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I. Introduction 
Implementing Renewable Energy Projects for 
Economic Development in SW WI 
The 2011 UW-Madison Urban and Regional Planning (URPL) Workshop was tasked with 
creating a Renewable Energy Opportunity Plan for nine counties in southwest Wisconsin (SW 
WI), with the objective of identifying which communities in the region are best prepared to 
implement large-scale renewable energy projects in the future.  Our study area covers 
Crawford, Grant, Green, Iowa, La Crosse, Lafayette, Richland, Sauk, and Vernon counties.  The 
work of our team represents the first phase of a three-year effort toward increasing economic 
sustainability and competitiveness in the region through renewable energy production.  This 
effort will continue in the 2012-2013 and 2013-2014 academic years.  At the end of the three 
years, we hope to: 
 

• Promote more sustainable energy use in SW WI to enhance the region’s economic 
competitiveness and independence, 

• Increase the use of renewable energy resources to produce alternative transportation 
fuels, electricity, and heat,  

• Build the local energy production industry and improve energy reliability to enhance job 
creation, develop new and existing industries, and encourage entrepreneurial 
opportunities and investment.   
 

The potential for job creation and economic development through renewable energy production 
is particularly relevant to SW WI. The annual mean wage for the SW WI Non-metropolitan 
region, which intersects the study area, is $35,2701, compared to the state average of $49,9942.  
Achieving economic sustainability in SW WI hinges upon the collaboration of diverse groups 
and individuals.  Building a regionally focused network to share information and expertise is 
foundational to all future economic development work, especially renewable energy production.  
The maps and narratives we offer in this report illustrate a few communities that are more 
favorable than others for renewable energy production, and are therefore the locations where 
further research is most justifiable.  To move forward, our clients and other stakeholders will 
need to collaborate to confirm readiness first at a municipal level and, in the future, at a site 
specific level. 
 
The result of this phase of the project is a planning document that will begin the process of 
strengthening these linkages and lay the groundwork for future iterations of this effort. The 
analysis and maps we have produced serve as a starting point for further exploration of these 
potentially favorable communities, and will contribute to a more comprehensive understanding 

                                                
1Occupational Employment Statistics. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor. Accessed 
October 13, 2011.http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes_5500004.htm 
2 American FactFinder. U.S. Census Bureau. Accessed October 11, 2011. http://factfinder2.census.gov 



of the region's potential.  This project will also support a number of existing efforts among our 
project partners toward the goal of regional economic sustainability. 

Key Collaborators 
Southwest Badger 
Southwest Badger RC&D (SW Badger) is a community development organization serving 
Crawford, Grant, Green, Iowa, LaCrosse, Lafayette, Richland, Sauk, and Vernon counties. Their 
mission is to implement natural resource conservation, managed growth, and sustainable rural 
economic development in our area. Their vision is to be an incubator for innovative, economic, 
and sustainable use of local resources in the Southwest Badger RC&D area. Southwest 
Badger’s involvement in the Renewable Energy Opportunity Plan aligns with its interest in 
supporting renewable energy activities in the region.   
 

SW WI Regional Planning Commission 
Southwestern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (SWWRPC) provides 
intergovernmental planning and coordination of community development planning, economic 
development, and transportation. In response to local and regional goals, the Commission and 
its Staff work to enhance fiscal and physical resources and to balance local and regional 
development, preservation, conservation, and social priorities.  SWWRPC's member counties 
are Grant, Green, Iowa, Lafayette, and Richland.  This project supports its ongoing regional 
sustainable communities plan, a three-year process to develop long-range planning for its five-
county region.   
 

UW-Extension 
UW-Extension’s mission is to provide statewide access to university resources and research to 
allow the people of Wisconsin to learn, grow and succeed at all stages of life. This brought 
university and state specialists Extension agents in our nine-county study region, as well as 
online Extension resources, Rewewable Energy Opportunity Plan.  UW Extension (UWEX) will 
be a supporting client throughout the life of this project and is represented by Lafayette County 
UWEX as the partner liason, as it is situated in both territories of SWWRPC and SW Badger.   
 

UW-Madison Department of Urban and Regional Planning 
Along with our instructors, Prof. Alfonso Morales and Ela Kakde, our team consists of 17 Urban 
and Regional Planning master’s students, and one master’s student from the Nelson Institute for 
Environmental studies.  In an effort to specialize our tasks, we split into three groups: Analysis, 
Mapping, and Public Involvement.  Analysis was responsible for summarizing data in the 
regional context, researching additional sources, applying types of analysis to regulatory 
framework, financing and economic considerations, explaining methodologies, and identifying 
trends and considerations.  Team Mapping located data sets and mapped out pertinent data, 
including land cover, geology, transportation networks, municipal boundaries, wind potential, 
and locations of past and present renewable energy projects.  The Public Involvement team 
reviewed existing survey data to augment the Analysis team’s report on the socio-economic 
profile of the region, undertook a snowball sample to aid in networking and the creation of a 
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regional contact list, led focus groups in our study area to assess residents’ attitudes toward 
renewable energy projects, and identified necessary outreach efforts needed to determine the 
potential for renewable energy projects, including public opinion and input.   
 

Other stakeholders 
Community members, experts, producers, consumers, research & development 
representatives, and all others who express an interest in economic development in SW WI.  

The Situation 
Regional Profile 
 
The SW WI region is home to nine counties which are the focus of our study. This review will 
give a brief introduction to each of the counties, Crawford, Grant, Green, Iowa, La Crosse, 
Lafayette, Richland, Sauk and Vernon. Following will be a review of the geography of the region 
and the demographics of its residents including population, income and employment data. 
 

Crawford County was one of Wisconsin’s 
original counties, once covering the 
Western half of the state. With the lowest 
household income level and highest 
unemployment rates of all the counties in 
the area, Crawford County ranks among 
the poorest in the state. It also is the only 
county in the region to have witnessed 
negative population growth between 2000 
and 2010. 
 
Grant Count is located in the 
Southwestern corner of the state and is 
home to the University of Wisconsin - 
Platteville. Educational Services and 
Manufacturing are the two largest 
industries in the county, with state and 
county government being the largest 
employers. 
 
Green County has a strong heritage, with 
a number of historical sites and local 
businesses centered around the Swiss 
colony of New Glarus. The top industry in 
the county is wood product manufacturing 
and several breweries are set in Green 
County. 
 
With its county seat Dodgeville being the 

La Crosse County is the northernmost 
county in the planning region. It is also the 
most populous county in the region, with 
over 100,000 residents, half of which 
reside in the county seat of La Crosse. 
The county also boasts the lowest 
unemployment rate of the region at 6.3 
percent. 
 
Lafayette County runs along the 
Southern portion of the state and has the 
smallest population of all the counties in 
the study region. 
 
 Richland County stands in the center of 
the region. The economic focus of the 
region is manufacturing and farming, while 
Schreiber Foods is the largest food 
processing facility in the area. 
 
Sauk County has seen the highest 
population growth of all the counties in the 
study region. Baraboo, the county seat, is 
the largest city in the county and former 
headquarters of the Ringling Brothers 
Circus. The largest employers in the area 
are the Ho Chunk Nation and Land’s End. 
 
Vernon County is at the heart of 



largest city, Iowa County boasts the 
highest income levels and lowest poverty 
rates of all the counties in the region. The 
largest employer in the county is Lands’ 
End. 
 

Wisconsin’s Driftless Area, home to the 
Kickapoo River Valley. One of the county’s 
largest employers, Organic Valley has its 
national headquarters in La Farge. 

For SW WI, now is a time of both great challenges and opportunities. The primarily rural region 
only holds 6.5 percent of the state’s population, but 20 percent of the state’s farms.3 The region 
tends to have an older population than the state as a whole, but experienced greater population 
growth from 2000 to 2010; it has lower incomes than the state as a whole but higher 
employment. Table 1 demonstrates these demographic differences.  
 

 SW WI State of Wisconsin 
% population over 65 14.9% 13.7% 

Median income $46,384 $49,994 

% increase in population since 2000 6.3% 6.0% 

Unemployment rate 7.3% 8.3% 

Table 1: Demographics for SW WI and the State of Wisconsin, 2010. U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census and 
2008-2010 American Community Survey; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics.4 

Despite challenges associated with the profession, agriculture has been flourishing in SW WI 
since 2000, particularly for small farms. The number of farms in the nine counties rose from 
14,278 in 2002 to 15,707 in 2007, an increase of 10 percent. In contrast, the number of farms in 
the state only rose by 2 percent during the same period, from 77,131 to 78,463. At the same 
time, the region experienced less conversion of farmland to other uses than the state as a whole 
– a 1 percent decrease from 2000 to 2007 compared to the state’s 3 percent—and saw the 
average farm size decrease from 213 to 191 acres.5  Small farms have always been vital to the 
region, but these statistics show that their significance is growing, economically and socially.  

Geography 

                                                
3 U.S. Census Bureau. (2011). American FactFinder, accessed October 11, 2011, from 
http://factfinder2.census.gov; U.S. Department of Agriculture. (2010). The 2007 Census of Agriculture, 
accessed December 5, 2011, from 
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2007/Full_Report/Census_by_State/Wisconsin/index.asp. 
4 U.S. Census Bureau. (2011). State and County Quick Facts, accessed December 5, 2011, from 
http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/55000.html; U.S. Census Bureau. (2011). Small Area Income and 
Poverty Estimates, accessed December 5, 2011, from http://www.census.gov/did/www/saipe/county.html 
; U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2011). Local Area Unemployment Statistics, 
accessed December 5, 2011 from http://www.bls.gov/lau/. 
5 U.S. Department of Agriculture. (2010). The 2007 Census of Agriculture, accessed December 5, 2011, 
from 
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2007/Full_Report/Census_by_State/Wisconsin/index.asp. 
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The SW WI study region includes nine counties covering 6372 square miles or 11.7 percent of 
Wisconsin’s land area6. It is bordered by the Mississippi River to the West and bisected by the 
Wisconsin River.  The land cover of the region is mostly forested and agricultural. Because of 
the hilly terrain, agriculture is limited to the valleys and flatter ridges. 
 
All of the counties in the study area are considered part of the Western Upland geographical 
region, a hilly rugged area dotted with caves and natural outcroppings of rock. The region is part 
of the greater Driftless Area, part of the Midwest that was untouched by recent glacial activity. 
Elevations in the area can reach over 1000 feet, with streams and rivers often forging deep 
drainage areas prone to flooding.  
 

County Area (sq. mi) 

Crawford 572.8 

Grant 1147.9 

Green 584.0 

Iowa 762.7 

La Crosse 452.8 

Lafayette 633.6 

Richland 586.3 

Sauk 837.7 

Vernon 795.0 
Table 2: Land Area for the nine counties in the study region. 

Table 3 lists the temperature and precipitation data for Richland Center in Richland County7. 
 

 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Avg High (F) 25.2 31.1 43.3 58.5 70.5 79.8 84.7 81.5 72.5 61.7 44.9 30.2 

Avg Low (F) 4.2 9.6 23.0 34.8 45.0 53.7 58.9 56.3 48.4 37.3 25.6 11.9 

Precip. (in) 1.03 1.12 2.21 3.39 3.71 3.85 3.93 3.94 4.12 2.35 2.31 1.54 
Table 3: Temperature and precipitation data for Richland Center, Richland County, WI, a city near the center 
of the study region.

                                                
6Land Area, Population, and Density for States and Counties. US. Census Bureau. Revised June 26, 
2000. http://www.census.gov/population/censusdata/90den_stco.txt 
7Climate Data for Richland County. Wisconline. Accessed October 13, 2011. 
http://www.wisconline.com/counties/richland/climate.html 



Population 
The total population of the nine county study area was 369,625 in 2010 according the U.S. 
census, or about 6.5% of Wisconsin’s total population8. The area increased in population by 6.3 
percent between 2000 and 2010, slightly higher than Wisconsin’s total growth rate, but not 
nearly as high as the growth rate for the U.S. as a whole. La Crosse is the most populous city in 
the region, with over 50,000 residents. 
 
Every county in the region increased in population between the two censuses except for 
Crawford County. In general, the counties with lower unemployment rates, higher incomes, and 
generally better economies grew faster than those with lagging economies. Crawford County, 
for instance, has the highest poverty levels and lowest median household income of all the 
counties and its population shrank by 3.5 percent. 
 

County Population (2000) Population (2010) % Change 

Crawford 17243 16644 - 3.5% 

Grant 49597 51208 3.2% 

Green 33647 36842 9.5% 

Iowa 22780 23687 4.0% 

La Crosse 107120 114638 7.0% 

Lafayette 16137 16836 4.3% 

Richland 17924 18021 0.5% 

Sauk 55225 61976 12.2% 

Vernon 28056 29773 6.1% 

Total 347729 369625 6.3% 
Table 4: Population change between US censuses 2000 to 2010. 

Economy 
The counties of the study region vary significantly in the strength of their economies. Income, 
unemployment levels, and poverty levels are starkly different in the region. 

Income 
The annual mean wage for the SW WI Non-metropolitan region, which intersects the study area 
is $35,2709. Crawford County ranks the lowest on income levels and also has the highest 

                                                
8 American FactFinder. U.S. Census Bureau. Accessed October 11, 2011. http://factfinder2.census.gov 
9Occupational Employment Statistics. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor. Accessed 
October 13, 2011.http://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes_5500004.htm 
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poverty rates of the region. Iowa County had the highest income levels and lowest poverty 
rates. The table below describes median household income for the nine counties in the region10: 
 

County Median Household Income (2009) Percent Below Poverty (2009) 

Crawford  $36,060 15.8% 

Grant $42,942 13.9% 

Green $51,030 9.8% 

Iowa $53,885 8.4% 

La Crosse $49,505 12.8% 

Lafayette $45,626 12.4% 

Richland $42,155 11.7% 

Sauk $50,566 8.7% 

Vernon $40,644 15.6% 
Table 5: Median household income and percent county population below poverty level in 2009. 

Employment 
Generally, the counties with lower income levels and higher poverty rates had higher 
unemployment rates also. Crawford County again had the highest unemployment rates, further 
indicating that its economy has not kept up with the other counties in the region. There was 
some variation amongst the stronger economies, however, as La Crosse County had the lowest 
unemployment rates, but had nearly 13 percent of its residents living below the poverty level. 
Also, Iowa County scored slightly higher than average on its unemployment rate, despite having 
high income and low poverty rates. The table below describes workforce and unemployment 
data for the nine counties11: 
 

County Workforce (2010) Unemployment (2010) 

Crawford 9142 9.4% 

Grant 28347 7.0% 

Green 19700 8.2% 

Iowa 14033 7.6% 

                                                
10Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates.  U.S. Census Bureau. Accessed October 11, 2011. 
http://www.census.gov/did/www/saipe/county.html  
11Local Area Unemployment Statistics. Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Deparment of Labor. Accessed 
October 13, 2011. http://www.bls.gov/lau/ 



La Crosse 65652 6.3% 

Lafayette 9319 6.8% 

Richland 9900 8.4% 

Sauk 35116 8.1% 

Vernon 15067 7.6% 

Total 206276 7.3% 
Table 6: Workforce size and percent unemployment. Source: US Census 2010. 

The top employers in the region, described as organizations or companies with 1,000 or more 
employees, were centered around La Crosse County.  Only two other counties, Sauk and Iowa, 
had employers in that range. The top ten employers in the region are listed below12. 
 

● County of La Crosse  
● Franciscan Skemp Medical Center Inc (La Crosse) 
● Gundersen Lutheran Health System (La Crosse) 
● Ho Chunk Nation (Sauk) 
● Kalahari Development LLC (Sauk) 
● Kwik Trip Inc. (La Crosse) 
● La Crosse Public School 
● Lands End (Iowa) 
● Trane (La Crosse) 
● University of Wisconsin–La Crosse        

The Solution 
Innovation 
SW WI is a region of firsts.  When Wisconsin Territory was created in 1836, 46 percent of the 
state's population was located in present-day Lafayette, Iowa and Grant counties.  By 1840, half 
the nation’s lead was sourced from SW WI mines13.  So strong was the political influence of the 
region that the first capital was located in the recently platted town of Belmont in Lafayette 
County14.  The region is also home to the state’s first public educational institution, the 
University of Wisconsin-Platteville15, and the first commercial brewery, in Monroe16.  This rich 
history shaped the spirit of innovation that has continued into the present day.  Recently, the 
region has been home to the first community wind project17 and first solar village18. Regional-
                                                
12Wisconsin’s WORKnet. Accessed October 11, 2011. http://worknet.wisconsin.gov/worknet/jsprofile.aspx 
13 State Historical Society of Wisconsin. http://www.wisconsinhistory.org/turningpoints/tp-
051/?action=more_essay. 
14 Lead Region Historic Trust.  http://www.leadregiontrust.org/ 
15 UW-Platteville http://www.uwplatt.edu/academics/catalogs/undergraduate/current/about.html#history 
16 State Historical Society of Wisconsin. http://www.wisconsinhistory.org/turningpoints/tp-
051/?action=more_essay. 
17 Renew Wisconsin.  "RENEW Applauds First Community  Wind Project in Wisconsin." November 17, 
2011. http://www.wisconsinhistory.org/turningpoints/tp-051/?action=more_essay. 
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scale renewable energy implementation would align with this heritage of innovation, and 
continues the pioneering spirit of the region.     

Investment 
The potential fiscal benefits from municipal investment in renewable energy production, while 
beyond the scope of this project phase, are certainly worthy of further exploration. SW WI has a 
rich agricultural identity, and renewable energy could serve as a way of adding value to the 
traditional economic activities without replacing them.  Furthermore, renewable energy has the 
potential to draw new people into agriculture. Between 2002-2007, 8 of the 9 counties in the 
region saw growth in agriculture—between a 3 and 15% increase in the number of farms. SW 
WI has 6.5% of the state's total population, but is home to 20% of its farms.  Many of these are 
small operations, and close to 2/3 earn less than $10,000 annual farm income.  Renewable 
energy production could provide economic sustainability to these existing agricultural facilities, 
and encourage new investment in SW WI’s agricultural landscape.   

Independence 
In SW WI, steps toward energy independence will stimulate the economy in a variety of ways. 
Local renewable energy production will create jobs, for example, and money currently spent on 
energy imports will be spent locally instead. More jobs, more money, and more self-reliance will 
be key to the region’s economic success. 

Job Creation 
[insert Ela’s stuff] 

Import Substitution 
As demand for energy increases, so does the money spent to supply it. Unfortunately for 
Wisconsinites, the vast majority of our energy supply comes from out of state, leading to billions 
of dollars annually leaking out of our economy. Between 2005 and 2009, for example, 
Wisconsin spent an average of $14.1 billion annually on energy imports, a sum equating to 
approximately $2,500 per capita and 85 percent of the state’s total annual energy resource 
expenditures.19 This means that about $900 million left the economy of SW WI for other energy-
producing states and nations.20  
 
Wisconsin relies heavily on energy resources that it cannot produce locally—specifically coal, 
petroleum, and natural gas. Renewable energy production offers the opportunity to use locally 
available resources—sun, wind, and organic material—as substitutes for these energy imports, 
thus allowing communities to “put their (hard-earned) money to work within their boundaries.”21  
 

                                                                                                                                                       
18 Soldier's Grove, Wisconsin. http://www.soldiersgrove.com/. 
19 Wisconsin Office of Energy Independence. (2010). Wisconsin Energy Statistics 2010, accessed 
December 5, 2011, from 
http://energyindependence.wi.gov/subcategory.asp?linksubcatid=3444&linkcatid=2847&linkid=1451&locid
=160. 
20 Calculated on a per capita basis using 2009 Census population estimates. 
21 Basu, Avik. (2005). “Import Substitution as Economic Development,” Urban & Regional Planning 
Economic Development Handbook, University of Michigan Taubman College of Architecture and Urban 
Planning, accessed December 5, 2011, from http://www.umich.edu/~econdev/importsub/. 



Energy 101 
The use of renewable energy is rapidly expanding throughout the world today, and is becoming 
ever more ubiquitous as technology becomes more efficient and costs lower. We aim to look at 
three forms of renewable energy presently available in Wisconsin: solar, wind, and biological 
energy. We will examine how each technology produces energy, how energy produced is used 
in conjunction with utilities, and what costs are associated with the three technologies.  Finally, 
we will consider how government and utility incentives are offered to encourage use of 
renewable energy in order to piece together a clear picture of how renewable energies impact 
SW WI. 

Solar 
Solar Thermal Energy-Dan Kleinmaier and Trey Halstead 
Solar thermal collectors are classified into three categories: low, medium, and high temperature 
collectors.  Low and medium temperature collectors are generally used for smaller scale 
projects, like heating swimming pools or water for personal residential use.  High temperature 
collectors, through the use of mirrors and lenses, convert sunlight into large-scale electricity 
power production.  For our project, we are primarily concerned with medium and high 
temperature collectors. 
 
Medium temperature collectors could be used to produce upwards of 50% of the hot water 
needed for residential and commercial use in the United States.  These medium temperature 
collectors, often referred to as “solar water heaters” have the potential to reduce the CO2 
emissions of a family of four by one ton per year when replacing natural gas or three tons per 
year when replacing normal coal-based electricity production.  Solar water heaters work by 
absorbing thermal energy from the sun and converting it into usable concentrated heat.  
Common designs include pressurized glycol, drain back, batch systems, and freeze tolerant 
systems—a design of special importance in climates like SW WI.   
 
High temperature collectors are usually large-scale arrays that have potential to create 
electricity for whole communities instead of individual households.  These collectors require 
much higher temperatures to function and remain efficient.  To achieve this, mirrors or lenses 
concentrate the solar radiation they collect—a process called Concentrated Solar Power.  For 
the most part, solar thermal collectors are better at storing this concentrated heat than it is at 
storing electricity.  For this reason, CSP collectors are able to convert their heat into electricity 
both night and day.  In regions with reliably consistent solar radiation, high temperature CSP 
collectors can act as a reliable and efficient power plant, able to convert solar energy into 
electricity—year round.  In an area like SW WI that lacks consistent year-round solar radiation, 
an effective solar thermal power plant may need to install a backup system that uses fossil 
energy. 
 
Solar Photovoltaic (PV)-Katie Patterson 
Solar photovoltaic (PV) system is made up of solar cells that, as the name implies, convert sun 
into electricity. Cells are composed of multiple layers of semi-conductive material, usually 
silicon, which absorbs the energy from the sun, knocking electrons loose and allowing them to 
flow in a certain direction22.  The solar panels collect the raw energy that is generated, direct 
current, and then send the energy into an inverter box which then converts the direct current 

                                                
22 http://science.howstuffworks.com/environmental/energy/solar-cell1.htm 
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into alternating current in order for the electricity to be used in items like home appliances, 
computers or office equipment23.  
 
Dozens of cells are combined into larger units called modules, which are combined into larger 
units called arrays, which is what is typically seen on homes or commercial buildings today. A 
system can range from the smaller scale grid-connected residential or off-grid rural systems to 
substantial grid-connected power plants.  Solar pv is most commonly seen in the form of the 
flat-plate PV system, a rigid, usually immobile even panel of modules, which typically have a 
efficiency rate of about 15% of solar energy being transformed into electricity. 24 One of the 
criticisms currently of solar PV is that because of low efficiency rates, a consumer will need 
larger amount of arrays to produce larger amounts of energy.  
  
There are currently around 1,000 solar electric projects within the State of Wisconsin (330 
business and 700 residential) which are predominately featured in the southwest and southeast 
region of the state, where there is a greater amount of sun potential than in the Northwoods. 
Although solar PV systems are prevalent throughout the state, the issues of cell inefficiency and 
long grey Wisconsin winters may become problematic if a residence or business where to solely 
depend on it for energy production.   

