofbergen-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ignacio_herrera-anchustegui_uib_no/Documents/Offshore%20wind%20distributive%20justice/sheringhamshoal.co.uk/community/community-fund.php


In the case of mandatory community benefits, it is typically the legislator or an administrative 

organ that defines who is a beneficiary. This could be based on geographical location or, more 

indirectly, by creating mechanisms through which communities that consider themselves affected 

by the development and which are then recognized as such by the competent authority. Denmark 

is an example of both, in which the law grants inhabitants located within 16 km for the offshore 

wind farm to opt to buy shares of the project,39 and yet establishes a system in which affected 

communities apply for a ‘green subsidy payment’ through an administrative agency.40 

4 Regulating community benefits in offshore wind projects 

and its context 

Wind power has seen a surge in the last decade as a cost-competitive and renewable energy 

source.41 While at first this development has taken place onshore, offshore technology has taken 

off in the last years because of its higher efficiency, the likely lower environmental and visual 

impact as well as the derived benefits to regional and rural communities in which the turbines are 

deployed off the coast. Local communities, in the case of onshore as well as offshore wind projects, 

benefit from local ownership possibilities, payments, economic incentives as well as direct benefits 

granted by project developers.42  

However, opposition to both onshore and offshore wind parks is a known problem connected to 

the technology which they use.43 The main driver is the “growing concern about landscape 

intrusion”, coupled with aspects of health and safety (noise levels).44 The closer a community is 

located to a wind park, the larger the negative impact it will have on its citizens. Therefore, it is 

not surprising the existence of community benefits developed for hosting communities of wind 

farms in the case of onshore projects. In the case of the offshore wind industry, examples of 

community benefits have been more limited when compared to other renewable energy 

developments.45 However, as offshore wind gains traction – by 2018 it only represented 0,3% of 

the total electricity generation worldwide but with a growth of almost 30% a year since 2010 –46 

community benefit programmes, either mandatory or voluntary, have become more frequent, 

particularly in the countries located around the North Sea.  

The context in which offshore community benefits are granted is linked to some characteristics 

derived from the nature of the technology and projects. These are important to understand to 

discuss the nature of offshore wind related community benefits. Offshore wind farms do not 

occupy land space, an aspect that triggers conflicts with farmers and which tends to be more 

intrusive for neighbors. Instead, they are deployed at sea, leading to interactions with citizens that 

are able to see the turbines from the shore and affecting other sea users. This brings about important 

 
39 § 13.2(2), Promotion of the Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
40 § 18, Promotion of the Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
41 IRENA, Renewable Power Generation Costs in 2018, International Renewable Energy Agency (2019). 
42 Landeta-Manzano et alia (n 8), p. 315. 
43 Richard F Hirsh, Benjamin K. Sovacool, ‘Wind turbines and invisible technology: unarticulated reasons for local 

opposition to wind energy’ [2013], Technology and Culture 54; Eric Smith, Holly Klick, ‘Explaining NIMBY 

opposition to wind power’ [2007], Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association; Christopher R. 

Jones, J. Richard Eiser, ‘Understanding ‘local’ opposition to wind development in the UK: how big is a backyard?’, 

[2010], Energy Policy 38.  
44 Landeta-Manzano et alia (n 8), p. 315. 
45 Rudolph, Haggett, and Aitken (n 4), p. 92; ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 1. 
46 International Energy Agency, Offshore Wind Outlook 2019, IEA, Paris. 
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repercussions concerning the definition of the hosting community. Is it the closest one located to 

the installation from the shore, or can there be several affected communities? What about wind 

farms located so far asea that they are not visible? Also new stakeholders and sea users are now 

affected that did not exist in the case of onshore developments and who claim some form of 

compensation and benefits for them. These matters and the regulation of offshore wind-related 

community benefits are typically a matter of national regulation. 

Furthermore, as they use the sea, marine spatial planning rules, both at the EU level as well as 

implementing plans at the national level, are of relevance, as stressed by the Maritime Spatial 

Planning Directive regarding “the development of energy sectors at sea”.47 The Directive explicitly 

requires Member States to include offshore wind activity to their spatial planning concerning the 

identification of activities, including explicitly the production of energy from renewable sources.48 

Also, the Directive asks from Member States to take into account land-sea interactions, for 

example, the visual and/or auditive impact of offshore wind farms in coastal towns or cities, when 

developing their spatial planning process.49 Although the Directive is silent regarding community 

benefits, and explicitly states that it shall not interfere with Member States’ competence for town 

and country planning,50 it does bring an opportunity for policymakers to consider community 

benefits and citizens’ participation in the planning of new projects.51 

Lastly, while general EU energy law is relevant for the understanding of community benefits the 