Transmission of Renewable Energy 
Transmission of renewable energy is largely a scale-level technology issue. It relies on net 
metering technology and power inverters at the residential level all the way up to transmission 
lines and advanced transmission technologies at the utility scale level. 
 
Small-Scale Solar Energy Transmission Technologies 
Small scale solar technologies require a number of devices to connect their solar installation to 
the transmission grid. Electrical wiring, junction boxes, mounting arrays and other hardware are 
obvious necessities. In addition, small-scale producers will need a couple key pieces of 
equipment. 
 
Power Conditioners and Inverters 
Power conditioners and voltage regulators refer to a subset of devices that ensure a consistent 
voltage from a power source, enabling load equipment to function properly25. A power inverter 
converts direct current provided by a solar panel to alternating current commonly used in 
homes26. Both of these devices are necessary due to the intermittent quality of solar power and 
for grid compatibility. 
 
Net Meter 
Net metering is generally a residential-level technology that allows small energy producers 
consumers to credit their energy production against their energy consumption. This is made 
possible by a special meter that can run backwards during peak production periods. Net 
metering is especially useful for small-scale solar installations, which often produce peak energy 

                                                
23 http://www.epia.org/solar-pv/how-does-pv-work.html 
24 http://www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/tech/solarpv 
25 http://www.pscpower.com/Whitepapers/Power%20Quality.pdf 
26 http://ieee-
elearning.org/mod/glossary/view.php?id=434&mode=letter&hook=I&sortkey=&sortorder=&fullsearch=0&p
age=1 



output intermittently or only during certain times of the day.27 
 
Currently, the state of Wisconsin, via the Public Services Commission (PSC), requires that all 
private and municipal utilities provide for net metering, but the rulings do not apply to rural 
cooperatives.28 Because many of the utilities in SW WI are cooperatives, this important 
incentive is unavailable to some residents. A full list of Wisconsin utilities and their associated 
Advanced Renewable Tariffs (including net metering policies) can be found on the Wisconsin 
Public Services Commission’s website.29 
 
Large Scale Technologies 
Large-scale solar installations require a different scale of transmission technologies in order to 
operate properly. Because power transmission has been decoupled from power generation in 
Wisconsin, most utilities work with the American Transmission Company (ATC) to deliver power 
to residents. Therefore they rely on ATC’s capacity to receive power when it is generated and 
meet their customers’ load requirements when they are needed. Many technologies are 
required for this process to function. 

• Three phase transmission lines called conductors carry high voltage AC power from 
generation facilities across large distances.30 

• Lower voltage distribution lines carry power from transmission lines to energy 
consumers.31 

• Transmission structures isolate lines from the ground and away from people. 
• Substations and transformers step voltage up and down as needed for transmission 

efficiency across various distances.32,33 

Future technologies may be necessary to implement solar and other renewables on a large 
scale. These may include, but are not limited to: 

• Energy storage systems, such as pumped water towers, batteries or superconducting 
magnetic storage for regulating intermittent power sources. 

• Voltage regulation and stability technologies that mitigate large voltage drops associated 
with PV solar arrays and wind turbines.34 

Although solar PV and solar thermal eventually pay for themselves in the energy savings they 
provide, upfront costs post a significant challenge despite state/federal financial incentives.  

Upfront Costs 
 
Solar Photovoltaic (PV) 

                                                
27 http://psc.wi.gov/theLibrary/glossary/glossary.htm#N 
28 http://psc.wi.gov/renewables/netMetering.htm 
29 http://psc.wi.gov/apps/tariffs/content/elelist.aspx 
30 http://psc.wi.gov/apps/tariffs/content/e 
31 http://psc.wi.gov/theLibrary/glossary/glossary.htm#D 
32 http://psc.wi.gov/thelibrary/publications/electric/electric09.pdf 
33 http://psc.wi.gov/theLibrary/glossary/glossary.htm#T 
34 http://psc.wi.gov/thelibrary/publications/electric/electric09.pdf 
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The up-front costs of solar PV systems are highly dependent on location, size, and orientation, 
and require site-specific analysis. Each kilowatt (kW) of modules takes up an area of 70-100 
square feet, further emphasizing the constraints posed by the site-specific nature of solar PV 
systems. As a result of these factors, the ability to provide an accurate and exact price is limited. 
In general, the cost structure is front-loaded, with steady recovery through the life of a system 
requiring low maintenance costs. 
 
The average single-family home in Wisconsin consumes approximately 10,000 kWh of 
electricity per year; an average energy efficient single-family home consumes about 6,500 kWh 
of electricity annually. A 1kW solar PV system connected to the grid (not requiring any battery 
back-up system) costs about $8,000 and will produce about 1,200 kWh of electricity annually. 
5.4kW-8.3kW systems would be required to produce all the electricity consumed by the average 
single-family home for an entire year. An 8.3kW system would cost about $66,400, whereas a 
5.4kW system would cost about $43,200. With the 30% federal tax credit, the average cost for 
single-family home systems would range from about $30,240 to $46,480.  
 
Note that this reflects the price for a single family home that would not need to purchase any 
electricity from a utility provider. Most residential systems tend not to produce 100% of their 
electricity usage, and average home based system costs in Wisconsin run from $16,000-
$22,000; $11,200-$15,400 with the 30% federal tax credit. The typical payback period for a 
residential system is 10-20 years. Larger grid-connected commercial systems cost about $6,000 
per kW. The typical payback period for commercial systems is 5 to 15 years.  
 
Payback period depends on a number of factors. 

• Actual energy collection from the system, which depends on shade and snow cover in 
addition to the already mentioned factors of site, size, and orientation. 

• Savings from not purchasing electricity from a utility company. The 2010 national 
average residential utility price was 11.6 cents/kWh, 10.3 cents/kWh for commercial.  

• Availability of advanced renewable tariffs (ARTs) – where renewable energy is 
purchased by local utility companies at the price of renewable energy production and not 
the wholesale price of energy. Currently Alliant’s buy back rate, or ART for solar PV is 25 
cents/kWh for systems smaller than 20kWh. 

 
Solar Thermal  
 
The up-front costs of solar thermal systems are influenced by layout, application, size, and hot 
water needs. Solar thermal systems can provide 40%-70% of household annual hot water 
needs even in colder climates. According to Focus on Energy, the typical return on investment 
is between 5%-10% or $100-$400 per year in energy costs. Typical systems cost between 
$2,000-$5,000.  
 
Savings depend on: 

• Type of fuel used by conventional water heater; 
• Amount of hot water used by household; 



• Cost for water-heating fuel; 
• System characteristics including layout, size, location, shade/snow cover. 

 
Other benefits of solar PV and thermal are: 

• Life expectancy of a PV system is about 30-40 years, 20-30 years for thermal 
• Requires little and inexpensive maintenance; 
• Fixed future electricity costs provide security against rising energy prices; 
• Eventually, it will pay for itself.  

 
Solar Incentives-Adam Levine 
The purchase and installation of thermal and photovoltaic solar arrays often requires substantial 
upfront costs. These costs can discourage users from investing in a system that will eventually 
pay for itself due to reduced energy costs and buyback programs for excess energy that is 
returned to the grid. State and federal incentive programs can help offset the initial cost of 
residential and commercial solar systems.  
 
Investors in solar arrays are often interested in the “economic payback period” of those 
systems. The economic payback period is the amount of time that it takes for the savings plus 
energy buyback to equal the initial investment in the system. Users hoping to minimize the 
economic payback period of their solar systems should be familiar with these incentive 
programs. 
 
At the state level, valued added from solar energy systems (as well as wind energy system) is 
exempt from general property taxes. This exception applies to solar thermal and solar PV 
systems, but not to passive solar design elements. The exemption is also available regardless 
of whether the system is classified as personal property or real property.  
Until recently, residents in Wisconsin were also eligible for financial incentives for solar energy 
systems through the state’s “Focus on Energy” program. These incentives were recently 
revoked and are no longer available for new systems. As the political landscape changes, 
however, it is important to continue to monitor these incentives as they may be reinstated at a 
later date. 
 
Finally, federal incentives exist that help further offset the cost of a commercial or residential 
system. The federal government offers a 30% tax credit on the purchase of a new PV or thermal 
system. This tax credit is deducted from the investor’s federal income tax burden at the end of 
the year. In order to take full advantage of the tax credit, however, the user must owe at least 
the value of the tax credit in federal income tax.  
 
On the energy production end of the equation buyback rates can further decrease t he 
economic payback period of solar incentives. Many power plants buy excess energy that is 
returned to the grid. While these rates vary, solar system owners should be aware that they can 
earn income through excess energy generation. Two of the larger power plants in SW WI are 
Xcel Energy and Alliant Energy. Xcel currently offers energy buyback at the same rate that the 
customers pay. Unfortunately, Alliant Energy does not currently offer energy buyback in 
Wisconsin, but they are increasing their buyback program nationwide, and hope to offer it in 
Wisconsin soon. 
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Although these incentives do not fully offset the cost of a PV or thermal array, they can greatly 
reduce the economic burden of investing in such a system, and shorten the economic payback 
period so that the solar system starts generating profits sooner.  

Wind 
 
Humans have been harnessing wind power for thousands of years. As early as 5000 BC, 
transport boats on the Nile caught the wind in their sails to propel them up and down the river.  
Wind has also long been used to grind grain and to pump water. During the 19th and 20th 
centuries, metal windmills were commonly used to supply water for crops and livestock in the 
rural Midwest and Western United States. In the 1940’s, as the country become increasingly 
dependent on electricity, the idea of using wind energy to drive a generator inspired 
experiments in windmill design. In Vermont, for example, a 1.2 megawatt windmill (today’s 
onshore turbines average 2.5-3 MW) was built in 1940. With 175 foot blades weighing 8 tons a 
piece, it produced electricity at a cost of $1000 per kilowatt hour35. 
 
 Interest in wind-generated energy waned after World War II, as inexpensive fossil fuels became 
more readily available. The Oil Embargo in the early 1970’s brought renewed interest, which 
faded again as cheap oil returned in the 1980’s. With oil price volatility and increasing concern 
over national security and the environment since the mid-1990’s, wind energy has been taken 
more seriously as a viable alternative to fossil fuel-based energy. Technical innovation during 
this time – more powerful rotors, larger blades composed of composite materials, improved 
electronics and taller towers -  has yielded significant increases in wind turbine efficiency. 
According to the European Wind Energy Association, the power of wind turbines has increased 
by a factor of 200 since the 1980’s, meaning fewer are necessary to produce the same amount 
of electricity. 
 
A wind turbine is essentially the opposite of an electric fan: rather than using electricity to 
produce wind, it uses wind to produce electricity. The main components are the blades, nacelle 
and tower. Most modern turbines have three aerodynamic blades, similar to an airplane 
propeller. While high wind speeds can produce more electricity, winds that are too fast can 
damage a turbine. For that reason, the speed and power of the blades can be controlled either 
by stalling the rotation mechanically, or more commonly by changing the angle of the blades 
(pitch regulation). Some models turn, or “yaw”, the entire rotor to adjust to changes in wind 
direction and speed.36 
 
The nacelle is located directly behind the blades and houses the gear shaft, gear box and 
generator.  More recently designed “direct-drive” systems skip the gearbox altogether, resulting 
in a lighter, more reliable and more efficient turbine. The tower positions the blades and nacelle 
high in the air, where winds speeds are greater.  They are typically tubular and made of either 
steel or concrete, though four-legged towers are currently being tested for off-shore turbines. 
Wind turbines range in size from residential to utility scale. The electricity produced by 
residential units can be used in the home once it has been converted from direct current (DC) to 
alternating current by a converter located somewhere on the ground nearby the turbine. 
Electricity produced by residential turbines is also often stored in groups of batteries for use at a 
later time.  Some residential systems are tied to the power grid, allowing the homeowner to sell 
excess electricity produced by their turbine to the local utility.  

                                                
35 European Wind Energy Association (EWEA), www.ewea.org 
36 EWEA, www.ewea.org 



 
To generate bulk electrical power, turbines are often grouped together to form a single power 
plant.  The electricity produced by such “wind farms” is fed into the utility grid and distributed to 
customers.  Offshore wind farms cost up to twice as much as land-based installations, but since 
offshore wind is typically much faster and more reliable, the investment usually pays off in 
significantly greater energy production. The average turbine size continues to grow, with 
Norway currently testing the world’s largest. With a rotor diameter of 413 feet, standing 533 feet 
high, it is capable of producing 10 MW – enough to power 2000 homes.37  In the U.S. as of 
2010, utility-scale wind projects have been installed in 38 states.  The top states are Texas – 
leading with 10,085 MW capacity, Iowa, California, Minnesota, Oregon and Washington. 
The environmental benefits of renewable energies of any kind are clear: clean or cleaner energy 
reduces or eliminates the potential ill effects of less friendly sources of energy.  The potential of 
wind power to become a leading source of renewable energy in next decade is great. 
Harvesting this potential in SW WI could put the region ahead of an emerging trend in 
renewable energy. The Montfort Wind Farm in Iowa County currently has 20 turbines with the 
anticipated annual production of 52,000 megawatt hours and can serve as a successful 
example of renewable wind energy in Wisconsin. (Further information can be obtained from 
http://wiwindinfo.net/projects/montfort.html) 
    
Wind doesn’t have to be purchased, mined, refined or transported.  Wind power is clean, non-
polluting, abundant and non-exhaustive. Wind power generation does not cause environmental 
problems such as acid rain, greenhouse gas emissions or smog, nor does not release 
particulates harmful to various forms of life.  Like other renewable energy systems, wind 
turbines support the electric utility infrastructure by providing energy exactly where it is needed. 
When connected to the grid, these systems help prevent costly line upgrades and postpone the 
building of new power plants.38    
 
Wind power is the only large-scale, low-carbon generation technology that approaches cost 
competitiveness with existing fossil-fuel generation.39  Wind can offset a substantial amount of 
CO2 emissions and while creating a significant number of jobs.   
 
The overall competitiveness of wind still depends heavily on policy support and subsidies such 
as the production tax credit (PTC). But if current cost reduction trends continue and energy 
markets begin operating under a moderate carbon price, then wind power could be competitive 
without subsidy by 2020. 40 Taking this into consideration whether wind power is in the regions 
immediate plans for renewables in is a viable option for the near future and could be planned for 
and implemented accordingly.   
 
Despite the current political climate regarding wind power in Wisconsin, incentives for 
renewable energy exist.  We Energies offers financial incentives to a maximum of $100,000 for 
a selected customer-owned renewable energy project.41  This could provide members of our 
client communities with funding for smaller scale projects which could create a catalyst for future 
endeavors. There are also USDA and Community Grant Assistance available that can provide 
loans, grants and other incentives to projects. 

                                                
37 Global Wind Energy Council, www.gwec.net  
38http://www.focusonenergy.com/files/document_management_system/renewables/windenergysmallscale
systems_factsheet.pdf 
39 http://www.gigatonthrowdown.org/wind.php 
40 http://www.gigatonthrowdown.org/wind.php 
41 http://www.renewwisconsin.org/incentives/WIincentives.htm 
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A profitable bottom-line is a primary objective for any party interested in developing renewable 
energy projects. The US Department of Energy states that “areas with annual average wind 
speeds around 6.5 m/s and greater at 80m height” are the best candidates for wind energy 
projects.42  Published government maps reveal that SW WI is on the cusp of meeting minimum 
requirements for project viability.  Much of the region has projected annual average wind speeds 
roughly reaching the 6.5 m/s suggested requisite.  For a sizeable financial investment like wind 
energy, it is likely investors will express apprehension about project commitments when 
considering the raw data of the region. 
 
Renewable energy has historically been subject to political scrutiny despite well-intentioned but 
vague statements. Wisconsin is no exception to this observation.  2005 Wisconsin Act 141 
states that utilities must meet a gradually increasing percentage of renewable energy sales 
pulled from qualified sources43.  While sound in theory, the simple potential of negative 
renewable energy legislation and policy manifested in PSC 128 has delivered tangible impacts 
to the renewable energy industry44.  Projects have been canceled in the wake of proposed 
legislation from the administration of Governor Scott Walker.  Considering the importance of 
government funding to instigate the viability of renewable energy projects, it is likely a sizeable 
change in policy from various levels of government will be needed before project investors can 
confidently move forward in their decisions. 
 
Wind is unreliable in nature.  While project planners can project annual average output, there is 
always the risk of low wind speeds for prolonged periods of time, rendering a project valueless.  
Another problem with wind power generation, particularly with larger wind farm operations, is 
that they tend to generate a great deal of public backlash. Protestors have a variety of concerns 
about the installations, from human health and safety to quality of life and land devaluation to 
ecological worries about bat and bird habitats.45 Because of the wide topical breadth of the 
public outcry and, subsequently, the large number of people concerned about wind power 
showing up in their backyard, garnering political support to push wind power forward has been 
difficult.  
 
To understand the current and future status of wind power generation in Wisconsin, it is 
important to also learn about the history of the technology and its treatment in the state policy 
arena. Prior to the end of 2010, the state made policy-motivated strides toward encouraging 
renewable energy, including wind. Wis. Stat. § 66.0401 and Act 40 worked to provide 
appropriate frameworks for wind siting and create consistency for siting throughout the state. 
Due to significant changes in Wisconsin’s state administration during 2011, these rules have 
effectively been made irrelevant for the foreseeable future, as the statute was indefinitely 
suspended on the date that it was to go into effect and Act 40 no longer has the backing of the 
governor’s office.46 Because of the current policy climate, status of state agencies across the 
board, as well as political pressure from opponents of wind power in Wisconsin, it is unlikely that 
new large wind projects will be considered or moved toward completion. 
 
Wis. Stat. § 66.0401 and Act 40 were both important pieces of legislation because they were 
focused on making Wisconsin a renewable-energy-friendly state. Because of Wisconsin’s long 

                                                
42 http://www.windpoweringamerica.gov/wind_resource_maps.asp?stateab=wi 
43 http://psc.wi.gov/theLibrary/publications/electric/electric07.pdf 
44 http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/03/24/idUS408832364820110324 
45 http://www.wpri.org/Commentary/2008/4.08/Ar4.7.08/Ar4.7.08.html 
46http://www.dsireusa.org/incentives/incentive.cfm?Incentive_Code=WI16R&re=1&ee=1  



tradition of strong localized government, many of the wind siting regulations on the books were 
put into place by individual municipalities or counties. Energy from wind farms, however, 
typically crosses these smaller local boundaries for consumption, and the wide range of vastly 
different regulations across the state made wind installers wary of fickle support or many 
obstacles to a finished project. In fact, RENEW Wisconsin identified several in-progress wind 
projects as “on the brink of extinction” prior to the passage of the wind siting statute due to the 
inconsistency of siting policy.47 Act 40 was an action by former Governor Doyle to push for a 
state statute to create consistency in wind siting regulations, and Wis. Stat. § 66.0401 was 
created and passed to fulfill the requests of Act 40 before Doyle left office. It was, however, one 
of the first targets of new governor Walker’s agenda as soon as he entered office, and it was 
halted by the Joint Committee for the Review of Administrative Rules on its implementation date 
in March 2011. Because of the subsequent stalling of the implementation of the statute and the 
overall political climate present in the state for the time being, new wind installations in 
Wisconsin are generally regarded as non-feasible investments. 
 
Additionally, Wisconsin’s Office of Energy Independence (OEI) was completely defunded by 
Governor Walker upon his taking office. This office previously managed internal and external 
funding sources and supported policy measures to increase the installation and use of 
renewable energy sources in the state. Walker chose to instead “streamline” this office by 
amalgamating it with the already-huge state Department of Administration (DoA).48 Losing the 
OEI was an enormous blow, not only to wind proponents, but to all those involved in promoting 
renewable energy in the state, as it tangibly represented the state’s lack of support for these 
projects and eliminated valuable labor and financial resources. 
 
Historically, most of the large (greater than 100 MW) wind turbine farms in Wisconsin have been 
concentrated in the eastern and north-eastern parts of the state. This is because of the greater 
demand generated by Milwaukee and other smaller cities in those regions. Because demand is 
lower, there is only one large wind farm (the Montfort installation in Iowa County) located in our 
target region of south-western Wisconsin, although there are some individual residential or 
smaller (<100 MW) installations.49,50  

Bioenergy 
The term "biomass" refers to any raw organic material used to generate heat (BTUs) or 
electrical (KWHs) energy; useable energy generated by biomass is “bioenergy.” All forms of 
biomass must undergo combustion to release their chemical energy as bioenergy. Some forms 
of biomass can be combusted directly to provide heat, like wood. Other forms of biomass, like 
corn, need a specialized, technological process to generate a combustible product. Such 
intermediary technologies make a liquid or gaseous fuel that is then combusted for BTUs or 
used like coal to generate KWHs. These projects can occur at a small scale (e.g., to cook or 
make hot water in individual buildings) or at a large scale (e.g., to generate ethanol, biodiesel, 
biogas, or electricity for general distribution.)51 Biomass includes all of the earth's living matter, 
plants and animals, and the remains of this living matter. It is a renewable energy source that is 

                                                
47 http://www.renewwisconsin.org/policy/wi-policies.htm 
48 http://www.jsonline.com/business/117446488.html 
49 http://www.renewwisconsin.org/windfarm/windwisconsin.htm 
50 http://www.renewwisconsin.org/windfarm/Wind%20Permitting%20in%20WI%20-%20A%20History-1.pdf 
51 http://teeic.anl.gov/er/biomass/restech/uses/whatis/index.cfm 
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fundamentally produced through photosynthesis. Biomass does not include plant or animal 
matter that has been converted by geologic processes to create fossil fuels such as oil or coal.52  
Biomass can be collected from forestry slash, construction and furniture-making wastes, 
agricultural wastes such as corn stover and animal wastes, municipal solid waste, food waste, 
and commercial and industrial waste.53 However, the State of Wisconsin does not currently 
recognize all of these sources as viable renewable energy options. Instead, Wisconsin law more 
narrowly defines biomass as “wood or plant material or residue, biological waste, crops grown 
for use as a resource or landfill gases. Biomass does not include garbage or nonvegetation-
based industrial, commercial or household waste.”54 
 
Working within this definition, the Wisconsin Bioenergy Institute has been very active in 
promoting biogas as one kind of bioenergy project in the state.55 Biogas is gaseous fuel created 
when biomass products like livestock manure or food waste products are processed through a 
heated, oxygen-free process known as anaerobic digestion. Biogas generally contains 55%-
75% methane and 24%-44% carbon dioxide. Since biogas is made from raw organic material, 
some refer to it as "renewable natural gas."56 Biogas can be used as fuel for a boiler to generate 
hot water or steam, or for an engine to power an electric generator to generate electricity. 
Biogas can also be "scrubbed" by removing the carbon dioxide and other non-methane 
"contaminants" and leaving purer methane gas. In fact, the Clean Air Act requires scrubbing 
when sulfur emissions reach a certain concentration in the biogas,57 which is an issue in certain 
digesters. Raw biogas must be upgraded from roughly 50 percent methane to 95 percent 
methane in order to be injected into the natural gas distribution system.58 The high methane 
content of purified biogas enables it to be pressurized and injected into an existing natural gas 
pipeline, liquefied for other storage, or used as a vehicle fuel.59  
 
The feasibility of other bioenergy besides biogas in the Driftless Area should be studied. For 
example, the relatively high density of forests per acre in this area could enable woody biomass 
projects, like direct wood heating of buildings, to succeed. 