European regulation does not directly require or encourage Member States to regulate community 

benefits expressly. However, remarks concerning community participation and benefits are found 

in the 2018 Renewable Energy Directive as well as the 2019 Electricity Directive.52 

5 Country practices in offshore wind community benefits 

5.1 Voluntary or imposed schemes? 

Community benefits and their provision follow two models regarding their character and binding 

nature.53There are systems in which these benefits are required by law, typically the energy or 

(renewable) electricity act or offshore energy-specific instruments. Other countries prefer adopting 

a more flexible model in which community benefits and other social policies are based on 

recommended soft law practices and policy suggestions. 

Denmark and the UK are the best examples of the two different schemes.54 On the one hand, 

Denmark has the most developed mandatory community benefit schemes, reformed several times 

since its inception in the Promotion of Renewable Energy Act, and in force since 2008. On the 

 
47 Articles 5.2 and 8 of the Directive 2014/89/EU Establishing a Framework for Maritime Spatial Planning (OJ [2014] 

L 257/135). 
48 Ibid, Article 8. 
49 Ibid, Articles 4.2 and 6, and Recital (21). 
50 Ibid, Recital (17). Furthermore, Article 2.1 of the Directive establishing a framework for maritime spatial planning 

states that it shall not apply to “coastal waters or parts thereof falling under a Member State’s town and country 

planning, provided that this is communicated in its maritime spatial plans.” 
51 Ibid, Article 9; see also Article 1.2. 
52 See, for example: Recitals (65) (70) and (71) of the Directive (EU) 2018/2001 on the Promotion of the Use of 

Energy from Renewable Sources; Recital (43) of the Directive (EU) 2019/944 on Common Rules for the Internal 

Market for Electricity (OJ [2019] L 158/125). 
53 Kerr et alia (n 10), p. 202. 
54 Rudolph, Haggett, and Aitken (n 4), p. 95. 
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other hand, Scotland, England and Wales have adopted individually different non-mandatory 

schemes of community benefits in which the respective authority has developed a voluntary set of 

practices and principles for community benefits. This flexible model has been introduced in the 

UK since 2001 with Round 1 of offshore wind projects.55 

5.1.1 Voluntary schemes 

Voluntary schemes are quite common in the UK and other jurisdictions, such as the US or the 

Netherlands. Voluntary schemes are a group of systems in which there might be official guidelines 

and principles, such as in the case of Scotland and England, combined with industry practice and 

self-initiatives. These schemes are rather flexible and seem to be based on the idea of social 

corporate responsibility and the good-neighbor concepts in which developers and hosting 

communities seek to find common ground. Beyond Europe, where the UK spearheads the 

voluntary scheme, these type of practices is also prevailing in the US,56 revealing that common 

law systems seem to have a preference for the modality. 

Preferring voluntary systems for community benefits to the hosting community is based on several 

aspects worthy of discussion. First, governments are interested in increasing investment in offshore 

wind farms and may see imposed community benefits as an additional cost for companies that may 

hinder investments.57 Such approach factors that offshore projects are capital intensive and any 

community support may be “highly dependent on the financial means of the developer”.58 In 

addition, as the offshore wind is still nascent, there seems to be an idea that requiring community 

benefits may hamper the financial viability of the project.59 Second, voluntary approaches bring 

about a great deal of flexibility as they may be easily adjusted in scope, type of benefit and its 

duration from project to project.  

The flexibility of the voluntary models is praised by the literature as authors have voiced “caution 

against the development of prescriptive or specific criteria” for offshore wind community 

benefits,60 or because this model grants flexibility to fit particular projects and community needs.61 

Also, as voluntary schemes are the outcome of a negotiation between the hosting community and 

the developer, some authors argued that they tend to be better “tailored to the needs of the local 

context and characteristics of the site and project, instead of being determined by standardized 

methods”.62  

5.1.2 Mandatory schemes 

On the other side of the spectrum, we find countries that resort to mandatory schemes for offshore 

wind related community benefits. These are at times integrated as part of town and country 

planning rules,63 others are incorporated into energy law or renewable energy law acts. These 

 
55 Ibid, p. 97. 
56 US Department of the Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Headquarters, Evaluating Benefits of 

Offshore Wind Energy Projects in NEPA, (2017 Study BOEM 2017-048), p. 3-39.  
57 Scottish Government (n 12), p. 8. 
58 Ibid, p. 7.  
59 Rudolph, Haggett, and Aitken (n 4), p. 106. 
60 Ibid, p. 106. 
61 ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 29. 
62 Rudolph, Haggett, and Aitken (n 4), p. 106. 
63 An example of this are the general rules for town and country planning in the UK Town and Country Planning Act 

1990, or the more recent Community Infrastructure Levy charges that can be required by local authorities over new 
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systems are less flexible and impose a set of defined benefits, for example in the form of the 

creation of a community fund, or redirecting tax benefits to hosting communities, as in the German 

example. In contrast to voluntary systems, mandatory schemes bring about predictability, 

uniformity and prevent issues of asymmetry in bargaining power between the project developer 

and the hosting community.  

Perhaps the most representative of these mandatory schemes is the Danish model in which 

community benefits to be granted by project developers to affected parties are required by law 

with the express aim to foster local support for wind farms.64 In 2008 with the adoption of the 

Promotion of Renewable Energy Act specific measures were adopted to foster the community 

acceptance of offshore wind farms and renewable energy projects in general. These schemes have 

been modified over time, the last amendment being on May 2020, and have included measures 

such as the set up of funds, but also broader measures such as rules for compensation of value to 

real state property caused by the renewable energy development, or possibilities for community 

co-ownership. 

5.2 Community funds and one-time payments 

Perhaps the most widespread community benefit for offshore wind energy projects is the setup of 

a payment mechanism to the hosting community(ies) by the project operator, or even the state, as 

a community or project fund.65 In fact, it has been highlighted that these funds function as the 

“fundamental component of a community benefit package”,66 and examples are found in different 

jurisdictions.  

There is a wide variety of community funds and they are found in mandatory and voluntary 

schemes. More often than not it is the project developer the one that sets up the fund, such as it 

happens in the UK or the Netherlands. Other times, the fund is set up by the State, such as the case 

in Denmark. Further, the type, size and even timing of the creation of the funds vary. They might 

pre-exist the energy project or be created specifically for it. The size of the fund tends to depend 

on the size of the project. Typically, the funds are administered by the community benefiting from 

it, or by the project developer or an administrative agency. 

5.2.1 Voluntary funds 

More relevantly, community funds take different forms. For some of them, the size of the fund is 

linked to the installed capacity of the farm and in the form of a lump sum. An example of this is 

the practice suggested by the Scottish Highland Council since 2013 for offshore developments in 

which developers are asked to contribute with a fixed payment of £5,000 per MW of installed 

capacity per year of to the hosting community(ies),67 borrowing from similar practices in onshore 

installations. This income is distributed among beneficiaries based on proximity to the site, visual 

 
developments in the area in England and Wales, see: The Community Infrastructure Levy (Amendment) (England) 

(No. 2) Regulations 2019. 
64 For some discussion on this see, inter alia: K. Johansen, J. Emborg, ‘Wind farm acceptance for sale? Evidence from 

the Danish wind farm co-ownership scheme’, [2018], Energy Policy, Volume 117; Birgitte Egelund Olsen, Helle 

Tegner Anker, Local acceptance and the legal framework: the Danish wind energy case, in L. Squintani, H. H. B. 

Vedder, M. Reese, & B. Vanheusden (Eds.), Sustainable energy united in diversity: challenges and approaches in 

energy transition in the EU, (2014 European Environmental Law Forum Book Series), p. 146. 
65 ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 29. 
66 Scottish Government (n 12), p, 4. 
67 The Highland Council, ‘Community Benefit Policy’, https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/198/planning_-

_long_term_and_area_policies/639/community_benefit.  
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impact and number of residences.68 In England, developers of onshore wind farms of more the 5 

MW are encouraged to grant to the hosting communities “benefit schemes in connection with 

eligible onshore wind schemes, of no less than £5,000 per MW per year or benefits-in-kind to an 

equivalent value”.69 

Other funds relate to payments that are independent of the project size. These payments are 

typically made at the beginning of the operation in a ‘good neighbor’ strategy to gain public 

acceptance,70 and they may be one-time or yearly payments. Such a community benefit form is 

frequently used in England. For example, Ørsted, a Danish developer and the world’s largest 

offshore wind farm operator, has entered into a partnership with Granstscape – a specialized 

charity in the administration of community benefit fund grants – for three major offshore wind 

projects in England. With the East Coast Community Fund – covering the Yorkshire, Lincolnshire 

and North Norfolk Coast - Ørsted has committed to pay an amount of £465,000 per year to support 

communities within the coastal areas of its Hornsea and Race Bank offshore wind Farms.71 This 

yearly payment will last 20 years, the length of the offshore wind concession. Ørsted has also set 

up yearly funds in the Burbo Bank Extension Community Fund and the Walney Extension 