 
Infrastructure 
There are economical and infrastructural barriers to a robust bioenergy sector in SW WI. Start-
up costs, though they account for less than 10% of a project’s long-term budget60, are often 
beyond the grasp of a small farmer or individual operator. Furthermore, despite the increasing 
and volatile prices for non-renewable energies, lenders hesitate to finance energy projects that 
are unfamiliar or untested in a particular region.61 
 
Additionally, the infrastructure in the Driftless Area limits bioenergy options. Like other 
renewable energy sources, any large-scale biomass, biogas, or bioenergy output must be 
transferred from its production site to the existing energy infrastructure.  Electrical energy 
produced by biomass is transmitted via transmission lines, while liquids and gases are 
                                                
52 Ibid. 
53 Ibid. 
54 Wis. Stat. §196.378(1) 
55 http://www.wbi.org 
56 http://www.americanbiogascouncil.org/biogas_questions.asp 
57  http://www.epa.gov/air/caa/overview.txt 
58 http://www.wbi.wisc.edu/wp/The-Biogas-Opportunity-in-Wisconsin-2011.pdf 
59 Ibid. 
60 Radloff, Gary. “The Biogas Opportunity in Wisconsin.” Wisconsin Bioenergy Initiative.  pg 22 
61 Oregon Cellulose-Ethanol Study, pg 21 



transported through pipelines. Moving the extracted energy from its source to the transmission 
system can be especially challenging in rural areas. Alliant Energy and other, smaller energy 
cooperatives (e.g. Scenic Rivers Electric Cooperative, Richland Electric Cooperative) provide 
electrical energy to the southwestern Wisconsin region.62 Grid access for electrical bioenergy 
can be integrated into this existing system. However, many rural bioenergy projects produce 
energy intermittently because they operate at small scales, only on weekdays or during certain 
seasons, or only when their primary product (e.g. timber) is in demand. This irregularity makes it 
even more difficult to feed bioelectricity from rural projects into the existing grid.63  
Similarly, while biogas can be upgraded to pipeline quality, a lack of nearby pipelines can be a 
barrier to biogas production for farmers.64  MG & E, Alliant Energy, Wisconsin Gas Company, 
and Midwest Natural Gas, Inc. have pipeline coverage in SW WI, but this network is limited and 
excludes several large areas of our case study counties.65  Without direct connections to 
pipelines, producers must find other ways to transport biogas to the pipelines, such as trucks. 
Further studies need to demonstrate the current and projected capacity of the regional 
infrastructure to handle this increased input. Stakeholders must develop creative sitings, 
partnerships and/or cooperatives to overcome the infrastructural barriers. 

 
Government Policy and Markets 
U.S. federal policy also affects local renewable energy projects. Unlike other countries with 
strong renewable energy policies and bioeconomies to feedback into the policies, the United 
States lacks a supportive infrastructure for renewable.  The United States has not enlarged its 
clean energy markets and has not provided the necessary financial incentives for innovative 
technology and manufacturing development.66  In the absence of a supportive climate with 
these kind of supports, renewable energy projects can face difficulty in getting started.  
 
The nation’s current energy goals focus on energy security, but in the specific realm of 
bioenergy, current policy marginalizes local farmers who would grow and run these operations. 
This is a result of focusing solely on geographic and agricultural criteria for bioenergy projects 
while ignoring the socioeconomic ramifications that go along with them.  As a result, while 
federal policy on renewable energies (like biomass) is broadly supportive, where these projects 
are taking place, local opinions remain skeptical. Farmers who have considered adding a 
biomass anaerobic digester as part of their farming operations have expressed concerns and 
beliefs that only large-scale farms would benefit financially from such operations67. Many 
farmers interviewed in one case study lamented the lack of energy cooperatives for small-scale 
farmers to collectively bargain for renewable energy access and competitive rates. Nonetheless, 
these same farmers were hopeful they would eventually participate in the bioenergy market, 
especially since larger, corporately owned operations have paved the way. One farmer pointed 
out that those corporations already have the capital. Farmers were also keen to experience the 

                                                
62 http://psc.wi.gov/utilityInfo/maps/electricMaps.htm 
63 http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/12/renewable_transmission.html 
64 www.wbi.wisc.edu/wp/The-Biogas-Opportunity-in-Wisconsin-2011.pdf 
65 http://psc.wi.gov/utilityinfo/maps/gasMaps.htm 
66“Out of the Running? How Germany, Spain, and China Are Seizing the Energy Opportunity and Why the 
United States Risks Getting Left Behind.”, pg 37 
67 Rossi & Hendrichs. Hope and skepticism: Farmer and local community views on the socio-economic 
benefits of agricultural bioenergy, pages 1425. 
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benefits associated with a local energy system that produced homegrown energy and generated 
activity in the local and regional economies as an alternative to industrial growth.68  
 
State policies, like Wisconsin’s narrow definition of biomass, create both challenges and 
opportunities for bioenergy in the Driftless Area. The Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
oversees grid integration of bioelectricity as they monitor electricity provider compliance with the 
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS). The RPS supports the integration of renewables into the 
existing grid “to the extent that it is cost-effective and technically feasible.” The RPS is one 
example of a financial tool developed to create incentives for renewable energy sector growth. It 
stipulates that 10% of the state’s energy must be derived from renewable sources, but the 
wording in place does not mandate that the renewable energy be produced within the state. For 
biomass digesters, this system favors and is more profitable for large-scale farming operations, 
legitimizing the fears of the farmers in the aforementioned study. In contrast with the RPS is the 
Advanced Renewable Tariff (ART), which is popular in much of the European Union as an 
effective tool that helps energy producers at all levels of production. The ART is a feed-in tariff 
that works by allowing those running anaerobic digesters to add energy directly to the 
conventional grid. The energy utility in charge of the grid agrees to pay generators a price per 
kilowatt/hour, as prescribed by a governing body, over a set period of time, usually around 15-
20 years. Prices can be adjusted by type of energy generated (so long as it is a locally produced 
and renewable), size of the system, and location. Since there is guaranteed revenue coming to 
the generator, these types of energy projects are investments banks are willing to make.  
 
This has had strong success in Germany, where feed-in tariffs have allowed renewable energy 
to go from six to fifteen percent of total energy usage in eight years and have increased jobs, 
across all skill levels in the clean energy market, by forty percent in two years. Biogas digesters 
alone accounted for ten percent of Germany’s energy usage. The cost to consumers for this 
power was around $2 USD per month, per user. The use of ART has led to growth in adjoining 
market sectors, creating secondary job growth through companies who make products and offer 
services in the bioenergy economy.69 The “Out of the Running?” report, released by the Center 
for American Progress, states that the longer the United States waits to act in this market, the 
further it lags behind in innovation and technological advancement.  
 
In the realm of bioenergy, project success in the marketplace is said to rely on TLC: 
transparency, longevity, and clarity. Investors need to have a clear idea of what is taking place 
and know that it is financially stable over a long period of time.70  For potential energy 
generators, barriers to grid and start-up capital access must be addressed if bioenergy is to 
receive widespread consideration and support from producers and the general public. Together, 
along with federal and state policy that seriously supports, promotes, and incentivizes 
renewable energy, regions like SW WI can achieve greater energy independence and economic 
growth.  

                                                
68 Ibid 1424-1426.   
69 Radloff, Gary. “Advanced Renewable Tariffs: A catalyst for Wisconsin energy growth?” Wisconsin 
Bioenergy Initiative.  
70 The Biogas Opportunity in Wisconsin, 7.  



 
Conclusion 
Solar, wind, and biological energy have the potential to become an important part of the energy 
and economic infrastructure of SW WI.   All renewable energy technologies require upfront 
costs, though there is currently some federal, state and utility backing of the technologies to 
support businesses or homeowners who would like to invest in renewable energy.  Government 
policies, market pressure, and the social and environmental landscape will help determine 
which technologies will be viable options for SW WI. 

Best Practices Regionally and Nationwide 
Program Design/Implementation  
Programs should set clear, consistent goals and establish concrete plans to achieve them. 
Long-term goals should be broken down into shorter-term targets. Projects should be monitored 
and evaluated, with the intent that this information would be shared and utilized to refine plans 
and goals. New projects should be designed so as to avoid conflict with existing projects in the 
region. They should also be flexible and multi-faceted so that they can adapt with changes in 
technology and the market. A central point of information should be established to provide 
consistent information, guidance, and leadership. To fully understand existing barriers and 
project potential, market or feasibility studies should be conducted. Finally, parties involved 
should be open to and look for opportunities for creative solutions.71 
 

• Gundersen Lutheran, La Crosse, WI. According to the U.S. Department of Energy, 
hospitals “consume about two and one-half times the energy used by the average 
commercial buildings”.72 To address the need to manage high energy demand and cost 
typical of healthcare providers, Gundersen Health System’s created Envision, an 
environmental program consisting of innovative energy projects. Envision’s goals include 
meeting 100% of energy needs for facilities by 2014, committing to sustainable business 
practices, partnering with communities, and reducing healthcare cost for patients. The 
main components of the program include energy creation, waste management and 
control, recycling, and sustainable design. Envision has the potential to serve as a 
nation-wide model for healthcare providers in lowering energy costs while becoming 
leaders in environmental stewardship.73 

Public Involvement  
It is important to recognize the importance of community acceptance, because without it, project 
implementation can be delayed or blocked all together. Listening to community concerns and 
communicating early and often with stakeholders can create excitement, rather than skepticism 
for a project. Identifying local concerns before making a public announcement about a project 
can ensure better preparedness for communication with the public. Cultivate local champions 
who will be involved in the long-term process, and involve relevant industry partners and 
organizations. 

                                                
71 International Energy Agency – Renewable Energy Technology Deployment, Best Practices in the 
Deployment of Renewable Energy for Heating and Cooling in the Residential Sector, (June 2010): 29-31. 
72  U.S. Department of Energy Building Technologies Program, Renewable Make a Powerful Case as 
Hospital Energy Source (July 2011). 
73 Gundersen Lutheran, http://www.gundluth.org/green 
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• American Public Power Association (APPA). Recognizing the importance of public 

participation as well as the lack of existing guidance for stakeholders in energy 
industries, APPA provided a grant to Redding Electric Utilities in California to develop a 
guidebook on public participation through its Demonstration of Energy Efficient 
Development (DEED) fund. In April 2007, APPA published Public Participation for 
Consumer Owned Utilities: An Implementation Guide. According to this resource “public 
participation can be described as having five levels: inform, consult, involve, collaborate 
and empower”. 74 

Education/Communication 
Meaningful information provided effectively can alleviate community concerns about the impacts 
of renewable energy production, such as noise and site aesthetics. Innovative use of media can 
provide information and publicity, as well as create public interest. 
 

• Blue Canyon Wind Facility, Comanche, OK. Simulated photographs and weather 
balloons were used to show locations and heights of proposed wind turbines. Operation 
towers were built to look like barns to blend in with surrounding buildings and be in line 
with the community’s existing aesthetics.75 

• EPA - Energy Star, Change a Light, Change the World Campaign. This successful 
campaign’s intent was to encourage New York and New Jersey residents to switch to 
compact fluorescent bulbs. Many of Energy Star’s campaigns are noteworthy for their 
accomplishments in increasing awareness and visibility about energy efficiency products 
and practices.  

Energy Efficiency/LEED certified/Net Zero Buildings 
Energy efficiency measures can socially prepare a community to transition into renewable 
energy production. In addition, LEED certified and net zero energy buildings can serve as visible 
educational and informational resources for the public. 
 

• Troy Gardens, Madison, WI. Troy Gardens is a renewables-ready mixed income 
development that meets high efficiency standards while maintaining affordability. The 
developers worked with a local bank to include cost of renewable systems into buyers’ 
mortgages. The leadership of developers and planners in projects such as these can 
lead to interest of other builders.76 

• Mary Ann Cofrin Hall, UW-Green Bay, Green Bay, WI. The building design uses 
integrated PV: standing seam metal roofing and vision glass. Daylighting and a passive 
solar wall that absorbs energy and uses it to heat the building were also incorporated in 

                                                
74 American Public Power Association, Public Participation for Community-owned Utilities: An 
Implementation Guide. http://appanet.cmsplus.com/files//Deed/APPA%20Guidebok%20June%201.pdf  
75 BBC Research & Consulting, Wind Power Facility Siting Case Studies: Community Response, National 
Wind Coordinating Committee (June 2005). 
76 Home Depot Foundation, Case Study: 2008 Awards of Excellence Affordable Housing Built 
Responsibly (September 2007). 



the building’s design. Demonstrating cutting edge technologies, this building also serves 
as a training location for WI architects, builders, energy professionals.77 

Creative Uses for Energy/By-Products  
Systems exceeding energy production expectations allow for unforeseen, creative, new uses 
that can lead farmers into new markets. In bio-energy production, digested solids are valuable 
by-products of the energy production process. 
 

• Baldwin Dairy, Baldwin, WI. The owner reports that the system is exceeding the 
predicted biogas production. Biogas is currently being used to fire a biogas boiler 
designed to help heat the digester, and the rest is currently flared. The plan is to add 
other energy generation (probably an engine generator set) to provide electricity and 
heat to greenhouses planned to be built in the future. In these greenhouses, there are 
plans to grow fish and fresh vegetables using excess resources. Options for biogas 
cleanup and sale are still being investigated, but recent low natural gas prices have 
made that currently uneconomical. Digested solids are being produced by running 
effluent through a fan screw press, but there are currently no estimates of volume. 10-20 
percent of solids are sold for use off-farm.78 See Figure 1 for details. 

	
Figure I-1: Baldwin Dairy co-digestion operation specifications. Source: Kramer, Joe. Wisconsin Agricultural 

Biogas Casebook, Energy Center of Wisconsin (December 2009) 

• Clear Horizons and Crave Brothers Farm, Waterloo, WI. While digested solids can be 
used on the farm directly or sold to neighboring farms, there is also opportunity in the 
market for bagged digested solids for use as bedding or soil supplements. Clear 
Horizons is currently the only operation in Wisconsin selling bagged digested solids 
through retail outlets.79 

Creative Partnerships/Business Models  

                                                
77 Clements, Josh and Gruder, Sherrie. On-Site Renewable Energy in Green Buildings: Case Study 
Compendium (March 2007): 23-24. 
78 Kramer, Joe. Wisconsin Agricultural Biogas Casebook, Energy Center of Wisconsin (December 2009): 
15-16. 
79 Kramer, Joe. Wisconsin Agricultural Biogas Casebook, Energy Center of Wisconsin (December 2009): 
26. 
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Multiple stakeholders in Wisconsin biogas production including farms, Microgy, Dairyland Power 
Cooperative, Alliant Energy, Clear Horizons, and Martin Machinery have come together to form 
creative business models and partnerships. See appendix C for various business models found 
in Wisconsin by Focus on Energy.80 

• Five Star Dairy, Elk Mound, WI; Norswiss Farms, Rice Lake, WI; and Wild Rose 
Dairy, LaFarge, WI. All three farms use the same business model. Microgy installs the 
digester, which is owned by the farm with no upfront cost from the farm. Dairyland Power 
installs an engine generator set on the farm. Microgy operates and maintains the 
digester and sells biogas to Dairyland Power. The proceeds from these sales pay down 
the farm’s debt on the digester. Dairyland Power generates green electricity with the 
biogas and sells it to its member cooperatives. Co-digestion of off-farm food processing 
wastes, preferably high fat greases and oils, boosts biogas production and produces 
more income to pay down the debt.81 

• Clover Hill Dairy, Cambellsport, WI; Quantum Dairy, Weyauwega, WI. Both farms 
have maintenance agreements with Martin Machinery. For farms without the resources 
or technical knowledge to manage a complex digester system, this can be a great 
solution. According the Richard Wagner, owner of Quantum Dairy, the agreement has 
made “life much easier”.82 

Additional Considerations 
Various organizations and initiatives such as the US Composting Council (USCC) and 
Compostable Organics Out of Landfills by 2012 (COOL 2012) are evidence of increasing 
awareness and interest in keeping organics out of landfills. USCC released a position paper 
stating its position as being “firmly opposed to landfilling… when viable alternatives are 
available.”83 Public perception as well as policy advances on this front can translate into new 
and expanded opportunities for farmers to accept off-farm substrates, resulting in even more 
creative partnerships among stakeholders in renewable energy production.  

Digested Solids84 
Markets for separated digested solids have been developing in Wisconsin. Digester 
owners are increasingly reporting that some solids are currently sold off farm either to 
other farms for bedding, or to gardeners or landscapers. These markets are still 
developing, and will likely be quite local. One digester owner (Clear Horizons on Crave Brothers 
Farm) has bagged retail products sold as soil amendments. This section looks at 
markets for loose solids sold by the ton or yard. 
 
Eight of the 21 farms are using all the solids they produce on their own farm, either as 
bedding, land applied as soil supplements, or both. Of the 12 farms selling some off-site, 
the average price is about $20 per ton. The summary statistics on these prices are: 

Average price = $20/ton ($7/yard) 
Median price = $20/ton ($7/yard) 
Maximum price = $35 ($12/yard) 

                                                
80 Ibid, 12. 
81 Ibid, 35-37; 55-58; 80-81. 
82 Ibid, 22-23. 
83 US Composting Council, Position Statement: Keeping Organics Out of Landfills, 
http://compostingcouncil.org/admin/wp-content/uploads/2011/11/Keeping-Organics-Out-of-Landfills-
Position-Paper.pdf. 
84	Kramer, Joe. Wisconsin Agricultural Biogas Casebook, Energy Center of Wisconsin (December 2009).	



Minimum price = $10 ($3/yard) 
These solids are typically sold by the ton or yard. We converted all to tons using 
conversion rules of 3 yards = 1 ton (used by some owners) and a “semi-load” = 52 yards 
or about 17 tons. Needless to say, tonnage estimates are ballpark estimates at best and 
variations in moisture content could change weights significantly. Based on responses 
and these conversion factors the summary statistics for weight of usable solids extracted 
from digester effluent per head were: 
Average = 0.009 tons/head/day 

Median = 0.008 tons/head/day 
Maximum = 0.027 tons/head/day 
Minimum = 0.003 tons/head/day 
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Figure I-2: Business Models and Utility Contract Types. Source: Kramer, Joe. Wisconsin Agricultural Biogas 
Casebook, Energy Center of Wisconsin (December 2009). 

Policy Framework 
Adam Levine 
 
The economic feasibility of renewable energy initiatives in a region is a factor of the quality and 
availability of resources as well as the policy and regulatory environment that exists. While 
incentive programs can increase the viability of renewable energy, restrictive regulations and 
policies can make these efforts more difficult. An understanding of the institutions and policies 
that operate within a region can help SW WI examine the feasibility of renewable energy 
projects and anticipate possible obstacles that project implementers may encounter. 

Regulated Power 



One of the greatest challenges facing small-scale renewable energy providers in Wisconsin is 
the “regulated power” structure that governs the distribution and sale of electricity in the state. In 
a regulated power state, only state-authorized utility companies are able to sell and distribute 
power. In theory, this regulation is intended to provide oversight and stability to the energy 
market. The effect, however, has been the exclusion of small-scale renewable energy providers 
from the market.  
 
Regulated power restrictions supercede the free market for the production and sale of electric 
energy. Because independent producers are not allowed to compete with the state-authorized 
producers, this regulation provides utility companies with a virtual monopoly on the energy 
market. As a result, small-scale renewable energy operations are unable to sell their product to 
consumers at a fair market rate. Instead, independent producers must sell their excess energy 
to the utility companies at lower rate than they would receive on the open market. 
 
While many utilities are reluctant to invest in renewable energy buyback programs, federal 
regulations require some compensation for energy returned to the grid. The Public Utility 
Regulatory Policies Act (PURPA) was enacted in 1978 to help encourage alternative sources of 
energy and reduce our dependence on foreign oil. The implementation of the law, however, was 
left up to the states, and the level of 
enforcement can vary significantly. 
Because of this, minimum buyback 
rates are often nominal, and provide 
little incentive for investment in 
renewable energy technologies. 
 
One often hears opponents of 
renewable energy claim that wind 
power technology is not yet 
economically competitive with coal. In 
reality, however, the cost of energy 
production from wind compares 
favorably with coal and is more cost 
effective than nuclear85. The barrier to 
the development of more wind power 
remains the regulated power 
restrictions and the interests of utility 
companies that have already invested 
heavily in coal-fired power plants. 
Figure 1 shows the cost of energy production by source. While the removal of the regulated 
power framework is outside the scope of this effort, it is important to note that in many cases, 
policy, not technology, is the primary obstacle to implementation of renewable energy 
strategies. 

Wind Siting 
The future of wind power in Wisconsin is uncertain at the moment due to a host of pending 
legislation that could drastically change the regulatory environment in the state. Current 
regulations over wind farm siting are largely relegated to municipal governments. As a result, 

                                                
85 http://www.eia.gov/oiaf/aeo/pdf/2016levelized_costs_aeo2011.pdf 
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the patchwork landscape for setback, noise, and shadow flicker regulations make Wisconsin a 
hostile environment for wind energy investment.  
 
In May, 2010, the Public Services Commission (PSC) brought a bill to the Wisconsin state 
legislature that would standardize wind farm regulations throughout the state. By providing a 
uniform set of regulations, this legislation would make Wisconsin much more accommodating to 
wind energy investment. The bill was adopted by the state legislature in December, 2010. In 
March, 2011, however, just before it was set to go into effect, the Joint Committee for Review of 
Administrative Rules suspended the bill and sent it back to the PSC for modification. The bill 
has been suspended ever since as policy makers are split over the issue of setback 
requirements. 
 
To make matters worse, in January 2010, the Walker administration introduced legislation to 
dramatically increase the setback requirements for wind siting. Walker’s proposal would 
increase the required setback from 450 feet to 1,800 feet.86 This restriction would severely limit 
the land available for wind projects in Wisconsin. This bill has similarly stalled out in congress; 
however, the threat of increased regulations provides a strong deterrent for wind energy in the 
state. 

Focus on Energy Incentives Suspended 
The Focus on Energy program in Wisconsin helps facilitate energy efficiency and renewable 
energy projects in the state. Until recently, Focus on Energy provided financial incentives to 
businesses and homeowners interested in investing in green technologies. In July 2011, 
however, Focus on Energy was forced to suspend its incentive program due to budgetary 
cutbacks.87 The suspension of these incentives inhibits the economic feasibility of renewable 
energy initiatives as the Focus on Energy program was intended to help offset the initial 
investment required to implement renewable energy strategies. 

Other Incentives 
Despite the suspension of the Focus on Energy incentive program, a variety of tax credits, 
performance-based incentives, and energy efficiency rebates are still available to help offset the 
cost of renewable energy and energy efficiency initiatives. The full list of incentive programs 
available in Wisconsin is available at the Database of State Incentives for Renewables & 
Efficiency at http://www.dsireusa.org/incentives/index.cfm?state=wi. While there are too many 
programs to list individually, it is worthwhile to highlight a few specific incentives. 
 
Xcel Energies, one of the primary utility companies operating in SW WI, offers a ten-year, fixed 
rate contract to producers of wind, biogas, and biomass energy in Wisconsin. This contract 
ensures small-scale producers a standard rate for their product. The rate that Xcel offers varies 
depending on the energy sources. The utility pays 6.6 cents/kWh for wind energy and 7.6 
cents/kWh for biomass and biogas. Other sources of energy are negotiated on a case-by-case 
basis. 
 
Corporate and personal tax credits are available through the state for the purchase of 
equipment used to harvest and process biomass for use as fuel. This incentive program 

                                                
86 http://host.madison.com/wsj/news/local/environment/article_31b4855d-a73f-52cb-a0a6-
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87 http://www.jsonline.com/blogs/business/124009319.html 



provides a tax credit to the producer for 10% of the cost of the equipment up to $100,000. The 
credit can be applied to income or franchise taxes, and is available through the year 2015. 
 
At the federal level, tax credits are available for up to 30% of the cost of a variety of renewable 
energy technologies, including solar PV, thermal, wind, and geothermal. While the maximum tax 
credits vary by system, the combination of state and federal incentives can help offset the initial 
investment required for these systems.  

Availability of Credit 
One final consideration affecting the viability of renewable energy projects in SW WI is the 
willingness of banks and credit unions to issue loans. Although only tangentially related to 
current policy issues, access to credit is a major determinant of project viability. Tenuous 
economic conditions have resulted in uncertainty in the credit market. Many large banks will be 
reluctant to issue loans to support the types of renewable energy initiatives suggested in this 
report. In contrast, developers of small and medium-scale projects are more likely to obtain 
credit from local banks and credit unions. These institutions are often more familiar with the 
types of renewable energy projects viable in SW WI, and are comfortable providing the kinds of 
loans necessary to make these efforts happen.  

Policy Conclusions 
Regulatory polices as well as state and federal incentives can have a dramatic effect on the 
viability of renewable energy systems in a region. Individuals, communities, and corporations 
interested in investing in renewable energy projects must first become familiar with the policies 
that shape the market for these systems. While many of these policies are described here, 
shifting political landscapes and financial concerns can have a drastic impact on the feasibility of 
renewable energy technologies. Before making the investment, buyers should be aware of the 
policies and mechanisms that shape the market for renewable energy.  

History and Inventory of Renewable Energy in SW WI 
 
In spite of precarious policy support, an increasing number of renewable energy projects have 
been developed in SW WI in the past ten years.  Currently, there are approximately 103 
renewable energy projects in our nine counties study area:88   
 

County Solar  Wind  Biofuel Total Projects Capacity 
LaCrosse  
County 

6  2 8 28,730 kW 

Vernon County 10 1 1 12 823 kW 
Crawford County 9   9 126 kW 
Richland County 6  1 7 >49 kW 
Grant County 8 2 1 11 40,296 kW 
Lafayette County 2 1 1 4 346 kW 
Green County 15 3  18 >102 kW 
Iowa County 11   11 63 Kw 
Sauk County 23   23 210 kW 

                                                
88 RENEW Wisconsin. http://www.renewwisconsin.org/data/projectswimap.html.  Accessed 10/10/11. 
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Total 90 7 5 103  
Table 7: Existing renewable energy projects in the nine counties in the study region. 

As the numbers indicate, there are a significantly greater number of solar projects, but many of 
these are smaller home installations.  In terms of larger projects, it is useful to look at the 
breakdown of projects exceeding 20 kW. 
 

Type # of Projects Exceeding 20 kWh 
Solar 8 
Wind  3 
Biofuel 6 

Table 8: Number of projects exceeding 20 kWh in SW WI. 

In terms of the timing of projects, there has recently been a significant increase in the number of 
installed projects: 
 

Year Number of Installations 
2002 1 
2003 0 
2004 0 
2005 1 
2006 7 
2007 3 
2008 10 
2009 35 
2010 24 

Table 9: Number of RE installations in SW WI. 

As it is in many parts of the country, renewable energy projects in this region have grown 
substantially in recent years.  In a region with approximately 103 renewable energy projects, 59 
were installed in 2009 and 2010.  Upon seeing the breakdown, it was surprising to find so few 
wind energy projects in the region.  A map documenting the wind potential in Wisconsin 
demonstrates viability for wind energy in this region, especially in Lafayette and Iowa 
Counties.89  Additionally, the neighboring states of Minnesota and Iowa are both in the top four 
of states producing wind energy nationally.90  However, in the case of Minnesota, state 
government initiatives, which Wisconsin currently lacks, have helped spark the growth in wind 
energy.  Further, a wind industry representative said that having to deal with planning, zoning 
and permitting issues at the township level in Wisconsin can be very cumbersome, as the 
townships often find themselves pitted against each other, as well as the fact that these 
townships often lack the expertise required to effectively deal with large-scale wind farm 
projects. 
 
In terms of biofuel projects, it appears that the financial benefits are just not there to expect 
significant growth in the near future.  As Gary Radloff indicated, until government incentives and 

                                                
89 Wind Resource of Wisconsin.  “Mean Annual Wind Speed at 100 Meters.” 
http://www.focusonenergy.com/files/Document_Management_System/Marketing/windmeanannualwindsp
eed100m_map.pdf.  Accessed 10/11/11. 
90 National Wind.  “Minnesota Wind Facts.”  http://www.nationalwind.com/minnesota_wind_facts.  
Accessed 10/11/11. 



subsides similar to those in Germany are instituted, biofuels are likely not going to be the 
answer. 
 
For solar, we see more installations, but these installations don’t pack the punch of biofuel and 
wind projects as reflected by their capacity.  However, solar appears that it will continue to be an 
option for both households and businesses.  Upon visiting new Glarus Brewery, they voiced a 
desire to install solar at their plant in the near future.  Solar often makes more sense for large 
businesses, as the five to ten year payback for such a business is often much less daunting to 
them as it is for a household. 

Inventory of Renewable Energy Projects in SW WI 
Dan Kleinmaier 

 
City/Town Type  Date Host Capacity 
     
LaCrosse 
County     
LaCrosse BioGas 2009 City Brewery 633 kW 
LaCrosse Biomass  Xcel Energy 28 MW 
LaCrosse Solar 10/30/2009  28 kW 
LaCrosse Solar 2009 Gundersen Lutheran 58 kW 
LaCrosse Solar 2/25/2010 home 4.928 kW 
LaCrosse Solar 11/29/2006  3 kW 
Holmen  Solar  Pedretti Strawbale home 1 kW 
Mindoro Solar 12/29/2009  2.464 kW 
     
Vernon 
County     
Stoddard Solar 7/30/2009  6.3 kW 
Stoddard Solar  Driftless farm .6 kW 
Chaseburg Solar 2/26/2009  10.4 kW 
Genoa Solar 12/14/2010  11.04 kW 
Westby Solar 1/26/2009  6.97 kW 
LaFarge Biogas 6/28/2009 Wild Rose dairy 750 kW 
LaFarge Solar 11/23/2009  3.584 kW 

Viroqua Wind  
Pheasant walk 
permaculture 2.5 kW 

Viroqua Solar 6/10/2010  4.48 kW 
Viroqua Solar 10/28/2009  12.6 kW 
Viola  Solar 1/26/2010 private owner 5.76 kW 
Readstown Solar 5/27/2010  8 kW 
     
Crawford 
County     
Soldiers Grove Solar 11/10/2010  1.12 kW 
Soldiers Grove   Private owner  
Gay Mills Solar 10/27/2010  3.584 kW 
Ferryville Solar 2/26/2009  3.24 kW 
Eastman Solar 1/29/2010  3.36 kW 
Prairie du Solar 7/3/2009 PdC School District 70.5 kW 
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Chien 
Prairie du 
Chien Solar 7/1/2009 Prairie Industries 20 Kw 
Prairie du 
Chien Solar 2/10/2010  6.72 kW 
Prairie du 
Chien Solar 1/27/2009  17.28 kW 
     
Richland 
County     
Cazenovia Solar 8/25/2009  3.01 kW 
Richland 
Center Solar 2/28/2008  15.4 kW 
Richland 
Center Solar 11/26/2008  8.64 kW 
Richland 
Center Solar  Richland Center Cuty Hall 2.88 kW 
Richland 
Center Solar late 2005 Glan Schandt  
Lone Rock Solar 11/10/2010  19.27 kW 

Muscoda  Biomass  Meister Cheese Co 
source of energy for 
cheese plant 

     
Grant County     
Boscobel Solar  2/12/2010  11.2 kW 

Muscoda Solar 10/28/2008 
Muscoda Riverdale Elem 
and Mid school 5.76 kW 

Montfort Wind 6/24/2009 Montfort wind farm 30 MW 
Blue River Solar 11/25/2008  4.76 kW 
Platteville Solar   UW Platteville 1.12 kW 
Cuba City Solar 8/31/2009 Cuba City SD 5.76 kW 
Hazel Green  Wind 6/27/2009 Twin Oaks Lumber 194 kW 
Cuba City Solar 12/10/2010  20.64 kW 
Potosi Solar 11/5/2007  2.08 kW 
Potosi Solar 9/29/2010  19.74 kW 

Cassville 
Biomass 
(wood) 7/3/2009 EJ Stoneman 40 MW 

Fennimore Solar  Produce Farm  
 
Lafayette 
County     
Belmont Biogas 7/3/2009 Montechevre-Betin 335 kW 
Blanchardville Solar 10/19/2006  1.5 kW 
Blanchardville Solar 11/10/2010  8.82 kW 
Monticello Wind  Home .2 kW 
     
Green County     
Browntown Solar  B&B .8 kW 
Browntown Solar 5/7/2002  .48 kW 
Browntown Wind  B&B 10 kW 
Monroe Solar 3/15/2010  3.15 kW 



Monroe Solar 12/29/2009  10.8 kW 
Monroe Solar  Super 8 Motel  
Broadhead Solar 12/22/2009 Brodhead Water and light 5.76 kW 
Broadhead Wind   20 kW 
Albany Solar 4/13/2006  3.74 kW 
New Glarus Solar  Private home  
New Glarus Solar 10/7/2010  5.04 kW 
New Glarus Solar  Irland Home  
New Glarus Solar 10/30/2009  6.3 kW 
Belleville  Wind  Blecker house 4.25 kW 
Belleville Solar 12/29/2009  5.76 kW 
Brooklyn Solar  Redtail Ridge homestead 1.2 kW 
Brooklyn Solar 4/13/2010  5.04 kW 
Brooklyn Solar 2009 Messner Landscaping 20 kW 
     
Iowa County     
Hollandale Solar 9/29/2009  4.14 kW 
Barneveld Solar 3/26/2010  2.88 kW 
Barneveld Solar 7/29/2008  15.12 kW 
Ridgeway Solar 5/25/2006  2.72 kW 
Ridgeway  Solar 8/13/2010  11.28 kW 
Arena Solar 11/29/2006  2.8 kW 
Dodgeville Solar 4/28/2009  3.24 kW 
Dodgeville Solar 11/30/2010  11.04 kW 
Dodgeville Solar 7/1/2009 private owner 3.12 kW 
Dodgeville Solar  private owner 1 kW 
Highland Solar 7/14/2010  5.92 kW 
     
Sauk County     
Spring Green Solar  Private owner 5.2 kW 
Spring Green Solar  Seven Seeds Farm 13 kW 
Spring Green Solar 7/26/2007  3.198 kW 
Spring Green Solar 4/28/2009 Home 5.4 kW 
Spring Green Solar  Coot Hollow 1 kW 
Sauk City  Solar 4/28/2009  2.6 kW 
Sauk City  Solar 2/10/2010 Weaver Auto 38.64 kW 
Prairie Du Sac Solar  Private home 4.5 kW 
Prairie Du Sac Solar 12/29/2009  4.48 kW 
Loganville Solar 6/28/2006  5.6 kW 
Reedsburg Solar 4/27/2009 Reedsburg HS 3.584 kW 
Reedsburg Solar 9/27/2006 Chesky home 4.2 kW 
Rosck Springs Solar 11/24/2009  5.76 kW 
North Freedom Solar 12/19/2008  4.68 kW 
North Freedom Solar 11/25/2008  11.52 kW 
North Freedom Solar 2006/07 Home 12 kW 
Merrimac Solar 11/30/2009  3.584kW 

Baraboo Solar  
Aldo Leopold Legacy 
center 39.6 kw 

Baraboo Solar 11/10/2010  8.88 kW 
Baraboo Solar 11/25/2008  11.52 kW 
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Baraboo Solar 12/30/2009 Quinn Home 2.88 kW 
Baraboo Solar  Int’l Crane Foundation 10 kW 
Wisconsin Dells Solar 9/27/2010  5.376 kW 

II. Community Readiness 
Methodology of Our Analysis 
The goal of this analysis is to rank and identify the communities in SW WI that are most 
favorable for the initiation of renewable energy projects.  The rankings will reflect both the social 
readiness of a community as well as the availability of resources and infrastructure to support 
renewable energy.  Through a function of these two metrics, a ranking of the municipalities in 
this region was calculated to identify the top candidates for consideration. 

First Impressions Visits 
Bethany K. Laursen 
 
The team of consultants became familiar with renewable energy projects in their community 
contexts through a version of Andy Lewis and James Schneider’s First Impressions program, 
modified for this project by James Schneider and Ela Kakde. The updated 2007 program 
handbook is available online91 while our template is included with this report as Appendix A. 
These questions focused our attention on reflecting on how sights or experiences during the 
visit affected our previous understanding of the communities. Pairs of consultants each 
arranged visits in one of the nine counties to renewable energy (RE) sites or met with RE 
stakeholders. UWEX CNRED agents provided initial contacts for these site visits. Pairs reported 
their impressions back to the group with photographs and informal notes one half to two pages 
long. These First Impressions (FI) visits were perhaps the most informative activity we 
undertook in this project, and we highly recommend it to anyone studying a community for any 
reason. However, this activity was not designed as a “data-gathering” activity, but as an 
informal, reflective experience to familiarize consultants with the region. Still, with the exception 
of the two focus groups in Darlington and Baraboo, these were our only on-the-ground 
experiences of these communities and thus are the basis of most of the qualitative assessment 
of community readiness we discuss in the municipality biographies at the end of this chapter. 
Thus, our qualitative assessments do not carry the rigor of a sociological ethnography; rather, 
they reflect the name of our most informative activity—First Impressions that pique further 
inquiry. 

Focus Groups  
Laura Detert and Andrew Young 

Snowball Survey 
Bethany K. Laursen and Clare Christoph 
                                                
91 http://www.uwex.edu/ces/cced/communities/firstimpressions/index.cfm  
 
 



 
The Public Involvement team contacted the UW-Extension agents in each of the nine counties 
in our study area to obtain an initial list of people who have been associated with renewable 
energy projects in the region. This list provided the seed for our “snowball survey," a method 
that questions an initial list of contacts who in turn refer us to all the renewable energy 
stakeholders they know until we no longer receive new contacts. In this manner we phoned and 
emailed 120 people based on the snowballing referrals of the nine Extension agents.   

One method of obtaining research and knowledge from extended associations is 
snowball sampling, which uses recommendations to find people with the specific range of skills 
that has been determined as useful to the project.  As more relationships are built through 
mutual association, more connections can be made through those relationships and relevant 
information can be shared and collected, much like a snowball that rolls and increases in size.  
It is important to correlate with existing community leaders to create more opportunities to grow, 
but also to create a credible and dependable reputation.  The intent with this tool is to contact 
associated stakeholders though phone interviews to develop a network model for the region of 
connected resources and entities.  Specifically, this method entails: 

• Draft participation program (subject to change, but indicative) 
• Approach stakeholders and ask for contacts 
• Gain contacts and ask them to participate 
• Community issues groups may emerge that can be included in the participation 

program 
• Continue the snowballing with contacts to gain more stakeholders if necessary 
• Ensure a diversity of contacts by widening the profile of persons involved in the 

snowballing exercise 

Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) 
Adam Levine and Dan Kleinmaier 
 
For this project, a Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) was created in order to identify 
and rank the top locations for renewable energy projects.  A LESA is an evaluation matrix that 
uses multiple categories that are weighted by their relative importance to calculate a single 
score to represent the readiness of a specific community for renewable energy. 
 
Categories and Weighting 
The LESA matrix was divided into five broad categories that determine a municipality’s potential 
to support renewable energy initiatives. These categories are wind, solar, biogas, social 
readiness, and other. Each of these categories was weighted according to their relative 
importance to overall renewable energy potential. The weighting system allocated 100 points 
among the five categories based on a subjective analysis of their significance. Wind and solar 
were determined to be less relevant due to low resource potential and policy uncertainty. 
Biogas, social, and other were perceived as more relevant to a community’s viability, and were 
therefore weighted more. Figure 1 shows the distribution of weights among the five categories. 
 
Point Allocation 
Each of the broad categories described above were broken down into specific components. 
Each of these components was allocated a certain number of points such that the sum of the 
points in each category equals the total weighting for that category. The allocation of points to 
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each resource-based component is shown in table 1. Figure 2 shows the distribution of points to 
social indicators. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1. 

Location Resources (with assigned weight) 

Component wt   Component wt 

Wood products 3.5   Corn Stover 2.5 

Figure II-1: LESA Weighting Allocation of 100 points across the 
suite of variables we quantified. 



Landfills 4   Power 
plants 

1 

Food processing  3   Wind  5 

Supermarkets 2   Hospitals 8 

Animal units 5   Schools  8 

Solid waste composting 2.5   Substation 4 

Sewage treatment 2.5   Solar 5 

Access to rail 4     

 
Municipal Scoring 
The components described above formed the column portion of the LESA matrix. The rows of 
the matrix were comprised of all of the municipalities within the region. Every municipality was 
then given a score for all of the components based on the availability of that resource or social 
indicator. For some categories, the value was binary indicating whether a location had, for 
example, a power plant or not.  For other categories, the point allocations were done on a 0-2, 
0-3, 0-4, 0-7, 0-10 or 0-15 scale.  Again, the values assigned reflected the availability of current 
resources or degree of social attributes relative to each category indicating readiness for the 
implementation of renewable energy projects. 
 
Final Rankings 
In order to calculate a total score 
for each municipality, all of the 
component scales were 
standardized to a 0-10 scale.  
Therefore, if a municipality had a 
score of 2 for a variable with a 
scale of 0-4, they would be given 
a score of 5 in the 0-10 scale.  
Finally, the score each 
municipality received for each 
specific indicator was multiplied 
by the points allocated to that 
component and summed in a 
totals column. Table 2 shows the 
municipalities that received the 
highest total score. 
 

Public Involvement 
Overview 
As many alternative energy 
proponents have recognized, the 
success of any large-scale, non-
residential renewable energy 

 

Table 2. 

Preliminary Top 10 Communities for Renewable Energy 
Projects 

1 La Crosse 257.50 

2 Lancaster 254.61 

3 Monroe 246.70 

4 Reedsburg 205.95 

5 Platteville 195.50 

6 Darlington 191.38 

7 Dodgeville  190.94 

8 Viroqua 182.57 

9 Richland Center 178.43 

10 Baraboo 166.74 
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project hinges upon public acceptance and support.  However, there remains a “considerable 
research gap” on how various communication approaches can influence social acceptance of 
alternative energy (McCormick 2010). While technical information is plentiful, there are relatively 
few identifiable analytical tools for assessing social perception of renewable energy production. 
The diversity of technologies, stakeholders, and social contexts makes one-size-fits-all 
approaches to determining social perception problematic. With these challenges in mind, the 
public involvement team has developed a methodology to gauge the social readiness of 
communities in SW WI based on various community assessment toolkits and anecdotal 
evidence from experts and community members.    
 
Rationale 
Some governments and organizations have made renewable energy community readiness 
toolkits available online. Community Energy Scotland has developed a Community Renewable 
Energy Toolkit that aims to “[galvanise] and [guide] community groups to find ways of 
maximising community involvement and benefits from renewable energy” (2011, 1). The 
Government of Alberta, Canada, on the other hand, has developed a Renewable Energy Toolkit 
for Economic Development (2010) that devotes a full section to community readiness. The 
section covers topics such as community receptiveness, social impact, and community capacity, 
all of which include social dimensions. Finally, the University of Wisconsin Cooperative 
Extension provides a Bioenergy and Renewable Energy Community Assessment Toolkit (2011) 
that offers guidelines and formats for discussion of alternative energy planning, as well as a 
community readiness checklist.  The toolkit is designed to facilitate dialogue with members of a 
community interested in renewable energy projects and identify potential impacts of renewable 
energy projects.  
 
Though each of these toolkits include elements specific to their national and/or regional context, 
they have several things in common. First, in all cases, communities are assumed to be 
assessing their own readiness. This assessment technique allows for more nuanced, 
community-targeted questions and answers than our regional opportunity analysis allows. At the 
same time, however, several elements appear in all three as general indicators of community 
readiness: public awareness of renewable energy projects; public interest in participating in 
such projects; actual participation in renewable energy projects and collaboration across 
sectors; and leadership and planning. 
 
Our conversations with experts and community members underscore the importance of public 
support in determining community readiness. For example, Angel Fierro, a renewable energy 
investment expert, identified a lack of public support as a potential fatal flaw, that is, causing a 
failure of implementation (2011). Several community leaders from Lafayette County 
corroborated Fierro’s assertion, citing lack of public support as one of the primary reasons for 
the failure of Belmont Bio Ag (Anderson and Pickett, 2011). Tim Baye, a professor of business 
development for UW-Extension, discussed the importance of public trust in renewable energy 
project implementation, emphasizing that skepticism resulting from failure of earlier projects 
may impede future projects (2011).   
 
Methodology 
Team Analysis 
Team Analysis was responsible for developing a scoring scale for each category.  This involved 
analyzing the available data for each category and determining the level at which resources 
become viable and subsequently profitable for each energy type. A point range was determined 
for each component, and the raw data was converted into the ranked scoring system.  Appendix 
1 contains justifications for the scoring scale developed for each category. 



 
Team Mapping 
Team Mapping created base maps for the entire nine-county region, as well as one for each 
county. The base maps include physical attributes, such as ground cover, roads, rivers, etc., as 
well as municipal and county boundaries. Other location resource data relevant to renewable 
energy potential was collected by Team Mapping from a variety of sources.  Much of this 
information could be found online, however most often in a format that could be integrated 
directly into the ArcGIS base maps.  With the assistance of GIS experts and energy 
researchers, the team secured more useful versions of this data.  Sources included the Public 
Service Commission of Wisconsin, RENEW Wisconsin and the Wisconsin Bioenergy 
Information and Outreach Center. (See Appendix for complete list of data and sources.)   
Most of the data collected had to be prepared, or “cleaned”, before it could be mapped.  
Information from PDF files, for example, needed to be copied into spreadsheets.  All data was 
projected using State Plane Wisconsin South. 
 
Illustrating all of the physical attributes and relevant renewable data for each of the more than 
250 municipalities in the 9 county region would result in an unreadable map.  Team Mapping 
has the capability to quickly produce a map for any part of the region including any of the data 
as needed for further analysis of the region. The following maps have been created to assist 
with the community analysis thus far: 

• First Impression sites visited 
• Snowball sample contacts 
• Existing renewable energy project sites 
• Thematic maps of solar, wind potential, animal units 

Team Public Involvement 
To determine social readiness of communities for renewable energy projects, we identified four 
general indicator categories based on our findings from the assessment toolkits and anecdotal 
evidence described above. We include each of these indicators in the LESA. We measure them 
using various proxies, and allocate points to each metric and indicator according to its relative 
importance in determining social readiness. Table 1 shows the social indicator categories we 
use, the metrics we use as their proxies, and the point value assigned to each.  
 
The scope and time frame of our plan, our data collection techniques, and the objectives of the 
project informed our metric definitions. We have not surveyed community leaders in the region 
about their own community’s readiness (using, for example, UW-Extension’s community 
readiness checklist) or engaged in extensive public outreach due to time and scope constraints. 
Instead, we use a modified snowball sample to gauge existing public involvement in and support 
for renewable energy projects in their communities. We designed the survey used for this 
sample to be short and easily answered, while giving us information regarding the quantity and 
type of actors involved in renewable energy projects, as well as the types and locations of 
existing and planned projects. 
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Examples of Potentially Ready Communities 
Adam Levine and Colette Hershey 

La Crosse 
La Crosse is the largest, most 

populous city in southwestern Wisconsin. 
Located along the eastern shore of the 
Mississippi River, the city is the county 
seat for the County of La Crosse.92 
Between the University of Wisconsin-La 
Crosse, Gundersen Lutheran hospital, 
City Brewing Company, and a host of 
manufacturing, service, and retail 
employers, La Crosse has one of the most 
diverse and urban economies in the 
region.  