Community Fund with yearly payments of £225,000 and £225,000 respectively. These funds are 

available for projects benefitting the hosting community and are chosen based on criteria set by 

the fund. For example, in the Burbo Bank Extension Community Fund, small and large grants of 

£500 up to £20,000 can be requested for activities such as community building provision and 

improvements, environmental and wildlife projects, marine and coastal improvement projects, and 

social and community enterprise initiatives.72 Who can participate in these project grants is also 

limited, excluding commercial actors or citizens that seek their individual benefit. 

In the Netherlands, there are also examples of voluntary community funds related to offshore wind 

projects, such as the Westermeerwind Wind Farm in the Flevoland province, and the Windpark 

Eneco Luchterduinen. In the Westermeerwind project, which also allows for community 

ownership as discussed below, its developers have set up a “Wind Fund” for “the villages Creil, 

Espel, Rutten, Tollebeek and Nagele”.73 The Wind Fund grants €10,000 annually to these five 

communities. In addition to this, the electricity bill of the residents located the closest to the wind 

turbines is reimbursed.74 In the case of the Windpark Eneco Luchterduinen project, an offshore 

wind farm located 26 km off the shore (and thus not visible to the naked eye), a voluntary fund 

benefiting the Noordwijk, Zandvoort, Bloemendaal and Katwijk communities has been set up by 

the project developers. This fund receives an annual contribution of €45,000 to finance local 

initiatives and has a duration of 20 years. The beneficiaries of the fund are selected among 

proposals and aimed at supporting “projects and initiatives in the field of energy saving, 

sustainable energy and / or coastal experience in the municipalities”.75 

 
68 Ibid, p. 4.  
69 Renewable UK, Onshore Wind: Our Community Commitment A commitment by the onshore wind industry to local 

communities (October 2013), p. 2. 
70 ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 16. 
71 https://www.grantscape.org.uk/fund/eastcoastcommunityfund/. 
72 https://www.grantscape.org.uk/fund/burbo-bank-extension-community-fund/criteria/.  
73 https://www.westermeerwind.nl/en/project/for-and-by-the-polder/.  
74 https://www.westermeerwind.nl/participatie/.  
75 https://www.eneco.nl/over-ons/wat-we-doen/in-de-praktijk/windpark-eneco-luchterduinen/luchterduinen-fonds/.  
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5.2.2 Mandatory payments 

In Denmark, community funds have taken a different approach. They were not only required by 

law, but it was the state and not the project developer or operator the one required to grant the 

subsidy to the hosting communities if the legal requirements were fulfilled and the application 

approved by the respective ministry. This Danish “Green Scheme” mandatory payment was set up 

in 2008 for 10 years, as it was authorized by the European Commission as a lawful state aid 

measure in 2008.76 The Danish Green Scheme was in force until 21 February 2018. According to 

it, the Danish state was to pay to the benefiting hosting community DKK 0,004 per KWh for 22 

000 hours production at full load per each new turbine that is installed both onshore and offshore.77 

For offshore wind turbines, there were additional requirements: i) these turbines had to be built 

outside the ‘standard’ tendering process when licensing rounds were organized (which would be 

the minority, if any offshore wind project has authorized in Denmark outside of a licensing round); 

and ii) the payment was required only for those turbines installed up to 8 km from the coast.78 This 

payment was only done by the state if the turbines were connected to the transmission line before 

21 February 2018 and the full application by the relevant community has been received by 20 

February 2020. The funds could be assigned to one or more communities and its use was restricted 

to two thematic areas. First, civil engineering works to strengthen the landscape or recreational 

values in the municipality. Second, cultural and informational activities in local associations, to 

promote the acceptance of the utilization of renewable energy sources in the municipality. 