The City of La Crosse presents a 
variety of opportunities for implementation 
of renewable energy projects. Biomass 
and biodigestion facilities rank among the 
most viable sources of renewable energy 
in the city. La Crosse contains large scale 
composting, sewage, and food processing 
plants that can provide the raw materials 
necessary for a biodigestion facility. In 
addition, the Weyerhaeuser wood 
processing plant is a potential source for 
biomass energy generation.93 

The Gundersen Lutheran hospital 
is currently working towards and ambitious 
goal of achieving energy independence by 
2014. As part of this effort, they have implemented combined heat and power generation using 
methane from a nearby landfill, wind power, solar power, and a biodigestion partnership with the 
City Brewing Company. Because of this goal and institutional motivation, Gundersen Lutheran 
presents a strong ally in the effort to implement renewable energy projects in the region. 94 

                                                
92 http://www.wisconline.com/counties/lacrosse/ 
93 http://local.lacrossetribune.com/northwest+hardwoods-
a+weyerhaeuser+company.9.11095374p.home.html 
94 http://www.gundluth.org/?id=4653&sid=1 

Photo	Credit:	Katherine	Patterson	



 

Darlington/Argyle/Blanchardville 
The City of Darlington, and 

the surrounding towns of Argyle and 
Blanchardville form the residential 
core of Lafayette County.  

Darlington’s picturesque 
downtown brings in visitors and 
locals alike with its historic buildings 
and variety of cultural attractions. 
The surrounding towns create a 
bucolic atmosphere for this rural 
community. 

The area defined by these 
three cities offers ample opportunities 
for renewable energy projects. The 
waste product from the Highway 
Dairy Farm as well as the High Lin 
Dairy can provide resource for a 
biodigestion facility. In addition, the 
Darlington Wastewater Treatment 
Facility could be converted to produce combined heat and power off of the sewage that it treats. 

The location of Darlington, Argyle, 
and Blanchardville in the flat, open land of 
Southwestern Wisconsin make the area a 
potential site for wind power. The Military 
Ridge geologic formation that spans the area 
provides the necessary conditions for 
productive wind power generation. While the 
political landscape may be uncertain at the 
moment, the physical landscape makes this a 
viable opportunity. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Photo	credit:	Jimmy	Emerson	

Photo	credit:	Jimmy	Emerson	
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Baraboo/Reedsburg 
 Baraboo and Reedsburg are 
the largest cities in Sauk County, 
Wisconsin. Nearby regional 
attractions such as the Wisconsin 
Dells, Devil’s Lake, the Circus World 
Museum, and House on a Rock help 
support thriving downtowns in both 
cities. The City of Baraboo is 
currently involved in an ambitious 
redevelopment of its riverfront which 
will spur increased economic activity 
in the city. 
 A number of opportunities for 
biodigestion exist in these cities. A 
host of food processing plants 
including Saputo Cheese, a large-
scale cheese manufacturer provide 
resources for onsite biodigestion 

projects. In addition, area schools as 
well as the Saint Claire Hospital and Health Services facility provide opportunities for 
partnerships and solar installations. Finally, the Reedsburg Hardwood and Meister Log & 
Lumber manufacturers create an opportunity for biomass energy production. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo	credit:	Paul	McClure	



 
 

Dodgeville 
              

 
 
Dodgeville is the most populous city and the county seat of Iowa County, Wisconsin. In the early 
1800’s, Dodgeville was the largest city in Wisconsin, but population over time has diminished to 
4,220 as of the 2010 Census.95 Historical and recreational amenities include Downtown 
Dodgeville, Military Ridge Trail and Governor Dodge State Park, one of the largest state parks 
in Wisconsin. Located in an agricultural county, farm related service industries such as Farmers’ 
Saving Bank are among the important businesses in Dodgeville. It is also the location of the 
Lands’ End corporate headquarters.96  

Opportunities for renewable energy production in Dodgeville are supported by the 
existence of infrastructure for bioenergy as well as existing non-residential solar projects, which 
promote an environment of social readiness. Infrastructural amenities include a substation, a 
sewage treatment facility, and access to rail. While there is some level of interest and 
community leadership for renewable energy in general, the region’s existing facilities are 
exemplary of a focus on non-residential, small, solar projects. Although the infrastructure is in 
place for bioenergy production, the lack of biomass resources and significant level of social 
readiness suggests opportunities for wind and additional solar projects. Potential business 
partners include Quality Bakery, Uplands Cheese, Upland Hills Health, Walnut Hollow Farm, 
Inc., Piggly Wiggly and Lands End. Lands’ End may be particularly ripe for renewables, as its 
Corporate and Social Responsibility team has been investigating wind as well as solar thermal 
options for their Dodgeville campus.97 98 

                                                
95 http://www.dodgeville.com/ 
96 http://www.wisconline.com/counties/iowa/index.html 
97 http://bit.ly/s77B0F 
98 http://bit.ly/sWt0p9 
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Viroqua/La Farge 
 
The City of Viroqua and Village of La Farge are 
located in Vernon County between the Kickapoo 
River to the East and Mississippi River to the West. 
While Viroqua offers a vibrant, small town 
atmosphere with a newly restored theater and 
historic downtown, La Farge attracts outdoor 
enthusiasts of all stripes with its mix of canoeing, 
hunting, snowmobiling, and cross country skiing.  
The municipal solid waste site as well as the sewage 
treatment plant in Viroqua provide opportunities for 
onsite biodigestion facilities. In the more rural La 
Farge, the Organic Valley farm offers an exceptional 
potential for a manure-based digester. Organic 
Valley is a large scale dairy farm cooperative with 
national distribution. While this cooperative currently 
operates a solar PV system, their commitment to 
sustainability makes them a viable partner in a 
regional renewable energy initiative. 
 

Lancaster 
 
Located at the heart of Grant County, and also serving as the county seat, the City of Lancaster 
was one of the earliest places settled by Europeans in Wisconsin after the discovery of lead.   
The city, located about 30 minutes northwest of Dubuque, Iowa, is surrounded by rich farmlands 
and wooded valleys and is within easy access to major highways, railways, waterways and 
airports within the region. The residents of Lancaster are typically employed in the 

manufacturing, health care or agricultural industry, 
and the city is able offer its residents many 
amenities, while still maintaining a warm small 
town feel. 99 

Renewable energy opportunities for the city 
lie in its abundance of natural resources.  Because 
of its proximity to agricultural and woodlands, 
Lancaster was found to have a rich supply of 
resources to supply bioenergy projects within the 
area  particularly rich in wood products, corn stover 
products, and animal waste production.  Lancaster 
also is home to a hospital and many schools, 

                                                
99 http://www.lancasterwisconsin.com/community/ 

Photo	credit:	Jesse	Durst	

Figure	II-2:	Photo	credit:	
http://www.pbase.com/ed_preston/image/111967207 



which are ideal places to implement many varieties of renewable energy projects.  
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Richland Center 
  

Surrounded by river and fertile prairie, 
Richland Center is the most populous city 
and county seat of Richland County. The city 
has a rich history in the women’s suffrage 
movement through the foundation of the 
Richland Women’s Club in 1882.100 It is also 
the birthplace of noted architect Frank Lloyd 
Wright.101 Richland Center features a variety 
of amenities including hiking, biking, and 
snowmobiling on the Pine River Trail, 
canoeing and trout fishing along miles of 
class I and II rivers, and cultural events and 
gatherings in the city’s historic downtown. 
 

Richland Center is abundant with opportunities for renewable energy. A number of large food 
processing plants including Morningstar Dairy, Alcam Creamery, and a Schreiber Foods plant 
are located in the city. These plants offer potential resources for biodigestion and combined 
heat and power. Wood processing plants such as Nelson Hardwood Lumber and Agwood Inc. 
create opportunities for biomass energy generation. The access to rail and presence of a 
substation boost the viability of these energy sources by reducing the need for infrastructure 
investment. 

                                                
100 http://www.wisconsinhistory.org/dictionary/index.asp?action=view&term_id=1485 
101 http://www.wrightinwisconsin.org/Learning/Biography.aspx 

 



 

III. Next Steps and Considerations 
Bethany K. Laursen 

The Deliberative Process: 5 Stages from Problem to 
Solution  

Clearly, implementing RE production in communities in SW WI is going to be a 
complicated process. To make sense of it, members of the Public Involvement team seized an 
opportunity to attend a lecture in the UW-Madison’s Weston Roundtable series on October 13, 
2011.102 Dr. Elisa Graffy presented her model of the deliberative process, which provided strong 
evidence that implementing RE technologies is primarily a social issue with technological 
variables, not the other way around. Graffy’s deliberative process model frames this project well; 
it clarifies what steps stakeholders must take to move from identification of a problem to 
implementing solutions (see Figure YYYYY). Logic models, such as figures 2-4, are necessary 
tools to achieve these solutions. They turn Figure YYYY into real results with distinct actions 
performed by participants. These actions deliver specific outputs that achieve short-, mid-, and 
long-term outcomes—outcomes that ideally solve the problem that was identified in the first 
place. The logic model for Phase 1 of this project partially achieved the short-term outcome of 
identifying municipalities with groups of people that are ready to join our clients in the RE 
production process. Though the clients and other groups have been working through the 
deliberative process, in fact a collective process has barely begun and there is much work to do. 
In fact, there is so much work to do that it can get done within the timeline of the grant only by 
multiplying person-power through collaborations and networking. Moreover, effective networks 
not only achieve results faster, they achieve them with more lasting excellence. 
 There are five stages to the deliberative process, and though they are distinct, they may 
be concurrent and iterative. The five stages are: 1) identifying the problem, 2) framing the 
situation (choosing guiding principles), 3) choosing scenarios, 4) enacting policies, and 5) 
implementing scenarios as solutions. In our case, SWWRPC, SW Badger and their supporters 
have moved through stages 1, 2, 3 and are in the process of stage 4. They have defined the 
problem to be lack of economic sustainability in SW WI (see section I of this report); solutions 
should be framed through bottom-up input to foster the “triple bottom line” of economic, social 
and environmental sustainability; solution scenarios should include non-residential RE 
development in SW WI; and they have nearly finished regional comprehensive plans to begin 
implementing these solutions. The next logical step would seem to be choosing specific sites for 
projects in stage 5 of the deliberative process, which is why we were asked to identify the 
communities most ready to implement projects.  

                                                
102 Graffy, Elisa. “Confronting Complexity: Rethinking the Role of Public Attitudes in Sustainable Energy 
Change.” Weston Roundtable Lecture Series. October 13, 2011. University of Wisconsin-Madison, 
Madison, WI. 
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Stage 1: Identifying the Issue by Finding Willing 
Participants 

However, to abide by the guiding principle of a bottom-up process and decrease the risk 
of kick-back in the siting stage, we recommend our clients include many other stakeholder 
groups in this deliberative process than have been involved before now. In other words, our 
findings do not identify specific sites, or even specific municipalities containing sites, that are 
ready for RE production. Actually, and more valuably, our report identifies potentially willing 
participants—communities with groups more likely to participate in the deliberative process 
towards RE production than those in other communities. This also serves to identify the issue, 
because you will only engage parties who think there’s an issue (you may also need to engage 
the naysayers, but that’s a topic for the civic engagement literature). By engaging these 
interested parties in stage 1, our clients increase the chances and impact of success in stage 5. 
True sustainability for all groups in SW WI will only be achieved if all groups participate in the 
process in ways that are appropriate for their specific goals. This must occur at the community-, 
county-, and regional-scales. 
 Due to our time and knowledge limitations, our recommendations can only carry the 
weight of general, first impressions (see section II of this report). To confirm which communities 
want to participate in the deliberative process for implementing RE projects, in spring 2012, we 
recommend the clients’ advisory committees, RE project developers, and civic engagement 
research collaborate to reevaluate the LESA. The goal should be to determine if variables, 
metrics, rankings and weightings we used actually offer accurate understanding of community 
readiness. The LESA can also be more robust if more data is collected. Reevaluating the LESA 
may show that it needs more or different indicators or more municipality-level data. This is an 
excellent opportunity to leverage networks, because data collection takes a lot of time, money 
and expertise that our clients may not have on demand. 

Stage 2: Framing the Issue 

Figure III-1: The Deliberative Process for Renewable Energy 
development. Adapted from Graffy 2011. Note that stages 2-4 also occur 
in the siting stage, just regarding more specific topics than before this 
stage. 



Once ready and willing RE communities are identified, the next short-term outcome is for 
our clients and key stakeholders to discuss how they are framing the issue and how they will 
frame it together in order to cooperate. Stage 2 is all about making everyone’s expectations 
explicit, then negotiating for a common goal. Fortuitously, the E3 Coalition is cooperating with 
the UWEX Environmental Resource Center to host a discussion group in early spring 2012 for 
this express purpose, and our clients (and any other interested parties) are invited.  

Which stakeholder groups need to be included in this framing conversation is something 
we did not thoroughly analyze for this project. The exact answers depend on what scale the 
process is taking place (community-, county-, or regional). However, it’s clear that any group 
that will potentially bear costs or receive benefits for the RE production should be invited, 
though they may not all attend.  

At the community level, key groups include business owners, farmers, landowners, civic 
leaders, and interest groups. For example, do business owners in Darlington see the problem 
as an economic development issue? If so, how would they know when the problem is solved? 
How do they expect to be heard or receive benefits from the solution? Who do they expect to 
lead the efforts? Many in the Driftless Area may balk at any process resembling a top-down 
approach, while others crave that type of leadership. This mix of expectations will vary from 
community to community, so on-the-ground focus groups, interviews, and informal visits with 
stakeholders are going to be crucial to succeeding in stage 2, and thus all later stages. There is 
no substitute for visiting with people in their own communities. The logic models at the end of 
this chapter emphasize how important this is by suggesting future consultants organize 
themselves into teams based on geography instead of specialty, and that they spend triple the 
amount of time we spent visiting communities through First Impressions visits, attending 
community events, and facilitating focus groups in every targeted municipality. Consultants 
could even gain world-class training in Civic Engagement through a course being offered in the 
UW-Madison’s School of Human Ecology in spring 2012. 
 There are different actors to include at the county to regional scales. Invaluably, one of 
these groups is researchers from the UW-Madison who are very interested in answering tough 
questions about RE and/or SW WI. For instance, there are tens of millions of dollars spent 
annually on bioenergy research alone at the UW-Madison. The Rickenbach, Ventura, Jackson, 
Gratton, Barford, and Wisconsin Bioenergy Initiative research groups all have active projects on 
aspects of bioenergy implementation in SW WI. These projects range from public perceptions of 
landscape change due to biomass harvesting (Rickenbach) to quantifying marginal lands 
(Ventura) to economic feasibility of switchgrass under different cost-benefit scenarios (Barford). 
Networking with these researchers will multiply our clients’ person-power and inform their 
regional comprehensive planning efforts with cutting edge expertise. 
 The very nature of RE production will also demand regional collaborations between 
farmers, businesses and utilities to produce, convert, and distribute power and heat. As 
regional-level coordinators, our clients are uniquely positioned to weave these networks as well. 
Introductions can begin now, so that relationships are in place as specific projects are 
developed in stage 5. The Midwest Biomass Conference is an excellent opportunity that SW 
Badger should continue to sponsor if at all possible, as it attracts stakeholders from all sectors 
in the Driftless Region. Other opportunities exist and can be created. To make this network the 
most effective possible (to “work smarter, not harder”) we recommend commissioning a regional 
network analysis of key actors in the region. Much of the data has already been collected 
through the snowball survey, and there are several students and professors at the UW-Madison 
that can complete it and offer strategic suggestions to increase your organizational 
effectiveness. 
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Stages 3 and 4: Choosing Scenarios and Developing 
Policies 
 With these networks developing and key stakeholders upholding guiding frames, the 
deliberative process can move forward to brainstorming and choosing scenarios to pursue. 
Again, this process looks different at different scales; community-level scenarios are very 
specific (e.g. these groups receive these benefits), while county- and regional-level scenarios 
are more general (e.g. we want this mix of landscapes or RE sources). Choosing a few 
scenarios to pursue out of the millions possible will require some elements of a site-specific 
opportunity analysis to discover what sorts of things are both feasible and in line with the 
guiding principles everyone worked so hard to agree upon in stage 2. Creativity is the most 
valuable trait in this stage, because here, for example, is where Gundersen-Lutheran, City 
Brewery, and the local landfill brainstormed their unusual and exemplary RE collaboration. With 
a few scenarios to pursue from stage 3, our clients will need to identify, perhaps change, and 
move through the appropriate policy processes (stage 4) with those key stakeholders from 
stage 1. 

Stage 5: Site-Specific Project Implementation 
Then, finally, stage 5 will arrive and it will be time to evaluate site-specific opportunities. 

Most of the RE development resources for planners and developers that have been published 
have addressed identifying and mitigating fatal flaws in this stage, because they usually get the 
most media attention. So, we highly recommend adapting those decision-support tools for our 
client’s needs instead of “re-inventing the wheel”. One excellent and homegrown tool is the 
Bioenergy and Renewable Energy Community Assessment Toolkit developed by UWEX and 
available online with training modules at http://fyi.uwex.edu/biotrainingcenter. UWEX agents and 
community leaders, especially those who have been living in the communities for a long time, 
are likely to be very effective in engaging the public and key actors through the project 
implementation.  

Our clients and future consultants also have access to excellent RE project developers 
like Tim Baye, Gerd Muehllehner and Scott McNabb who can guide the business side of project 
implementation. The most obvious barrier to project implementation is that they are currently 
economically infeasible. For example, Focus on Energy is going to freeze their spending in 
January 2012; wind siting regulations require inordinate spatial setbacks; and aggregating 
centers are so far away from biomass sources that transportation costs make it economically 
infeasible. This is a barrier in both the policy and siting stages. However, RE proponents can 
still move forward by creatively navigating around these barriers or establishing the rest of the 
deliberative process so that it is ready when the economics become feasible. With so many 
resources available, Urban and Regional Planning instructors and students working on this 
stage will be able to develop a vast array of distinct, robust professional skills.  

Concluding Recommendations 
 Interestingly, until now, this project has been described in three phases corresponding to 
the three years of funding. But the deliberative process is clearly five phases, not three (we 
might even say five and a half phases, since there is a distinct step of identifying participants to 
join the deliberative process). It is likely all five phases can occur in three years, but only if work 
continues year-round, out of sync with the UW-Madison and URPL 912 schedule. This is a topic 
our clients and URPL can creatively discuss to determine exactly what work needs to be done 



and who will do it when (i.e. what the logic model will look like going forward). To get this 
conversation started and pass along the knowledge we’ve developed over this semester, we 
offer the figures 3 and 4 as very preliminary drafts of logic models moving forward. They are 
couched in terms of the old 3-phase language for the project, but they contain the seeds of 
activities for all parts of the deliberative process going forward. 
 Of course, even if we do everything right, life usually surprises us, so it is very likely our 
clients will not be able to move straight through the deliberative process. In fact, many RE 
projects have gone all the way to stage 5 when a fatal flaw emerged that kicked the process 
back to stage 2, and that may happen here. But if care has been given once through the 
process, the second (or third or fourth) times through should be easier, because the network 
that has been built will remain intact despite—may even be strengthened by—the setback. It is 
in times like those, and these, when we realize how much hard work we have to do to achieve 
our goals that we must re-imagine the future for which we are working. How valuable is the way 
of life in SW WI? Infinitely. And that’s how persistent we must be.
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Program: WI Driftless Area Renewable Energy Development: Phase 1 Energy Opportunity Analysis Logic Model (see narrative explanation below) 
Situation: Regional economic competitiveness partly relies on developing renewable energy sources and associated economic and educational opportunities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Assumptions 
1. Funding and stakeholders will persist through the implementation phase. 
2. RE policies will be unpredictable. 
3. Project work will continue year-round through the implementation phase. 
4. We will be able to obtain enough data to do a LESA by Dec. 15. 
5. Our clients’ perception of the situation and desired outcomes is the same as the stakeholders’. 
6. Institutional scale projects are the means to the long-term outcomes. 

External Factors 
1. Federal, state and local energy policies. 
2. Election schedules. 
3. Global and regional energy markets. 
4. Demographic patterns. 
5. Technological developments. 
6. Commodity (feedstock) prices. 

7. Global, national, state, regional and local 
economies. 

8. Other RE projects in WI and SW WI. 
9. Other campaigns for people’s loyalties 

(e.g. Eat Local, Farmer’s Unions, 
Sustainability) 

• URPL 912 classes 
in 2011, 2012 and 
2013 

• First Impressions 
Visits 

• UWEX extension 
agents 

• SWWRPC 
• SW Badger 
• Funding 
• UW and DOA 

vehicle fleets 
• Guest speakers 
• Computer lab time 
• Existing datasets 
• RE knowledge 

(technologies, 
project financing, 
etc) 

Inputs 

Compile and 
analyze existing 
survey data 

Collect and 
analyze Best 
Energy Practices 
and Policies in 
the Region 

Public 
Involvement 
Team 

Focus Groups 

Social Readiness 
Indicators  

Outputs 
   Activities                       Participation  Intermediate Deliverables  Final Deliverables  

Collect and analyze 
socioeconomic and 
energy demand 
data 

Policy 
Readiness 
Indicators 

LESA  

Physical Resource 
Readiness Indicators 

Snowball 
Survey of 
Supportive 
Stakeholders  

Citizens 

Collect and map 
physical resources 
(including existing RE 
projects) data 

Socioeconomic 
description of 
region  

Mapping Team 

Narrowed list 
of possible 
communities 

Inventory and 
Analysis of Energy 
Plans/Policies, 
History, Trends, 
and RE projects of 
short-listed 
communities 

Analyze current 
and past RE 
energy projects 
in region 

Outcomes 
Short-term  Mid-term    Long-term 

Institutional scale 
projects 
implemented and 
sustained 
2013 

Increase use of RE for 
transportation fuels, 
electricity and heat 
 

Enhance region’s 
economic 
competitiveness and 
independence 

Build local energy 
production industry 
(job creation, develop 
new and existing 
industries, 
entrepreneurial 
opportunities and 
investment) 
 

Project siting 
2012 
 

Identify ready 
communities 
15 Dec 2011 

Feasibility study 
2013 
 

Public Involvement 
2012-2013 

Ethnographies of 
BMPs and  other 
lessons learned 

Maps 

Analysis Team 

BMPs for region 

RE 
Opportunity 
Analysis 
Report and 
Presentation 
2 Dec 2011 

Methodology 

Figure III-2: Phase 1 logic model, of which this report was part. Source: Bethany K. Laursen 



 

 

Figure III-3: Phase 1 logic model explanation. Source: Bethany K. Laursen 
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Program: WI Driftless Area Renewable Energy Development: Phase 2a Pre-Workshop for Energy Opportunity Analysis Logic Model (see narrative explanation below) 
Situation: Regional economic competitiveness partly relies on developing renewable energy sources and associated economic and educational opportunities. New students need 
to learn about this situation and their roles in it. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Assumptions 
1. Funding and stakeholders will persist through the implementation phase. 
2. RE policies will be unpredictable. 
3. Project work will continue year-round through the implementation phase. 
4. Our clients’ perception of the situation and desired outcomes is the same as the stakeholders’. 
5. Non-residential scale projects are the means to the long-term outcomes. 
6. Students will organize and document their data as they collect it. 
7. Students will work in a spirit of optimism, cooperation and dedication. 
8.  

External Factors 
1. Federal, state and local energy policies. 
2. Election schedules. 
3. Global and regional energy markets. 
4. Demographic patterns. 
5. Technological developments. 
6. Commodity prices. 

7. Global, national, state, regional and local 
economies. 

8. Other RE projects in WI and SW WI. 
9. Other campaigns for people’s loyalties 

(e.g. Eat Local, Farmer’s Unions, 
Sustainability) 

From URPL 912 2011: 
(on thumb drive) 
• Ready Communities 
final report with maps 
• Guest speakers 
summaries 
• Datasets (shapefiles) 
• RE knowledge 
(technologies, project 
financing, etc) 
• First Impressions 
Visits reports 
• Contact List 
• Focus group reports 
and format 
• Team workflows 

 
Available in 2012: 
• URPL 912 students 
• UWEX extension 

agents 
• SWWRPC 
• SW Badger 
• Funding 
• UW and DOA 

vehicle fleets 
• Guest speakers*  
• Computer lab time 
• Existing datasets 
• (possibly) 

household RE 
opinion survey data 

Inputs Outputs 
   Participation   Activities   Intermediate Deliverables     Final Deliverable  

Stories of a) whole 
region and b) each area 

Outcomes 
Short-term   Mid-term   Long-term 

Non-residential 
scale projects 
implemented and 
sustained 
2013 

Increase use of RE for 
transportation fuels, 
electricity and heat 
 

Enhance region’s 
economic 
competitiveness and 
independence 

Build local energy 
production industry 
(job creation, develop 
new and existing 
industries, 
entrepreneurial 
opportunities and 
investment) 
 

Initial Logic 
Model for 
URPL 912 
2012 

Public Involvement 
2012-2013 

All students become 
familiar with whole 
region and each Team’s 
region 

Potential Project sites 
identified for fall 2012 
analysis 
 

Class creates and 
strengthens 
collaborative 
relationships with E3, 
WBI, and other groups 
with similar goals 

All students are able to 
describe the major 
factors that need to be 
assessed for each type 
of RE project 

All students are able to 
describe the fall 2012 
class process and their 
role in it. 

Instructors will have an 
initial outline of a 
syllabus for URPL 912 
2012. 

Team Green- 
Lafayette-Grant 

Team La Crosse 

Team Richland-
Vernon-Crawford 

Team Sauk-Iowa  

Brainstorm, plan, and 
begin collaboration 
opportunities 

Reps. from each 
team 

Class 
Liaison/”Network 
Weaver” 

Local 
stakeholders 

E3 

Class Instructors 

SWWRPC and SW 
Badger Reps. 

Attend at least one 
community event in your 
area 

Get trained in how to do 
an opportunity/ feasibility 
analysis 

Introduction to other 
groups doing similar or 
related work in SW WI 
presented by reps. from 
those groups 

Attend E3 meeting in 
early spring 2012 

First Impressions Visits 
to existing, exemplary 
RE sites 

Read URPL 912 2011 
report 

Review of URPL 912 
2011 process, outputs 
and outcomes presented 
by 1-2 URPL 912 2011 
students and clients 

Get trained in how to 
create a logic model 

Describe fall 2012 
situation 

Describe fall 2012 
inputs 

Describe fall 2012 
participation 

Describe fall 2012 
activities and 
deliverables 

Describe fall 2012 
outcomes 

Describe fall 2012 
assumptions 

Describe fall 2012 
external factors 

Opportunity Analyses 
of Potential RE Sites 
URPL 912 Fall 2012 

Project financing, 
contracts, and siting 
are secured. Fatal 
flaws are mitigated. 
2013 

Figure III-4: Phase 2a logic model for spring 2012. Source: Bethany K. Laursen 



Explanation of the Logic Model for the SW WI Renewable Energy Development Project: Phase 2a—Pre-Workshop for Energy Opportunity Analysis 
This logic model format is used by UWEX, which has published a thorough description of logic models in general and this format in particular. It is available online at 
http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/evaluation/pdf/lmcourseall.pdf. Logic models are extremely useful for strategizing. GANTT charts can be used to timetable activities and 
participation. 
 
The Situation begs for the desired long-term Outcomes as defined by our clients, SWWRPC and SW Badger. The Inputs include any resources we put into our activities: 
people, time, knowledge, physical and computing resources. Participants transform these Inputs to Outputs through the listed activities. The Outputs culminate with the 
deliverables, which connect like a chain to produce the final deliverable, a logic model for Phase 2b: the URPL 912 class in fall 2012. The Phase 2b logic model will 
produce the listed outcomes if the listed inputs, situation, assumptions and external factors hold true. It should be revised early in fall 2012. 
 
This logic model assumes the Outcomes of Phases 2b and 3 to show how the project’s final, long-term Outcome will be accomplished. Each of the mid-term Outcomes 
from Phases 2b and 3 is actually preceded by other logic models (not depicted here) showing the step-by-step process of Inputs to Outputs to Outcomes for each of those 
mid-term Outcomes. Phase 1 and 2a outputs are Inputs to Phases 2b and 3. Those who will implement Phases 2 and 3 should develop their own logic models for their 
desired Outcomes.  
 
Phase 1, URPL 912 2011, suggests a new structure for Participation. We found that dividing our teams by expertise actually hindered communication and integration of 
information. As Lara Rosen explains, dividing teams by geography will give each team a) a sense of place for their study area, b) access to all skills necessary to complete 
an opportunity analysis, and c) a natural way to integrate their work. In pre-workshop, these teams are less important than in fall 2012 (see our suggested logic model for 
Phase 2b), as the primary purpose of pre-workshop is giving every class member the same Inputs as everyone else (e.g. background knowledge, opportunity analysis 
training). However, teams can start becoming familiar with their study areas with First Impressions and community event visits during pre-workshop. Each team should 
have a Project Manager, but we also suggest one student becomes the Class Liaison to other projects and groups doing similar work in SW WI, like E3. This Liaison 
should work closely with the class instructors and clients to create and sustain collaborative opportunities with these groups. It would be ideal for representatives from 
these groups to give presentations to the whole class, and perhaps everyone can brainstorm together. 
 
We suggest the above activities. A few are explained here: 

• Exemplary RE sites—Gunderson-Lutheran Hospital, Cassville Power Plant, Mont-Chevre, Meister Cheese, Reedsburg H.S., among others (see Contacts List) 
• Opportunity Analysis Training—We suggest Bill Johnson, Angel Fierro, Scott McNab, Michael Allen, and, of course, Tim Baye. 
• E3 meeting in 2012—(from an email from E3 coordinator, Jess Leinberger jess@e3coalition.org on 28-Oct-11) “[E3] is planning an event early 2012 for regional 

stakeholders in developing  Renewable Energy projects.  I hope to contact Sharon Lezberg (SARE program at UW Madison) about facilitating/leading event.  The 
goal is to identify potentials and collaborate on paths to development…any interested parties are welcome!” 

 
Not pictured here but should be elsewhere is project evaluation. The UWEX logic model manual describes this well (see hyperlink above). Project evaluation treats each of 
the boxes above as an indicator that begs a metric to evaluate it. For example: How will we know if all students understand their role in the project? Individual teams 
should evaluate their Outputs several times a week. The whole class should evaluate progress towards the Outcomes once a week. Clients and instructors should 
evaluate progress toward the long-term Outcomes twice a semester. 

Figure   -III-5: Phase 2a logic model explanation for spring 2012. Source: Bethany K. Laursen. 
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Program: WI Driftless Area Renewable Energy Development: Phase 2b Energy Opportunity Analysis Logic Model (see narrative explanation below) 
Situation: Regional economic competitiveness partly relies on developing renewable energy sources and associated economic and educational opportunities. Without living in 
these communities or extensive training in RE project implementation, students need to recommend RE project sites and next steps for implementation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Assumptions 
1. Funding and stakeholders will persist through the implementation phase. 
2. RE policies will be unpredictable. 
3. Project work will continue year-round through the implementation phase. 
4. Our clients’ perception of the situation and desired outcomes is the same as the stakeholders’. 
5. Institutional scale projects are the means to the long-term outcomes. 
6. Students will organize and document their data as they collect it. 
7. Students will work in a spirit of optimism, cooperation and dedication. 

External Factors 
1. Federal, state and local energy policies. 
2. Election schedules. 
3. Global and regional energy markets. 
4. Demographic patterns. 
5. Technological developments. 
6. Commodity prices. 

7. Global, national, state, regional and local 
economies. 

8. Other RE projects in WI and SW WI. 
9. Other campaigns for people’s loyalties 

(e.g. Eat Local, Farmer’s Unions, 
Sustainability) 

From Pre-workshop: 
• This logic model 
• Community stories 
• Collaborative 
relationships 

 
From URPL 912 2011: 
(on thumb drive) 
• Ready Communities 
final report with maps 
• Guest speakers 
summaries 
• Datasets (shapefiles) 
• RE knowledge 
(technologies, project 
financing, etc) 
• First Impressions 
Visits reports 
• Contact List 
• Focus group reports 
and format 
• Team workflows 

 
Available in 2012: 
• URPL 912 students 
• UWEX extension 

agents 
• SWWRPC 
• SW Badger 
• Funding 
• UW and DOA 

vehicle fleets 
• Guest speakers  
• Computer lab time 
• Existing datasets 

Inputs Outputs 
   Participation   Broad Activities  Specific Activities   Deliverables  

… 

Outcomes 
Short-term   Mid-term   Long-term 

Non-residential 
scale projects 
implemented and 
sustained 
2013 

Increase use of RE for 
transportation fuels, 
electricity and heat 
 

Enhance region’s 
economic 
competitiveness and 
independence 

Build local energy 
production industry 
(job creation, develop 
new and existing 
industries, 
entrepreneurial 
opportunities and 
investment) 
 

Reassess 
situation, 
assumptions, 
external factors,  
& inputs 

Project sites 
determined for 
implementation 
in Phase 3 

Public Involvement 
2012-2013 

Project 
Opportunity 
Analyses 
Report and 
Presentation 

Compile and 
analyze existing 
survey data 

Focus Groups 

Snowball Survey 
of Supportive 
Stakeholders  

Attend one 
community event 
there 

First Impressions 
Visits to promising 
RE sites 

Methodology 

Team Green- 
Lafayette-Grant 

Team LaCrosse 

Team Richland-
Vernon-Crawford 

Team Sauk-Iowa  

Briefly review 
URPL 912 2011 

Review opportunity 
analysis process * 
we suggest Tim 
Baye et al mentor 
class through this 
process 

Revise this logic 
model 

Assess Public 
Involvement 

Assess Legal 
Compliance 

Assess Physical 
Resources 

For each potential 
project site, identify 
any fatal flaws: 

Assess Available 
Labor 

Reps. from each 
team 

Class 
Liaison/”Network 
Weaver” 

Local 
stakeholders 

E3 

Class Instructors 

SWWRPC and SW 
Badger Reps. 

Other  
collaborators? 

Draft of  
Phase 3: 
Implementation 
logic model  

Next steps 
determined for 
implementation 
in Phase 3 

Project financing, 
contracts, and siting 
are secured. Fatal 
flaws are mitigated. 
2013 

Figure III-6: Phase 2b logic model for fall 2012. Source: Bethany K. Laursen. 
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Explanation of the Logic Model for the SW WI Renewable Energy Development Project: Phase 2b Energy Opportunity Analyses for Potential RE Sites 
This logic model format is used by UWEX, which published a thorough description of logic models in general and this format in particular. It is available online at 
http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/evaluation/pdf/lmcourseall.pdf. Logic models are extremely useful for strategizing. GANTT charts can be used to timetable activities and 
participation. 
 
This logic model builds on that for Phase 2a: Pre-workshop, which should be read first. It is URPL 912 2011’s suggestion of a starting place for pre-workshop to plan for 
URPL 912 2012. Pre-workshop will need to revise it as their final deliverable, and the fall 2012 class will revise it again. 
 
The Situation begs for the desired long-term Outcomes as defined by our clients, SWWRPC and SW Badger. The Inputs include any resources we put into our activities: 
people, time, knowledge, physical and computing resources. Participants transform these Inputs to Outputs through the listed activities. In this draft, we are not certain of 
all the activities and deliverables involved in an opportunity analysis, so we have identified broad and specific activity areas based on what we learned through 2011 guest 
speakers and research. The Outputs culminate with the deliverables, the Renewable Energy Opportunity Analysis Report and a draft of next steps for Phase 3: 
Implementation in the form of a logic model. These deliverables will produce the outcomes listed if all the inputs, assumptions, and external factors hold true.  
 
Glossary: 

• Public Involvement—county-level, municipality-level and citizen government, agency and private advocates; voters; patrons 
• Available Labor— production of technology and feedstocks; installation; maintenance 
• Physical Resources—site host; infrastructure for supply and demand (offtake); feedstocks; technology/machinery; we suggest contacting WBI’s Gary Radloff about 

biomass supply, because WBI is working on documenting this. See also previous work by SW Badger in Data and Resources/Whole 9 Co Region. 
• Legal Compliance—we recommend consulting with Gary Radloff, Pat Walsh and Michael Allen on this subject 
• Finances—we did not include an assessment of finances as an activity for URPL 912 2012, because guest speakers repeatedly emphasize that project financing is 

project specific. It can only be assessed once a specific project is being planned, which will happen after the opportunity analysis. However, there may be some 
aspects of finances that the 2012 class can investigate. Tim Baye and Scott McNab are excellent resources for these issues. 

 
This logic model assumes the Outcomes of Phases 2 and 3 to show how the project’s final, long-term Outcome will be accomplished. Each of the mid-term Outcomes from 
Phase 3 is actually preceded by other logic models (not depicted here) showing the step-by-step process of Inputs to Outputs to Outcomes for each of those Outcomes. 
Those who will implement Phases 2 and 3 should develop their own logic models for their desired Outcomes.  
 
Not pictured here but should be elsewhere is project evaluation. The UWEX logic model manual describes this well (see hyperlink above). Project evaluation treats each of 
the boxes above as an indicator that begs a metric to evaluate it. For example, How will you know if you’ve assessed available labor? Individual teams should evaluate 
their Outputs several times a week. The whole class should evaluate progress towards the Outcomes once a week. Clients and instructors should evaluate progress 
toward the long-term Outcomes twice a semester. 

Figure III-7: Phase 2b logic model explanation for fall 2012. Source: Bethany K. Laursen. 
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Appendix A:  First Impressions 
Questions 
Designed by James Schneider of Blue Chip Training in conjunction with Ela 
Kakde UWEX 

First Impressions 
for 

Renewable Energy Opportunity Planning Students 
 
The First Impressions program was designed as an exchange between members of similar communities 
offering them an opportunity to share the observations of a first time visitor. Your purpose here is to 
understand a renewable energy site in relation to its surrounding community. For more information about 
the First Impressions Program please go to: 
http://www.uwex.edu/ces/cced/communities/firstimpressions/manual.cfm 
http://www.uwex.edu/ces/cced/communities/firstimpressions/index.cfm  
 
For the report, please give a description of the renewable energy site(s) you will be 
visiting. The rest of the report will be a description of your impression of the site in the 
context of the community. Use the following questions as your guide for your report and 
feel free to supplement any additional information or insights. 
 
Please answer the following questions: 
What are my initial impressions of the community upon first mention of its name? What, if any, 
prior knowledge do I have of the community and its general area? 
 
Based on your class objectives how would you research the community prior to any actual visit? 
What did you learn and how did it affect your perception of the community and your potential to 
assist them? 
 
The Five Minute Impression: On making your initial visit to the community, do a brief drive 
through and then write down your observations. Did the appearance of the community match 
your perceptions or change them? Were there things that surprised you? 
 
Do an extensive street by street tour of the community and immediate surrounding area…what 
potential or obstacles did you see during this part of your visit? 
 
Visit with community leaders, business people and residents. What did you learn that reinforced 
or changed your views of this community’s potential to work with bio-energy. 
 
Compare your perceptions of the community after your initial visit with your initial impressions. 
What was reinforced…what was surprising…what, if anything, changed? 
 
How might your outside but professionally focused impressions be useful to this community?  
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The	problem	isn’t	ignorance,	it’s	pre-conceived	ideas.	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 -	Hans	Rosling	
 

Appendix B: Trial Focus Group Summary 
Report 
Laura Detert and Andrew Young 

Trial Focus Group: Baraboo, Wisconsin (Sauk County) 
Tues. Nov. 22, 2011 
Focus Group Methodology 

On our “first impressions” visit to Sauk County, representatives from public 
involvement team met with Sustain Sauk representative Judy Spring who was 
instrumental in facilitating our Sauk County focus group. The focus group set-up began 
when Public Involvement Team contacted Judy for help in setting up a Sauk County 
focus group. Judy mentioned that URPL 912 students wanted to moderate a Sauk 
County renewable energy focus group in the Nov 8th Sustain Sauk meeting. The Sustain 
Sauk members agreed on a focus group date and time of Tuesday, November 22, 2011 
at 6:30 pm. Judy Spring reserved public meeting space for us and urged people to 
attend the meeting.  

Judy provided URPL master’s candidate Andrew Young with a list of names of 
people to invite to the focus group. Andrew e-mailed a 1-page invitation letter to all the 
people on the list. The invitation described the nature of our workshop project and what 
kind of information we desired. The list of Public Involvement Team’s focus group 
questions was included in the invitation so that the potential focus group participants 
would have to think about our questions before the meeting so our discussion could be 
more productive. We made a conscious decision to refer to the focus group as a 
“discussion” group because the connotations are more positive. We also decided to set 
up a discussion group consisting of people who were interested in renewable energy so 
that we could attract movers and shakers in the Sauk County renewable energy arena, 
and benefit from their knowledge. In the discussion group we asked them about the 
perceptions of the general public. The day before the discussion group Andrew sent out 
a reminder e-mail about the event that mentioned food.  In hindsight, the initial invitation 
should have mentioned free food and refreshments. URPL master’s Candidate Colette 
Hershey brought food and refreshments from Panera Bread to the meeting. The 
provision of free goodies was an excellent idea. Next time it would be even better to try 
to obtain food and drinks from a favorite local food place proximal to the focus group 
location. 

Discussion Group Meeting Timeline 



The discussion group moderators were Colette Hershey and Andrew Young. We 
weren’t sure how many of the initial 17 invitees would show up but 7 made it. More 
participants are always nice, but we were happy with the response rate. The lower 
numbers were more than made up for by the quality and knowledge of the participants 
that did come. In addition to Sustain Sauk, participants represented the Town of 
Fairfield, UW-Baraboo/Sauk County, the Sauk County Board, Town of Green Field, 
Sauk County Conservation, Planning and Zoning, and the Sauk County Development 
Corporation. We provided a sign-in sheet for the participants and let everyone get food 
and snacks and get settled. The meeting began with introductions. Colette and Andrew 
talked about the URPL 912 project as well as their areas of study at URPL. What 
followed was a fascinating and informative 1.5- hour roundtable discussion on 
renewable energy. We deliberately sat in ring of tables so that the event could be non-
hierarchical in nature. We began by asking the first question on the list and letting the 
participants talk. We deliberately said that we were going to talk as little as possible so 
that the participants could fill the time and we could hear what they had to say and learn 
from them. We commented back when appropriate and occasionally interjected to make 
sure that all the questions on our list were addressed. Mostly we just let them say 
whatever was on their minds. We didn’t care about the discussion order of the 
questions, just that all the questions were addressed. Most of the questions were 
addressed without help from us. We tried to operate with a light touch and facilitate the 
meeting, not dominate the meeting. We dressed in business casual and acted as 
professionally as possible. The meeting went extremely well. Not only did we gather 
great information, but the participants also asked if they could attend our final 
presentation on Dec. 16th. We invited the participants to take extra food with them, and 
after a little post-meeting chatting everyone left.    

Discussion Group Content Summary 
What is the nature of renewable energy? 
 

The first issue that came up was the proposed American Transmission Line 
through Sauk County. One of the participants is part of a project to stop or re-route the 
line. He thinks the money should be put into renewable energy instead. 

Another major issue was the scale and control of renewable energy. Should it be 
local or centralized? Community or corporate-owned? This group of participants was 
decidedly in favor of local, community control. 

There was extensive discussion regarding the nature of utilities. They said it was 
difficult for communities to establish their own utility. They mentioned Wisconsin Public 
Power, Incorporated (WPPI Energy). They stressed the importance of energy efficiency. 
It was said that Reedsburg and Prairie Du Sac are the only Sauk County Communities 
not served by Alliant. However, the nearby Adams-Columbia Electric Cooperative 
serves as an example of locally-ran cooperative who happens to buy from Alliant’s 
energy grid; a cooperatively ran operation would make sense if the buyback rate wasn’t 
so diluted through the process. What would it cost to create new municipal utilities? 
Sauk County rural electrification in the 1930’s pioneered community-produced energy.  

Wind energy was another main issue. Despite the current siting rules, small-
scale wind is still possible. There’s a lot of resistance to wind towers in the Baraboo Hills 
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because of the impact on the unique scenic beauty of the area. However, solar can 
work in the Hills; it shouldn’t be assumed that it can’t. (A participant from the discussion, 
newly relocated from Florida, expressed his doubt over long-term solar viability.) 

A case needs to be made for renewable energy. Interest on a CD of 3.2% is 
equal to the level of return on investment that one of the participants gets on solar. 
Small local producers, installers, and maintenance is important. Weatherization is a key 
strategy. Energy efficiency delivers the best bang for the buck.  

 
How does the public perceive renewable energy & what projects are occurring/not 
occurring? 
 

Our participants said there is a lack of understanding of renewables by the 
general public. There was a big ethanol plant that closed. Some people are doing 
renewable projects on their own. Political will for renewables could spring from local co-
ops. Brown County, WI had a big commitment to renewables but Sauk County doesn’t 
have a big commitment at the county level. Todd Nelson at Kalahari uses solar hot 
water. Current public/political discussion of renewables should focus on small-scale, on-
site operations. The County board needs persuading with regard to energy efficiency 
and help overcoming their biases against the intial expense. The Sauk County Health 
Care Center is a brand new LEED-certified building that incorporates renewables. 
Demonstration of savings is a key pre-condition for renewable energy systems.  

Sauk County has a little bit of talk about digesters. India uses septic digesters. 
The perception of this group is that public discussion on waste disposal and digesters is 
being avoided though it is known to be an issue.  

 Average citizens feel the Aldo Leopold Foundations is romantic, crazy, and left-
wing. Many people are cautiously receptive to renewable energy but they’re worried it’s 
expensive. Some people disagree with renewable energy entirely for political reasons 
because they perceive it to be part of a left-wing agenda.  

Policy changes could also impact the expansion of renewable projects in the 
area. The Town of Greenfield currently has no permit fees for siting renewable energy 
projects.  

 
What is the role of government and business regarding renewables? 
 

Government and business both need education regarding renewables. Solar is 
cost competitive with natural gas. The role of government should be to educate. 
Externalities to fossil fuels such as health costs, premature death, need to be 
considered. Unless you are a Wisconsin Public Power utility communities must deal 
with an investor-owned utility. This is a disadvantage. Investment in renewables should 
be encouraged. The Government of Ontario, Canada did a study showing that coal is 
the most expensive power when health impacts are factored in. Society should start to 
introduce R.E. technologies in small chunks, such as introducing them in schools.  

The Town of Fairfield is the site of an RE pilot program through Wisconsin’s 
Energy Independent Community Partnership 25x25 plan, partly because of the 
presence of the International Crane and Aldo Leopold foundations. To implement the 
plan, Town of Fairfield officials sought o think of a need that was should be addressed 



and attempted to implement a partnership with farmers to implement using biofuels for 
town vehicles. While the highway commission was in on this plan, it still has faced some 
difficulty and kinks getting started. (Original plan from 2009 can be found here: 
http://energyindependence.wi.gov/docview.asp?docid=21183&locid=160) 

Excellent bang for the buck can be obtained by using solar hot water for public 
swimming pools. There’s a 3-year payback period. Modern light fixtures are important. 
Sauk Prairie High School has solar panels on it.   