On 1 June 2020, two new mandatory payment schemes entered into force in Denmark to improve 

community acceptance of renewable energy projects. The ‘VE-Bonus’ scheme consists of a yearly 

payment made by the project developer or operator of solar panels or wind turbines will yearly 

pay to neighbors to the renewable energy project.79 The amount to be paid to each citizen as well 

as who is eligible is to be determined by the Danish Energy Agency. The ‘Green Pool’ scheme 

benefits municipalities through mandatory one-time payments required from project developers to 

the hosting communities; if it is more than one, then the funds shall be shared. This payment is 

based on the technology and MW installed, with offshore wind turbines paying 115,000 per MW 

(the highest payment and around €15,500) vis-à-vis 30,000 per MW installed for photovoltaic 

systems.80 

Another mandatory payment to coastal communities is the scheme adopted in the UK related to 

income received through the lease of the seabed. Unlike the Danish Green Scheme, this payment 

benefits sealine communities as a whole and some in particular. To gain access to the seabed and 

water column, property of the state, the developers of wind farms must lease for payment the 

space.81 Through this scheme, 50% of the revenue received by the Crown due to the leasing of the 

seabed and other marine activities is granted to the Coastal Communities Fund for the benefit of 

citizens living in those areas. This programme applies to England, Wales and Northern Ireland 

organized by the Crown Estate,82 and in Scotland organized by the Crown Estate Scotland.83 

 
76 European Commission, State aid case No N 354/2008 – Denmark. 
77 § 18.1, Promotion of the Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
78 § 18, Promotion of the Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
79 17. replacing §13, Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LOV nr 738 of 30/05/2020. 
80 18. replacing §14, Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LOV nr 738 of 30/05/2020. 
81 Kerr et alia (n 10), p. 206. 
82 The Crown Estate (UK), Offshore Wind Leasing Round 4 (2020), p. 8. 
83 https://www.crownestatescotland.com/what-we-do/marine/asset/offshore-wind; Scottish Government (n 12), p, 6. 
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Furthermore, in Scotland the government has “committed to providing coast and island 

communities 100 per cent of the net Crown state revenue from marine activities out to 12 nautical 

miles”,84 but no rule applying to offshore wind farms in the Exclusive Economic Zone. 

5.3 Tax revenue distribution 

The German tax scheme system, a rarity among the studied countries, while not directly granting 

a community benefit to hosting regions of offshore wind projects, does offer a way to distribute 

income generated through tax by these projects that would normally not benefit them. In a way, it 

resembles the UK formula regarding the leasing of the seabed discussed above.  

According to German law, the Economic Exclusive Zone, the area in which the largest offshore 

wind farms tend to be located, is administered by the Federal Maritime and Hydrographic Agency, 

a federal body, and not by municipalities adjacent to them. Furthermore, it is the Federal State the 

one entitled with the distribution of tax income derived from offshore renewables.85 This means 

that hosting communities have no competence in the approval of areas or the setting of community 

benefits directly based on tax measures. However, under Section 22a of the Fiscal Code of 

Germany, the tax regime applied to activities located in “parts of the continental shelf and the 

exclusive economic zone belonging to the Federal Republic of Germany” follows the 

“equidistance principle” regarding the jurisdiction of the Land revenue authorities.86 This rule has 

allowed Länders (regional governments) located by the North Sea to be able to tax the activity of 

entities that carry out offshore wind activities even if they are not within their jurisdiction or do 

not have their headquarters within those regional borders. This has made possible dividing the 

corporate income tax revenue between the Land that is the seat of the offshore wind 

developer/actor – who will be taxed according to the location of the tax office in whose district the 

business management is located -87 and of the Land in which the offshore wind farm is located. 

5.4 Educational programmes and traineeships 

A rather common modality of voluntary offshore wind benefits that has flourished in the UK is the 

provision of educational programmes, internships and studentships to local people. The literature 

is divided concerning whether these are community benefits sensu stricto as they benefit selected 

individuals but not the community as a whole.88 The examples show that they may benefit 

particular individuals – through personal grants or internships – but could also be addressed to 

broader groups in the community. 

These programmes are often offered directly by offshore wind farms developers,89 and are 

considered of importance in voluntary schemes.90 They typically offer inhabitants of hosting 

communities the chance to conduct traineeships at the offshore wind farm or in activities in which 

the developer engages; alternatively, they also fund education programmes through individual 

grants to members of the community. UK practice also shows the existence of programmes 

 
84 Scottish Government (n 12), p, 6. 
85 ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 15. 
86 Fiscal Code of Germany, Act of 17 July 2017 (Federal Law Gazette I p. 2541). 
87 Ibid, Section 20. 
88 ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 18. 
89 Ibid, p. 18. 
90 Ibid, p, 14. 
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addressed at strengthening education through courses and schemes at local schools promoting 

awareness regarding environmental issues and renewable energy matters.91 

5.5 Community Ownership 

Community ownership, or its possibility, is perhaps one of the most interesting measures to foster 

community participation in renewable energy projects.92 While citizen ownership is rather 

common and successful in Germany through private financing of projects,93 requirements by the 

law to offer ownership of renewable energy projects to local citizens have been tried, in Denmark 

in particular, to limited success. Modalities of community ownership are not strictly speaking a 

benefit as they do not grant benefits per se or some form of retribution.94 Instead, they are 

mechanisms to increase acceptance by hosting communities and increase local citizen’s 

participation.  