How do we know where to go with RE if we don’t know where we are? The Sauk 
County board doesn’t have a good handle on the status of renewables. Big Box stores 
are big energy users and good candidates for RE conversions.  

Renewable energy TIF (tax incremental financing) districts should be created. RE 
power in a property should be attached to the deeds. They referenced Property 
Assessed Clean Energy (PACE). There needs to be better networks among the Sauk 
County RE players.  

The costs of fossil fuels are not politely discussed anymore. Government 
buildings should have net zero energy conversions. What’s a reasonable payback 
period on RE investments (10 years?). Climate Change carries big costs. The 2008 
flooding in Sauk County caused a lot of damage.  

Distributed Generation of power is a hugely important trend that represents a 
paradigm shift in the way power is produced. Community-supported distributed energy 
also makes our infrastructure safer from man-made disasters such as blackouts, 
terrorism, and war. It is unfortunate that there are social costs to technology but that 
those decisions are out of the control of general citizens. Citizens need to have more 
impolite RE discussions with each other; there’s isn’t currently a group of pro-RE 
citizens who meet regularly for lunch that can provide outreach. Again, the talk of 
stressing efficiency to reduce overall energy consumption was emphasized.  

Businesses don’t invest in things unless they’re interested and if they perceive an 
investment to be too small they probably won’t do it. There should be green business 
networks. Should block grants go to government and business? Anyone will buy in if 
you can prove RE on the bottom line. Business views are like the views of general 
citizens. Good steward citizens are the main RE actors presently. Cambria in Columbia 
County has a wind farm and ethanol plant; the presence of both has gained benefits to 
the community and improved the quality of the roads. UW Baraboo-Sauk County has a 
program that utilizes geothermal and has a payback rate of 16 years; the cost savings 
from using RE is shared with the state.  

Solar in some ways works better in WI than some of the states in the 
southwestern par t of the US because solar panels are more efficient when they don’t 
overheat. Geothermal is a great way to generate power, but a back-up system is 
required. One person has a neighbor that only burns wood in the winter. Solar panels 
should be clustered on undesirable land such as landfills.  

There are many myths about renewable energy in the general public. What are 
the RE constraints for home owners? The termination of Alliant’s buy back program in 
2009 prevented at least one person’s plans to implement solar on a personal property. 
Payback timeframe can change mentalities. For many, 7-10 years is long term.  
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There is severe blowback on renewable energy in Wisconsin due to the new 
administration and legislature. The RE status quo and change are bumping up against 
each other. 

Conclusion 
The Sauk County discussion group participants are a very knowledgeable and 

engaged group who care about making the world a better place through RE. They 
believe that community-owned, distributed generation of renewable power is the wave 
of the future and the sooner we get there the better for everyone.  



 

Trial Focus Group: Darlington, Wisconsin (Lafayette 
County) Tues. Nov.16, 2011 
Focus Group Methodology 

The Rickenbach lab (UW-Madison Dept of Forestry) created a focus group in 
Darlington, WI at Land Conservation Department to discuss renewable energy (RE) with 
community leaders and local renewable resource professionals.  Our focus group was 
made possible by the willingness of this group to stay an extra hour and discuss similar 
ideas.  We listened to and took notes on comments made by focus group participants 
during the Rickenbach-lab facilitated discussion.  During our subsequent focus group 
discussion we focused on community-level relationships related to RE in the region.  
We particularly wanted to find out expert opinions on why some past renewable energy 
plans failed in the past as a way to help ensure success in the future.  We also wanted 
to identify key relationships and communication among people that could be key players 
in future RE projects.  These could be useful in direct Darlington-area projects and will 
be useful for identifying unique relationships in other communities during future focus 
groups. 

Discussion Group Meeting Timeline 
Bethany Laursen and Laura Detert facilitated the focus group at the Land 

Conservation Department.  The meeting began with introductions over coffee, 
doughnuts and fruit.  We had about 10 participants at the focus group at any time, 
though a few came and went depending on other time commitments.  The group met 
from 9:30am-12:00pm with our portion lasting from 11:12 – 11:55 am.  The Rickenbach 
lab ran the first portion and recorded sound for their notes.  We recorded sound for our 
portion of the meeting and took notes during both focus group sessions.  The meeting 
was held in a round table format.  We brought notecards, markers, pens and large 
sketch paper.  We taped the large paper to the walls in the hope of having participants 
write words on them related to renewable energy but ended up drawing words dictated 
to us by the participants.  Ideally we would not have been out of the discussion circle 
but adapted as needed.  The names and email addresses were recorded at the end of 
all who agreed to any future contact by URPL or the Sustainable Communities project. 

Discussion Group Content Summary 
Topic flow: drawing elements of RE situation in your community--> education-->plan--
>levels of government-->community-->leaders-->county board-->farmers-->incentives--
>citizens-->where do you want us to light fires? 
 

For the first session, participants said what was on their mind regarding RE, past 
projects, their community, and current regional projects.  Several summed up Lafayette 
Co: it is a rural county and has an older population with one of the lowest per capita 
incomes in the state.  There is a strong agricultural base with a 4:1 cow:person ratio.  
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These demographics could be seen as opportunities in getting future economic 
development grants.  The county needs jobs.   The majority of citizens currently work 
out of the county.  Young people aren’t moving in and this means there will be an even 
smaller tax base in the future. 

The participants know about the wind farm in Lena, WI.  Rent income from wind 
turbines go to land owners and the town.  Nearby tech school made a 2-year degree in 
wind turbine repair.  They see opposition to this project or similar ones as being from 
temporary/seasonal homeowners from Chicago who care about preserving views and 
don’t care about economic development.  In the case of the community biodigester that 
failed, the company creating the digester changed the number of cows proposed from 
5,000 to 20,000 without community input. 

A dairy farmer at the focus group noted that he currently pays $6,000-$7,000 a 
month on energy costs for 600 cows.  He would like costs down and to still be a farming 
community 100 years from now.  Dairy farms also employ multiple families and are a 
key part of the regional economy. 

When asked about how people in the area communicate, people responded that 
the local papers, meetings, and one-on-one communication are best.  Email works with 
some groups.  Radio or TV isn’t effective.  Advertising or communication about a RE 
project should be personal so that people feel personally involved or targeted. 

 We asked participants to add words relating to RE in Lafayette Co to the wall, 
covered in sketch paper, to help us identify how RE was connected (or could be 
connected) to the area.  This group needed some prompting to help us draw their RE 
situation for them. This tells us that even though they are aware of root causes in 
certain anecdotes, they do not have the big picture; they are overwhelmed by the 
complexity and don’t know where to start. The most dominant emotion in the room was 
frustration. The underlying emotion was self-righteousness (“I told them they needed to 
do x….” or “When I was there, I did y….”) Only one person, the NRCS rep, understood 
that most of the county does not communicate by email. This group is very passionate 
and needs an outlet for that passion or they will get disillusioned and either destructively 
angry or apathetic. They are looking to us, from UW, for leadership, to tell them what to 
do. 
 
Strong agreement from many participants: 

• “Wow, looking at it, it’s obvious how everything is so connected!” 
• “We’ve got to get the community involved.” 
• “No one is involved in county government. No one comes to the meetings.” 

 
Conclusion 
 Leaders in Lafayette County believe that renewable energy will help use the 
county’s  agricultural base to bring jobs and citizens to the county.  They are 
knowledgeable about RE technology available and know their community well but would 
like additional guidance and support in creating RE projects. 

How to Facilitate a Focus Group 



Planning and organization are key to running a successful focus group.  The following 
suggestions are based on experience from two trial focus groups in Darlington and 
Baraboo; suggestions are also based on communication with Paul Ohlrogge (UW-
Extension, Iowa County). 
 

• Call the group or site coordinator as needed to confirm focus group logistics details. 
• Select the demographics of the focus group carefully depending on focus group goals 

and objectives. 
• Consider focus group questions carefully.  Make questions open-ended.  Use neutral 

wording to avoid loaded/leading questions. 
• Consider sending focus group questions in the meeting invitation so that the potential 

participants have time to think about the questions before the meeting. 
• Refer to the focus group as a “discussion” group with participants; the connotations are 

more positive. 
• Send a reminder email/ phone call (depending on participant demographics) the day 

before the focus group or have the group coordinator send this reminder. 
• Arrive early to make the venue is ready and to greet participants as they arrive. 
• Have both moderators and participants wear name tags. 
• Begin the meeting with introductions from both the moderators and participants. 
• If participants are naturally discussing pertinent discussion points on their own, don't 

interrupt even if it's not the planned order of discussion topics.  
• Comment back when appropriate and occasionally interjected to make sure that all the 

questions on the list are addressed. 
• Be flexible with question order. 
• It’s best if people feel like they are part of one continuous, natural conversation and 

forget that there is a moderator. 
• Sit in a round table or non-hierarchical seating arrangement. 
• If using a paper/diagramming exercise, complete it as a group even if you end up being 

the one who puts words there for others.  As a general rule, try not to get up in front of 
everyone so that you remain an equal part of the group. 

• Record sound 
• Take pictures of anything you create that is written/drawn by focus group participants.   
• Take detailed notes even if sound recording. 
• Bring snacks appropriate for the time of day.  If possible, purchase snacks from a local 

supermarket/bakery/restaurant. 
• Dress in business casual attire. 
• Take attendance of who's at the meeting using a sign-in sheet. 
• For any focus group reports, aggregate comments or make opinions anonymous (“One 

person said…”) to protect individual confidentiality. 
• Take care to document the results of the discussion group. Write a summary report 

based on your notes. 
• If desirable, or time permitting, transcribe the meeting recording into a written format. 
• Maintain connections with people! Any contact/correspondence initiated with the focus 

group needs to be followed up on. 
• Be respectful of all people and their opinions.  
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Sample focus group invitation: 
 

A Public Invitation To Discuss Renewable Energy 
 

November 5, 2011 
Fall 2011 Planning Workshop Public Involvement Team 
UW-Madison Dept. of Urban and Regional Planning 
Old Music Hall 925 Bascom Mall 
Madison, WI 53706-1317 
 
Dear Interested Citizen, 

Hello, we are urban and regional planning graduate students at UW-Madison. 
This semester we are partnering with Southwest Badger RC&D and Southwest 
Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (our clients) to develop a Renewable Energy 
Opportunity Plan for 9 counties in southwest Wisconsin: LaCrosse, Vernon, Crawford, 
Richland, Grant, Lafayette, Iowa, Green, and Sauk. Our Plan focuses on renewable 
energy opportunities. It is Phase 1 of a 3-year project funded in part by a US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development grant. The ultimate goals of this effort 
are to enhance economic competitiveness, energy independence, as well as 
sustainable development in the Southwest Wisconsin Region. 

I would like to invite you to participate in a discussion session to assess the 
views and attitudes of the citizens of Sauk County with regard to Renewable Energy. 
We are interested not only in your views as someone who has a pre-existing interest in 
the subject, but also your assessment of the opinions of the public at-large as it relates 
to renewable energy matters. Favorable public opinion is essential to any plan or project 
requiring popular support. This makes gauging popular support essential for any plan or 
project to become reality. The central question we want to answer is: What kinds of non-
residential renewable energy projects would the residents of Sauk County Communities 
support? 

 
The following is a list of the questions we would like to discuss and get feedback on: 
1. What comes to mind when thinking of renewable energy (RE)?  
2. What is the general perception of RE projects in your community? 
3. What is the role for government related to new energy technologies? 
  a. How willing do you think government is to participate in RE projects? 
  b. What do you think government needs in order to participate in RE projects? 
4. What is the role for business related to RE technologies?  
  a. How willing are local businesses to participate in RE projects? 
  b. What do you think local businesses need to participate in RE projects? 
5. What are some examples of local projects, either existing or proposed? What lessons 
were learned? 
6. What do you perceive to be the future of RE in your community? 
7. What do you think should be the future of RE in your community? 
8. What do you see as the benefits/reasons to invest in RE? 



 
The members of the public involvement team would like to thank you in advance for 
your participation. The discussion will last a maximum of 1 hour, 15min. All answers are 
confidential, however the general feedback will become part of the research for the 3-
year project as well as our final report. 
The time and location for this event is: Tuesday, November 22, Room 213, West 
Square Building, 505 Broadway, Baraboo from 6:30 - 8 p.m. 
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Appendix C: Social Resource Findings 
By County 
Colette Hershey 
Our snowball survey asked a series of questions aimed at fleshing out and exploring on-the-
ground projects and linkages between stakeholders. This document is a compilation of existing 
projects as discovered by First Impressions visits, snowball survey sampling, focus group 
responses, and other methods of communication utilized between September-December 2011.  
 
For contact information about any project or group mentioned here, please reference our 
contact list for a comprehensive listing. Information here is organized by county.  

La Crosse County 

 
Energy Plan   

25x25 
La Crosse County 
City of La Crosse 

Task Force/ Working Group 
Sustainable La Crosse 
Natural Step Community status 
Coulee Partners For Sustainability 
Citizens Energy Taskforce 
Green La Crosse 

Energy 
Type 

Project and Collaborators Site, Municipality Contact 

Solar, 
Biomass 

County of La Crosse 
Gundersen Lutheran 
Lakeview Health Center 

 
Onalaska? 
Village of West 
Salem 

Nick Nichols 

Solar PV 
Biogas 
Wind 

Gundersen Lutheran 
Organic Valley 
City Brewery 
City of La Crosse 

City of La Crosse Jeff Rich 

Biogas City Brewery   
Biogas Pabst Engineering Current site in 

Marathon County 
Propose for Onalaska 

John Dietrich 

Solar UW La Crosse Centennial 
Hall 

UW La Crosse Dan Sweetman 



 

Vernon County 

Advocates 
Jess Leinberger (E3) 

Energy Plan 
25x25 
City of Viroqua 
City of Westby 
Village of Viola 

Task Force/ Working Group 
Valley Stewardship Network 
E3 Coalition 

Iowa County 

Advocates 
Shirley Barnes (Sustain Iowa) 
Ron MacKinnon 

Energy Plan 
25x25 

Projects  
Energy 
Type 

Project, Collaborators Site, Municipality Contact 

Solar (PV 
and 
thermal) 
Wind 
Geothermal 

Inn Serendipity Woods City of Hillsboro Lisa Kivirist 

Solar (PV 
and 
thermal) 
Wind 

Pheasant Walk Permaculture 
Timmerman’s Talents 

 Kevin Rodolfo 

Solar Organic Valley Village of La Farge Jake Wedeberg 
Biogas Wild Rose Dairy 

Buckeye Ridge Renewable 
Power, LLC 
Dairyland Power Cooperative 

Village of La Farge Art Thelen 

Energy 
Type 

Collaborators Site Specifics, 
Municipality 

Contact 

Biomass Energy Unlimited None in Area John Lundell 
Solar Sol Juice Energy 

Alliant Energy 
Large Scale 
Residential in Town of 
Hollandale 

George Korycan 

Solar 
Biomass 

Pecatonica High School 
Wisconsin Rural Partners 

Town of Hollandale Ricky Rolfsmeyer 
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Iowa County 
Task Force/ Working Group 

Sustain Iowa 

Crawford County 

Energy Plan 
25x25 
Crawford County 
Village of Ferryville 
Village of Gays Mills 
City of Prairie du Chien 
Village of Soldiers Grove 

Task Force/ Working Group 
Crawford Stewardship Project 
E3 Coalition 

Grant County  

Advocates 
Timothy Zauche (UW Platteville) 

Projects  
Energy Type Project, Collaborators Site, Municipality Contact 
Solar DH Solar 

Focus on Energy 
Prairie du Chien School 
District 
Barnevald Golf Course 
Reedsburg High School 

Multiple 
 

Mike Doll 

Solar CESA #3 Town of Eastman Tom Martin 
Solar  Residential Andrew Wettstein 
Solar 
Thermal 

Prairie du Chien Memorial 
Hospital 

City of Prairie du 
Chien 

Ken Pankow 

Energy 
Type 

Project and Collaborators Site, Municipality Contact 

Biomass Biomass Consulting Services, 
LLC 
Village of Fennimore 
Village of Cassville 
SW Badger 

Village of Fennimore, 
Village of Cassville 

Bill Johnson 

Wind Twin Oaks Lumber Village of Hazel Green  
Biomass Nelson Dewey Power Plant 

Alliant Energy 
Village of Cassville Maria Lauck 

Solar (PV 
and 
Thermal) 
Wind 

Timmerman’s Talents City of Platteville Todd Timmerman 



Gary Smith (Small Business Development Center)  
Energy Plan 

25x25 
City of Fennimore 

Task Force/ Working Group 

Richland County 

Advocates 
The Spring Green City Council is said to be pro renewable energies (Bender) 

Energy Plan 
25x25 
City of Richland Center 

Lafayette County 

Advocates 
Lisa Trumble 
Michelle Hauser 
Ken Harwood 
Leon Wolf (County Board) 

Energy 
Type 

Collaborators Site, Municipality Contact 

Biomass 
(provider) 

Rockbridge Sawmill City of Richland 
Center 

Scott Sawle 

Biomass Meister Cheese Village of Muscoda Jeff Jump 
Solar Richland Center Utilities 

WPPI Energy 
American Public Power 
Association’s Demonstration 
of Energy-Efficient 
Developments (APPA DEED) 
Southwestern Technical 
College 

City of Richland 
Center 

Dale Bender 

Projects and Collaborations 
Energy Type Project, Collaborators Site, Municipality Contact 
Bioenergy Pennan Energy  Not in Area Scott McNab 
Solar Engineering Services, Inc.  

Habi-Tek (Geneva, IL) 
Residential, multisite Ken Hulet 

Biomass 
Biogas 

Cottonwood Dairy 
UW Madison 
SoilNet 
Braun Electric 
Resource Engineering 
Associates 

Village of South 
Wayne 

Jim Winn 

Solar 
Wind 

Residential City of Darlington Dick Peterson 

Solar Solar Water Pump (Public) City of Darlington (?) Silas Bernadoni 



Assessing	the	Renewable	Energy	Opportunity	in	Southwest	Wisconsin	85	
 

Deb Pickett 
Bev Anderson (Darlington City Countil) 



 

Green County 
Projects 
Type Projects and 

Collaborators 
Site, Municipality Contact 

Solar (PV and 
thermal) 
Wind Geothermal 

Inn Serendipity Bed 
and Breakfast 

Village of New Glarus John Ivanko 

Bioenergy New Glarus Brewery Village of New Glarus Randy Barr 

Sauk County 
Projects and Collaborations 
Type Project and 

Collaborators 
Site, Municipality Contact 

Geothermal ASAP Heating and 
Cooling 

Village of Spring 
Green 

Anding 

Solar PV Sauk County Land 
Conservation, City of 
Baraboo, Sauk 
County 

City of Baraboo Koenig 

Wind 
Solar 

Unlimited Renewable 
Energies 
Habitat for Humanity 
Milwaukee 
Brightergy Energy 
Solutions (KS) 

Village of Prairie du 
Sac 
Wildlife Refuge 
Building, City of La 
Crosse  

Trang Donovan 

Wind Planet Turbine.com City of Reedsburg David Gonzalez 

Solar TERP LLC Village of Spring 
Green 

 

Solar Aldo Leopold 
Foundation 

Town of Fairfield Jennifer Kobylecky 

Solar 
(PV and Thermal) 

Driftless Solar 
Seven Seeds Farm 

Village of Spring 
Green 

MikeDearing 

Solar International Crane 
Foundation 
 

Town of Fairfield 
 
Village of North 

Dan Chesky 
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Retgen Solar Freedom Gerd Muehllehner 

  
Advocates 

Judy Spring (Sustain Sauk) 
Energy Plan 

25x25 
City of Baraboo 
Town of Fairfield 
City of Reedsburg 
River Valley School District (Spring Green, Lone Rock, Plain, Arena) 
Reedsburg School District 
Village of Sauk City 
Village of Spring Green 

Task Force/ Working Group 
 Sustain Sauk 



 

Appendix D:  LESA Variables 
Explanation 
Colette Hershey, Sarah McDonald, and Trey Halstead 
 
The LESA matrix was divided into five broad categories that determine a municipality’s 
potential to support renewable energy initiatives. These categories are wind, solar, 
biogas, social readiness, and other. Each of these categories was weighted according 
to their relative importance to overall renewable energy potential. The weighting system 
allocated 100 points among the five categories based on a subjective analysis of their 
significance. Wind and solar were determined to be less relevant due to low resource 
potential and policy uncertainty. Biogas, social, and other were perceived as more 
relevant to a community’s viability, and were therefore weighted more. Figure 1 shows 
the distribution of weights among the five categories. 
 

Variable Category: All Energy Types 
Hospitals 
Measure:  Presence of hospital and number of hospital beds. 
Source of data: Wisconsin Department of Health Services Wisconsin Health 

Care Provider Directories 
Reason for inclusion:  Hospitals can realize gains through the use of renewable 

energy in the following manner: 1) reduced energy costs; 2) 
enhanced reputation; 3) better community health; and 4) 
assistance in achieving green building certification. 

Rating Parameter:  Scale 0-10 based on number of hospitals, “0” indicates no 
hospitals; “10” indicates highest number of hospital beds 
(656 in La Crosse). 

Rating Justification: Based on number of hospital beds takes into account the 
relative size of the hospital, which reflects potential gains 
related to use of renewable energy. 

Weighting: 8/100 
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis; “Renewables Make a Powerful Case as Hospital 

Energy Source,” U.S. Department of Energy 
Potential Limitations: When considering the use of renewable energy, there are 

several important market- and policy-related factors to 
consider, including availability of renewable energies, costs, 
the availability of incentives, and market factors. Without 
these factors, the potential for hospitals as a renewable 
energy site could be weakened 
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Schools 
Measure:  Number of schools in a municipality.  
Source of data: Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction 
Reason for inclusion:  Schools provide an opportunity for education and 

implementation of renewable energy initiatives. The 
combination of students, teacher, land, and resources make 
schools a potential site for wind, solar, and bio projects. 

Rating Parameter:  0-10 scale based on number of schools within a municipality, 
“0” indicates absence of a school; “10” indicates highest 
number of schools (15 in La Crosse). 

Rating Justification: With more schools in a community, there is better the 
potential for renewable energy initiatives. 

Weighting: 8/100   
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis 
Potential Limitations: The number of schools does not reflect the size of the school, 

number of students, or their ages, which may affect the viability 
of on-site renewable energy projects.  

Substations 
Measure:  Presence or absence of electrical substation in a community. 

  
Source of data: Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Reason for inclusion:  Presence of substations can be used as a proxy for 

presence of power lines, power plants, and utilities. 
Rating Parameter:  Binary, “0” indicates absence of electrical substations, “10” 

indicates presence of one or more electrical substation 
Rating Justification: Low resource variation among municipalities lends itself to 

simple binary classification. 
Weighting: 4/100   
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis 
Potential Limitations: GIS data is limited and only reveals the presence of a 

substation, not capacity or type. This data limitation could be 
problematic for the analysis, and justifies the low weighting 
given to the variable.  

Variable Category: Bioenergy 
Food Product Manufacturing 
Measure:  Presence or absence of a wood processing facility in a 

municipality.  
Source of data: WI Department of Administration, obtained from Matt Kures- 

GIS State Specialist, UW Extension 



Reason for inclusion:  Waste products from food manufacturing have potential to 
be used in renewable energy conversion. 