The Danish mandatory community ownership scheme was adopted in 2008 as part of the 

community participation measures regarding renewable energy projects,95 and was put to an end 

on 1 June 2020.96 This termination of the scheme followed a study by the Danish Energy Agency 

that found that this participatory mechanism had not improved community acceptance.97 The 

scheme was open to both onshore and offshore wind turbines as well as solar panels. The Danish 

law required any project developer to offer local citizens of the municipality in which the 

infrastructure was built the opportunity to acquire up to 20 percent of the shares of the project – 

but not that such ownership was automatic. Since its birth in 2008, the scheme was revised several 

times to promote its effectiveness, with some authors discussing its relative success.98 As originally 

designed, the scheme applied to “offshore wind turbines established without a tendering 

procedure”.99 Later, the rules were revised to allow for the scheme to apply also to wind turbines 

developed through tender in which project developers benefitted from state support by a 

‘supplement’ in the form of a subsidy or surcharge pursuant to the Promotion of Renewable Energy 

Act.100 The scheme allowed residents within 4.5 km from the nearest turbine to have a pre-emptive 

right to buy shares (regardless of the municipality they are located in) at a cost. The scheme, 

however, did not apply to offshore wind farms designated as large projects, or located 16 km from 

the coast or in the Exclusive Economic Zone, or pilot projects or prototypes, or projects related to 

self-production and consumption of power.101 

In contrast to the former mandatory Danish model, the possibility of voluntary joint community 

ownership is not rare in other jurisdictions. In cases like Germany, joint community ownership has 

been a defining aspect of the Energiwende and has been popular for wind and solar projects as part 

also of a democratic alternative to conventional power supply. German community ownership over 

offshore wind farms has been less successful, arguably due to the higher cost and size of the 

 
91 Ibid, p. 18-19. 
92 See the chapter of Diestelmeier in this book. 
93 Özgür Yildiz ‘Financing renewable energy infrastructures via financial citizen participation–The case of Germany’, 

[2014] Renewable Energy 68. 
94 ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 17. 
95 Ibid. 
96 Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LOV nr 738 of 30/05/2020. 
97 Danish Energy Agency, Notat om Køberetsordningen (2019). 
98 Johansen and Emborg, (n 63), p. 421. 
99 § 13.1, Promotion of Renewable Energy Act 2008 (Denmark) – no longer in force. 
100 § 13.1, Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
101 § 13.2, Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
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projects. Nevertheless, German municipalities have joined project developers and have ownership 

over offshore wind farms, with EnBW Baltic 1, a project that started delivering power in 2011, as 

an example of an offshore wind farm co-owned by 19 German municipalities and EnBW.102 

Also, voluntary shareholding options for private citizens are not rare in other jurisdictions, such as 

the Netherlands or the UK, to attract private capital and funding. An example of this focusing on 

local citizens’ participation in offshore wind farm projects is the Westermeerwind Wind Farm, the 

largest near-shore offshore wind farm in the world with 48 turbines of 3MW capacity each, and 

able to power 160,000 houses, the number of households in the Flevopolder province where it is 

located in the Netherlands. This project allowed in 2017, one year after the farm started its 

operations, local residents of the Noordoostpolder to buy shares or bonds of the farm.103 

Another interesting alternative to support the development of offshore wind turbines by local 

communities is the Danish guarantee to finance preliminary investigations and license applications 

for the installation of wind turbines. This alternative consists of awarding up to DK 500,000 (about 

€66,000) as a guarantee to a group of at least 10 citizens located near of what could be future 

onshore, offshore or photovoltaic projects.104 While not a direct injection of capital, this is a 

financial guarantee to support the development of projects and, therefore, reduce overall costs. 

This guarantee can be granted as long as the majority of the group is resident of the municipality 

in which the project will be installed or if in another municipality by being located up to 4,5 km 

of the project. In the case of offshore wind turbines built outside the tendering system in place in 

Denmark, then the parties are eligible if they are residents of a municipality located within 16 km 

from the offshore wind site.105 

5.6 Loss of property value schemes 

The visual and auditive impact of renewable energy developments and in particular offshore wind 

farms may lead to value losses. Legal systems tend to have mechanisms through which such claims 

can be elevated to the corresponding authorities so private compensation is paid if due. Therefore, 

these payments do not reflect a community benefit sensu stricto and, for example in the case of 

Scotland, expressly excluded from their suggested practices.106 However, the Danish legislation 

integrated as part of its efforts to consolidate local support for renewable energy projects a 

compensation scheme back in 2008 and still in force in the Promotion of Renewable Energy Act.107 

The Danish compensation scheme related to renewable energy installations is a one-time payment 

demanded by the law from the developers of wind turbines (onshore and offshore) and solar panels 

to owners of residential property if there is a loss in value. This compensation does not apply in 

three cases: if the turbines are of less than 25m tall; if they are built in connection to tenders for 

large offshore wind farms; or if the loss of value is less than 1 per cent.108 The loss of value is 

assessed by a panel composed of a person that has the qualifications to be a judge and an expert in 

real estate value in a procedure before the Ministry.109  

 
102 EnBW, Baltic 1, https://www.enbw.com/renewable-energy/wind-energy/our-offshore-wind-farms/baltic-1/. 
103 Westermeerwind, https://www.westermeerwind.nl/en/. 
104 § 21, Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
105 § 21 stk 2.2, Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
106 Scottish Government (n 12), p.8. 
107 § 6 to §12 of Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
108 § 6 of Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
109 § 7-8 of Promotion of Renewable Energy Act (Denmark), LBK nr 125 of 07/02/2020. 
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5.7 Compensatory benefits to fishermen and other marine users 

Renewable energy projects and offshore wind in particular raise issues concerning maritime spatial 

planning affecting diverse stakeholders, particularly fishermen. The studied regimes adopt several 

positions regarding the interest of these actors. Some, like Norway, expressly address this conflict 

and set a mandatory compensating mechanism in favour of fishermen, while Denmark takes into 

account these issues in its spatial planning process. Others, such as in the Scottish case, recognize 

the problem but also make clear that these are compensation payments and not community 

benefits. 

Norway, a country with enormous offshore wind potential, and yet scant legislation and minimal 

offshore wind activity,110 does not include in its Offshore Energy Act any rules concerning 

community benefits to hosting communities of offshore wind projects.111 Yet, both the enacted 

Offshore Energy Act and its Regulation include provisions regarding compensation payments to 

be awarded by project developers to fishermen. Such concern is not surprising considering that 

fish is Norway’s second-largest export.112 According to the Offshore Energy Act, financial losses 

caused to fishermen due to offshore wind activity shall be compensated, either in a sole payment 

or through annual payments. These claims are reviewed by a committee – and not courts.113 This 

scheme adapts to offshore wind activity an existing compensation mechanism to fisheries due to 

oil and gas exploitation. 

In England compensation to fishermen through voluntary schemes examples are also found. The 

offshore wind developer Ørsted donated £300,000 to the West of Morecambe Fisheries Fund to 

benefit the local fishing industry through the provision of common equipment and training as part 

of the Walney Extension offshore wind farm project, currently the world’s largest offshore wind 

farm in operation.114 

6 Food for thought and final conclusions 

Community benefits schemes are common practices to foster local support to renewable energy 

projects by reducing the associated externalities. They also promote a sense of distributive justice 

and citizens’ participation in the development of renewable energy projects as they bring forth 

concrete and often tailor-made benefits to the affected individuals living in the vicinity. The 

research shows that these types of local benefits are common regarding offshore wind renewable 

energy projects.115 From mandatory requirements related to measures such as government funds, 

or tax revenue distribution, to voluntary educational programmes, including community ownership 

 
110 In 2020 the Norwegian Government approved Equinor’s Hywind Tampen project, the world’s first medium size 

floating offshore wind farm and which also received state support. For a discussion of this project see: Ignacio Herrera 

Anchustegui, ‘Is Hywind Tampen’s State Aid Approval a Kickstart for the Norwegian Offshore Wind Industry?’ 

[2020], European State Aid Law Quarterly. Vol 19/2. 
111 Lov om fornybar energiproduksjon til havs, LOV-2010-06-04-21. 
112 Also highlighting this conflict between in Norway see Catherine Banet, ‘Legal Framework to Develop Offshore 

Wind Power in Norway’, in Anton Ming-Zhi Gao, Chien-Te Fan (eds), The Development of a comprehensive legal 

framework for the promotion of offshore wind power: The lessons from Europe and Pacific Asia (Wolters Kluwer 

2017). 
113 §9.2 Lov om fornybar energiproduksjon til havs, LOV-2010-06-04-21. 
114 https://walneyextension.co.uk/Community-benefits  
115 For a comprehensive list of examples of community benefits linked to both onshore and offshore wind projects 

see: Wind Europe, Compendium of wind success: https://windeurope.org/wp-content/uploads/files/about-

wind/campaigns/ligl/wind-energy-success-stories-compendium.pdf.  
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schemes or compensatory benefits to fishermen, the examples of community measures are varied 

and relatively well established in the North Sea. 

An important aspect that surges from the analysis is that voluntary mechanisms seem to have a 

broader scope both in the breadth of measures as well as geographical reach in the case of offshore 

wind benefits. Governments take into account both the nascent character of the industry as well as 

the risky and expensive nature of offshore wind projects and seem to take a cautious approach,116 

in a way subjecting community benefits to the developer’s will, profitability and financial 

means.117 This has made mandatory mechanisms such as the one spearheaded by Denmark – with 

also some examples in Germany or Norway – less present in the industry, which in a way might 

come as a surprise. 

A few aspects remain to be highlighted. As community benefits are typically connected to the 

negative impact they bring about to people living or conducting an activity near them, namely 

auditive or visual affectations, one wonders whether the technological development of offshore 

wind might imply the end of these schemes for the hosting communities.  

Offshore farms, particularly those using floating technologies, are being placed further into the sea 

where the wind currents are stronger and more constant.118 With distance, the auditive and visual 

impacts are reduced or become imperceptible; for example, the literature discusses whether it is 

possible to see a turbine once this is located between 16 or 20km from the shore.119 Many offshore 

wind projects, including those already installed and planned, are located much further into the sea, 

eliminating the auditive and visual impact for coastal communities. For example, Alpha Ventus in 

Germany, a 60MW farm installed in 2010 is located 56km from the shore, or in the UK the Hornsea 

projects, discussed regarding voluntary funds, are located 38km from shore. In Norway, the to-be 

largest floating offshore wind farm in the world, Hywind Tampen of 88MW, will be located 140 

km from the Norwegian coast.  

This location of offshore wind farms further away from the shore is putting into question not only 

the concept of ‘hosting communities’ but also the need to grant benefits at all since the turbines 

will not be seen from shore. Additionally, now other types of sea users are affected by offshore 

wind farms. 

However, the research and industry practices show that even if not perceptible to the human eye 

community benefits remain despite offshore wind farms being located further away from the shore. 

Also, the benefits seem to increase as they are typically linked with the size of projects. This shows 

that new distant projects still have some impact, if not visual or auditive, at least structural, in 

coastal communities. Think of in-land installations to receive power from the shore as well as the 

network infrastructure built connecting the power cables from the turbines to the national grid. In 

this light, adaptive and flexible systems like voluntary mechanisms seem, for now, to better address 

the technological changes and challenges in offshore wind while granting retribution to hosting 

 
116 ClimateXChange (n 9), p. 28. 
117 Scottish Government (n 12), p, 7. 
118 International Energy Agency (n 45). 
119 Robert Sullivan, Leslie Kirchler, Jackson Cothren, Snow Winters, ‘Offshore Wind Turbine Visibility and Visual 

Impact Threshold Distances’ [2013], Environmental Practice, 15(1); Nicolas Maslov, Christophe Claramunt, Tianzhen 

Wang, Tianhao Tang, ‘Evaluating the Visual Impact of an Offshore Wind Farm’ [2017] Energy Procedia; Jacob 

Ladenburg, ‘Visual impact assessment of offshore wind farms and prior experience’ [2009], Applied Energy; Ian D. 

Bishop, David R. Miller, ‘Visual assessment of off-shore wind turbines: The influence of distance, contrast, movement 

and social variables’ [2007], Renewable Energy. 
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communities.120 However, these are aspects and changes are aspects that remain understudied and 

under-addressed by community benefit schemes. 

Community benefits schemes have become an integral part of the success of renewable energy 

developments by promoting social acceptance and minimizing local resistance. Through time and 

implementation of community benefits, local communities have begun to expect them as part of 

the planning and operation processes. Community benefits bring about a sense of justice for the 

hosting communities as they receive some form of compensation due to the externalities that are 

associated with a renewable energy project located in their vicinity. Also, through the 

incorporation and granting of community benefits as part of the licensing and operation process of 

a renewable energy project, citizens and their concerns are incorporated in the process and 

operation of the project, contributing to the idea of energy democracy.  

 
120 For more on the role of adaptive and flexible legal systems to facilitating energy democracy, see Chapter 3.  
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