Rating Parameter:  Binary, “0” indicates no wood processing facility; “10” 
indicates one or more facilities. 

Rating Justification: Low resource variation among municipalities lends itself to 
simple binary classification. 

Weighting: 3.5/100   
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis 
Potential Limitations: There may significant variation in facility sizes among 

municipalities. The analysis only takes into account 
presence of a facility.  

Access to Rail 
Measure:  Presence of rail line within a municipality.   
Source of data: UW-Stevens Point OASIS data portal 
Reason for inclusion:  Important as a cost-efficient mode to transport various 

materials related to renewable energy production, like wood 
products, corn stover, etc. 

Rating Parameter:  Binary, “0” indicates presence of rail access; “10” indicates 
absence of rail access. 

Rating Justification: Lack of detailed data lends itself to a binary classification 
system. For example, GIS data does not suggest specific 
renewable energy sites’ distances to a rail line or access to 
loading/unloading facilities? 

Weighting: 4/100   
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis  
Potential Limitations: Importance of rail access is clearly an important variable to 

consider when assessing transportation costs associated 
with renewable energies, but the lack of detailed information 
regarding renewable sites and their access to rail may prove 
problematic.  

Animal Units 
Measure:  Standardized measure of animals based on size and manure 

production.  
Source of data: Lisa Morrison- Agency GIS Coordinator, WI Department of 

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection 
Reason for inclusion:  More manure production makes possible returns on 

anaerobic digesters and methane conversion to energy. 
Rating Parameter:  0-10 scale: -“0”: below 500 units 
      -“1”: 500-600 
      -“2”: 601-650 
      -“3”: 651-700 
      -“4”: 701-750 
      -“5”: 751-800 
      -“6”: 801-850 
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      -“7”: 851-900 
      -“8”: 901-950 
      -“9”: 951-1,000 
   -“10”: 1,000+ 
Rating Justification: Returns on renewable energy conversion increase 

substantially at 1,000 dairy cows. 
Weighting: 4/100   
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis; Focus on Energy; “Anaerobic Digesters and 

Methane Production,” Alliant Energy, January 2005. 
Potential Limitations: This data combines information on farms with 500 or greater 

heads of cow with the number of animal units from 
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations (CAFOs) located 
in the region. There are inconsistencies in the data in that 
heads of cow were not converted to animal units. One head 
of cow was counted as 1 animal unit, which most likely is an 
underestimate. In addition, smaller farms can combine waste 
in a “cluster” digester, but data was unavailable for animal 
units on smaller farms or proximity of small farms to each 
other in the region. Finally, the 840 animal unit threshold was 
based on a study conducted in 2005 using mesophilic (low 
temperature) anaerobic digestion. Technological advances 
such as the use of thermophilic (high temperature) anaerobic 
digestion as well as experimentation with new combinations 
of feedstock may have lowered this threshold.  

Corn Stover 
Measure:  County level data for dry tons of corn stover yield per acre. 

  
Source of data: Obtained from Matt Kures- GIS State Specialist, UW 

Extension 
Reason for inclusion:  Depending on yield and distance to processor, corn stover 

can be converted to ethanol fuel. 
Rating Parameter:  0-10 scale: -“0” indicates 0.25 dry ton yield per acre 
   -“3.33” indicates 0.25 to 0.45 dry tons per acre 
   -“6.67” indicates 0.45 to 0.65 dry tons per acre 
   -“10” indicates more than 0.65 dry tons per 

acre  
Rating Justification: Counties rated relative to one another. Clear breakpoints in 

the data became available after comparing average crop 
yields per acre.   

Weighting: 2.5/100   
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis; “Economics of Crop Residue: Corn Stover,” 

Doctor Daniel Petrolia, Mississppi State. 
Potential Limitations: County-level data could prove to be a limitation in the 

analysis. Specific sites within a county that would be suitable 



for corn stover conversion would not be reflected by the 
macro-level data.  

 
 

Food Processing Plant 
Measure:  Number of food processing plants located in a municipality. 

  
Source of data: WI Department of Administration, obtained from Matt Kures- 

GIS State Specialist, UW Extension 
Reason for inclusion:  Waste water and spent by-products from food processing 

can serve as feedstock in anaerobic digestion. 
Rating Parameter:  0-10 scale, “0” indicates no plants; “10” indicates most plants 

in region (12 in La Crosse). 
Rating Justification: Municipalities rateed relative to one another because 

number of plants within a municipality could be derived from 
the data available, and communities with more plants have 
greater potential for renewable energy initiatives. 

Weighting: 3/100   
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis; “Food Processing Renewable Energy from 

Food-Processing Waste: Best Practice, Focus on Energy, 
2010 

Potential Limitations: Presence and amount of food processing plants in a 
municipality based on dataset which only provided names of 
facility. There may significant variation in facility sizes among 
municipalities. The analysis only takes into account 
presence of a facility.  

Landfills 
Measure:  Presence and size of a landfill within a municipality.   
Source of data: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Reason for inclusion:  Energy facilities have the potential to capture methane that 

is naturally produced in landfills and combust it for energy.  
Rating Parameter:  0-10 scale: –“0” indicates no landfills; 
   -“3.33” presence of a landfill with capacity 

between    50k-500k cub. yds; 
   -“10” presence with capacity greater than 500k 

cub.    yds. 
Rating Justification: Communities with bigger landfills have greater potential for 

renewable energy conversion. The closer they are to the 
consumer of renewable energy, the better, since we had 
data only on size, we based the score on the size of the 
landfill. 

Weighting: 4/100   
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis; Information from a Waste Management 

representative 
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Potential Limitations: Scores are based on very general area estimations and may 

not accurately reflect the relative renewable energy potential 
of the two landfills. 

 
 

Power Plants 
Measure:  Presence or absence of a power plant within a municipality. 

  
Source of data: Wisconsin Public Service Commission 
Reason for inclusion:  Presence of a plant lets us know that population and power 

demand in the municipality is great enough to support the 
building of a larger scale facility, indicating possible future 
openness and demand for new facilities in the future. 

Rating Parameter:  Binary, “0” indicates no power plant; “10” indicates one or 
more power plants. 

Rating Justification: Low resource variation among municipalities lends itself to 
simple binary classification. 

Weighting: 1/100   
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis; other? 
Potential Limitations: It is possible that at some locations, local energy production 

has already saturated the market and that these locations 
would be less open to new sources of energy.  

 

Sewage Treatment 
Measure:  Presence or absence of a sewage/wastewater treatment 

facility in a municipality.   
Source of data: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Reason for inclusion:  Facilities have potential to be important sources for 

biodigesters or biogas facilities. 
Rating Parameter:  Binary, “0” indicates no sewage/wastewater treatment 

facility; “10” indicates one or more facilities. 
Rating Justification: Low variation among municipalities lends itself to simple 

binary classification. 
Weighting: 3/100    
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis 
Potential Limitations: More facilities in a municipality increases potential for 

biomass energy generation, thereby lending itself to a non-
binary classification. There may significant variation in facility 
sizes among municipalities. The analysis only takes into 
account presence of a facility.  

 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 

Solid Waste Composting 
Measure:  Cubic yards of solid waste produced by a municipality. 

  
Source of data: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources  
Reason for inclusion:  Solid waste can be used as feedstock in digesters to produce 

bioenergy. 
Rating Parameter:  0, 5, or 10: -“0” indicates the community has no solid 

waste    compacting sites 
   -“5” indicates one solid waste compacting site 
   -“10” indicates two solid waste compact sites 
    
Rating Justification: The more solid waste compacting sites located in a 

community, the better that commuter potential for renewable 
energy initiatives 

Weighting: 3/100    
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis; “Reconsidering Municipal Solid Waste as a 

Renewable Energy Feedstock,” Environmental and Energy 
Study Institute 

Potential Limitations: There is no data on proximity to other sites or composting 
site capacity. 

 

Supermarkets 
Measure:  Number of supermarket retailers in a municipality.  
Source of data: WI Department of Administration, obtained from Matt Kures- 

GIS State Specialist, UW Extension 
Reason for inclusion:  Food waste from a supermarket can provide a source of fuel 

for biodigestion facilities. 
Rating Parameter:  0-10 scale, “0” indicates no supermarket; “10” indicates the 

most supermarkets in a municipality (7 in La Crosse). 
    
Rating Justification: The higher the number of supermarkets, the better as a 

potential source for renewable energy. Number of 
supermarkets rated on a relative scale to other communities 
in the region because national relative ratings are not 
available. This was the most available and standardized 
method of quantification. 

Weighting: 2/100  
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Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis; Timothy Zauche, Chair of Chemistry and 

Engineering Physics at UW-Platteville 
Potential Limitations: The absolute number of supermarkets in a municipality does 

not necessarily reflect the amount of waste food products 
available. Size of facility and amount of food disposed of per 
day are not reflected in the number. 

 

Variable Category: Solar Energy 
Solar Potential 
Measure:  Municipality’s amount of sun exposure per day.  
Source of data: “Photovoltaic Solar Resource of the United States” map 

produced by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
Reason for inclusion:  Areas with more solar exposure are more suitable for solar 

infrastructure. 
Rating Parameter:  0-10 scale: -“0” indicates less than 3kWh/m2 per day 
   -“2” indicates between 3 and 4 kWh/m2 

   -“4” indicates between 3 and 4 kWh/m2 
   -“6” indicates between 5 and 6 kWh/m2 

   -“8” indicates between 6 and 6.8 kWh/m2 

   -“8” indicates more than 6.8 kWh/m2  
Rating Justification: Rated the municipalities relative to the entire country rather 

than to each other. We feel we are more accurately 
representing solar potential in SW Wisconsin. Solar does not 
have the most efficient returns in SW WI, and we wanted a 
rating that would reflect that.  

Weighting: 5/100  
Rating/Weighting Source: Class; National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
Potential Limitations: If the price of solar infrastructure (such as panels) begins to 

drastically decrease relative to its energy production (which 
some have predicted), our relatively low rating and weighting 
for solar could be problematic. 

Variable Category: Wind Energy 
Wind Potential 
Measure:  Municipality’s average annual average wind speed in m/s at 

80 meters height.  
Source of data: “Wisconsin Wind Map and Resource Potential,” National 

Renewable Energy Laboratory 
Reason for inclusion:  Areas with higher annual average wind speeds are generally 

considered suitable for wind farm development 



Rating Parameter:  Binary, “0” indicates no average annual wind speeds below 
6.5 m/s; “10” indicates winds in excess of 6.5 m/s. 

    
Rating Justification: According to the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, 

areas with annual average wind speeds above 6.5 m/s are 
generally considered suitable for wind farm development, 
lending itself to simple binary classification. 

Weighting: 5/100  
Rating/Weighting Source: Class analysis; National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
Potential Limitations: Wind speed is often variable at different heights, depending 

on surrounding obstructions. If a wind farm was proposed 
with turbines at heights other than 80 meters, municipalities 
identified in this analysis may be inapplicable. 
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Appendix E: LESA Excerpts 
Bethany K. Laursen 
 These are excerpts from the complete LESA, which is so large it can only be viewed on a computer screen. It is available in our data files. Ellipses indicate data excised solely for the purpose of this display. It did not 
affect the scores shown below. 



Wind
(5%)

Solar
(5%)

Municipality Muni.
Type County TOTAL Score wood_products landfills food_processing super_markets animal_units solid waste 

composting
sewage 

treatment access to rail corn stover power_plants wind solar 
potential hospitals schools sub station

% of Total Score--> 100 3.5 4 3 2 4 3 3 4 2.5 1 5 5 8 8 4
La Crosse C La Crosse 670.02 5.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 4.00 10.00 10.00 10.00
South Wayne V Lafayette 383.54 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 4.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 0.00
Darlington C Lafayette 337.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.38 1.33 0.00
Dodgeville C Iowa 335.38 2.50 0.00 1.67 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.38 2.00 10.00
West Salem V La Crosse 335.23 2.50 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 2.00 10.00
Richland Center C Richland 333.60 5.00 0.00 4.17 5.71 1.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.38 4.00 10.00
Onalaska C La Crosse 327.06 2.50 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 10.00
Bangor V La Crosse 322.42 2.50 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 10.00
Holmen V La Crosse 313.68 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 1.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 4.67 10.00
Reedsburg C Sauk 300.37 5.00 10.00 2.50 7.14 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.38 3.33 10.00
Bangor T La Crosse 299.58 2.50 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Westby C Vernon 294.98 2.50 0.00 0.83 1.43 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 1.33 10.00
Belmont V Lafayette 293.55 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 10.00
Baraboo C Sauk 293.21 0.00 10.00 2.50 4.29 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 1.37 1.33 10.00
Monroe C Green 291.72 2.50 0.00 8.33 7.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 1.52 4.00 10.00
Onalaska T La Crosse 289.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Darlington T Lafayette 286.43 0.00 0.00 1.67 2.86 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Cuba City C Lafayette 282.55 0.00 0.00 0.83 2.86 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Benton T Lafayette 277.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 10.00
Belmont T Lafayette 269.46 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Holland T La Crosse 269.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Shelby T La Crosse 269.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Lancaster C Grant 267.66 2.50 0.00 1.67 1.43 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.38 2.67 10.00
Rockland V La Crosse 261.73 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Fennimore C Grant 260.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 1.33 0.00
Brodhead C Green 258.47 0.00 0.00 0.83 2.86 10.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 2.00 10.00
Viroqua C Vernon 257.97 0.00 3.33 0.00 4.29 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.38 1.33 10.00
Cassville V Grant 257.48 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 10.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 10.00
La Farge V Vernon 256.61 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 0.00
Platteville T Grant 246.64 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.53 2.67 10.00
Mineral Point C Iowa 246.50 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 1.33 10.00
Gratiot T Lafayette 241.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Monroe T Green 238.95 2.50 0.00 1.67 7.14 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Burns T La Crosse 237.98 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gratiot V Lafayette 237.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 0.00
Shullsburg T Lafayette 234.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Cuba City C Grant 233.17 2.50 0.00 0.83 2.86 1.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 1.33 10.00
Sauk City V Sauk 231.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 10.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 2.00 10.00
Prairie du Chien C Crawford 231.21 10.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Campbell T La Crosse 229.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Platteville C Grant 228.18 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Hamilton T La Crosse 222.98 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Greenfield T Sauk 24.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Honey Creek T Sauk 24.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ironton V Sauk 24.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
West Baraboo V Sauk 24.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Boaz V Richland 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Bioenergy
(30%)

All
(20%)

Biophysical Resources (60%)
All Resources (100% of total score)

page 1, Biophysical Resources

… … … … …… … … … …… … … … … … … ……

	
Figure E-1: (All biophysical resources) Highest and lowest community readiness based on all resources we measured. 
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Utility
Cooperation

Municipality Muni. Type County TOTAL Score

Quantity of community 
leaders/advocates 
active in renewable 
energy (snowball)

Existence of 
energy 

independence 
plan

Quantity of 
collaborators 

currently involved in 
projects (snowball)

Existence of 
related task 

force/committee/
working group

2 municipal, 
1 coop, 0 private

existing 
small solar

existing 
large solar

existing_bio_f
acilities existing_wind

Quantity of 
NON-

residential RE 
projects 

Quantity of 
residential RE 

projects 
Ready Interested

% of Total Score--> 100 6 4 5 2.5 2.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 3 1 6 4
La Crosse C La Crosse 670.02 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 6.25 4.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 4.29
South Wayne V Lafayette 383.54 10.00 5.00 3.75 1.67 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.71 10.00 5.00 4.29
Darlington C Lafayette 337.82 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.71 10.00 5.00 10.00
Dodgeville C Iowa 335.38 5.00 0.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 0.00 5.00 1.43
West Salem V La Crosse 335.23 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Richland Center C Richland 333.60 10.00 0.00 1.25 0.00 10.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 5.00 0.00 1.43
Onalaska C La Crosse 327.06 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Bangor V La Crosse 322.42 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Holmen V La Crosse 313.68 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Reedsburg C Sauk 300.37 0.00 5.00 0.00 3.33 10.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00
Bangor T La Crosse 299.58 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Westby C Vernon 294.98 2.50 10.00 0.00 3.33 10.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Belmont V Lafayette 293.55 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Baraboo C Sauk 293.21 0.00 5.00 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.25 4.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 0.00
Monroe C Green 291.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.50 2.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 0.00 0.00 1.43
Onalaska T La Crosse 289.23 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Darlington T Lafayette 286.43 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Cuba City C Lafayette 282.55 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 10.00 1.25 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Benton T Lafayette 277.30 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Belmont T Lafayette 269.46 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Holland T La Crosse 269.23 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Shelby T La Crosse 269.23 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Lancaster C Grant 267.66 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Rockland V La Crosse 261.73 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Fennimore C Grant 260.79 2.50 5.00 0.00 1.67 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 5.00 0.00
Brodhead C Green 258.47 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43
Viroqua C Vernon 257.97 0.00 10.00 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.71 0.00 0.00 0.00
Cassville V Grant 257.48 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 0.00
La Farge V Vernon 256.61 7.50 10.00 0.00 3.33 10.00 3.75 0.00 10.00 0.00 2.86 5.00 0.00 0.00
Platteville T Grant 246.64 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Mineral Point C Iowa 246.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gratiot T Lafayette 241.96 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Monroe T Green 238.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.50 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Burns T La Crosse 237.98 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Gratiot V Lafayette 237.30 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Shullsburg T Lafayette 234.82 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Cuba City C Grant 233.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.25 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sauk City V Sauk 231.74 0.00 5.00 0.00 1.67 10.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Prairie du Chien C Crawford 231.21 5.00 5.00 0.00 5.00 1.25 1.25 2.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 0.00 2.86
Campbell T La Crosse 229.23 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Platteville C Grant 228.18 0.00 5.00 1.25 0.00 2.50 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 0.00 0.00 1.43
Hamilton T La Crosse 222.98 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43

Greenfield T Sauk 24.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Honey Creek T Sauk 24.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ironton V Sauk 24.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
West Baraboo V Sauk 24.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Boaz V Richland 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Social Resources (40%)

Leadership/Planning Collaborative Capacity Reported Sites
(Awareness)

Ready v. 
Interested

Existing Sites
(Support)

All Resources (100% of total score)
page 2, Social Resources

… … … … … … … … … … … …… … … … …

Figure E-2: (E-1 continued, social resources) Highest and lowest community rankings based on all resources we measured. 



Wind
(5%)

Solar
(5%)

Municipality Muni. Type County TOTAL 
Biophysical Score wood_products landfills food_processing super_markets animal_units solid waste

composting
sewage 

treatment access to rail corn stover power_plants wind solar 
potential hospitals schools sub station

% of Total Score--> 60 3.5 4 3 2 4 3 3 4 2.5 1 5 5 8 8 4
La Crosse C La Crosse 397.50 5.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 4.00 10.00 10.00 10.00

Monroe C Green 258.90 2.50 0.00 8.33 7.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 1.52 4.00 10.00

Lancaster C Grant 247.66 2.50 0.00 1.67 1.43 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.38 2.67 10.00

Platteville T Grant 244.77 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.53 2.67 10.00
Reedsburg C Sauk 239.00 5.00 10.00 2.50 7.14 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.38 3.33 10.00
Cuba City C Grant 228.30 2.50 0.00 0.83 2.86 1.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 1.33 10.00
Brodhead C Green 225.88 0.00 0.00 0.83 2.86 10.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 2.00 10.00
Darlington T Lafayette 225.71 0.00 0.00 1.67 2.86 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Richland Center C Richland 225.48 5.00 0.00 4.17 5.71 1.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.38 4.00 10.00
Monroe T Green 224.70 2.50 0.00 1.67 7.14 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Dodgeville C Iowa 223.99 2.50 0.00 1.67 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.38 2.00 10.00
Baraboo C Sauk 222.71 0.00 10.00 2.50 4.29 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 1.37 1.33 10.00
Belmont V Lafayette 217.83 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 10.00
Mineral Point C Iowa 216.50 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 1.33 10.00
Benton T Lafayette 210.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 10.00
Westby C Vernon 204.77 2.50 0.00 0.83 1.43 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 1.33 10.00
Bloomington T Grant 203.17 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 1.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Cuba City C Lafayette 198.21 0.00 0.00 0.83 2.86 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Jamestown T Grant 196.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
South Wayne V Lafayette 193.83 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 4.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 0.00
Cassville V Grant 193.19 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 10.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 10.00
Decatur T Green 192.92 2.50 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Rewey V Iowa 188.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Darlington C Lafayette 184.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.38 1.33 0.00
Sauk City V Sauk 179.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 10.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 2.00 10.00
Fennimore T Grant 176.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 1.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Viroqua C Vernon 175.62 0.00 3.33 0.00 4.29 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.38 1.33 10.00
Platteville C Grant 175.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Belmont T Lafayette 175.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gratiot T Lafayette 175.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
West Salem V La Crosse 172.25 2.50 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 2.00 10.00
Browntown V Green 171.67 0.00 0.00 1.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Gratiot V Lafayette 170.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.67 0.00
Prairie du Chien T Crawford 169.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.38 2.00 10.00
Wauzeka T Crawford 168.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 9.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Shullsburg T Lafayette 167.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Glen Haven T Grant 166.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Smelser T Grant 166.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 10.00

Willow T Richland 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Yuba V Richland 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Honey Creek T Sauk 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Ironton V Sauk 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Plain V Sauk 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

… … … … … …… … … … … …
Bioenergy

(30%)
All

(20%)
All Biophysical Resources

(60% of total score)

… … … … … … …

Figure E-3: Highest and lowest community readiness based on all biophysical resources we measured. 
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Utility
Cooperation

Municipality Muni.
Type County

TOTAL
Social 
Score

Quantity of community 
leaders/advocates active in 

renewable energy (snowball)

Existence of 
energy 

independence 
plan

Quantity of 
collaborators currently 

involved in projects 
(snowball)

Existence of 
related task 

force/committee/
working group

2 municipal, 
1 coop, 0 private

existing 
small solar

existing 
large solar

existing_bio_f
acilities existing_wind

Quantity of NON-
residential RE 

projects 

Quantity of 
residential RE 

projects 
Ready Interested

Labeled on Map % of Total Score--> 40 6 4 5 2.5 2.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 3 1 6 4
La Crosse C La Crosse 272.52 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 6.25 4.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 4.29
South Wayne V Lafayette 189.70 10.00 5.00 3.75 1.67 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.71 10.00 5.00 4.29
Bangor T La Crosse 187.98 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Bangor V La Crosse 175.48 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43

Holmen V La Crosse 164.85 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Barre T La Crosse 162.98 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43
Hamilton T La Crosse 162.98 10.00 5.00 0.00 8.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 5.00 5.00 1.43

Darlington C Lafayette 153.39 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.71 10.00 5.00 10.00
La Farge V Vernon 152.53 7.50 10.00 0.00 3.33 10.00 3.75 0.00 10.00 0.00 2.86 5.00 0.00 0.00
Blanchardville V Lafayette 113.75 2.50 0.00 5.00 0.00 2.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 0.00 5.00 4.29
Dodgeville C Iowa 111.39 5.00 0.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 7.14 0.00 5.00 1.43
Richland Center C Richland 108.13 10.00 0.00 1.25 0.00 10.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 5.00 0.00 1.43
Prairie du Sac V Sauk 105.33 10.00 0.00 0.00 1.67 10.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 0.00 1.43
Fennimore C Grant 102.74 2.50 5.00 0.00 1.67 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 5.00 0.00
Belmont T Lafayette 94.46 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29

Viroqua C Vernon 82.35 0.00 10.00 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 10.00 5.71 0.00 0.00 0.00
Argyle T Lafayette 79.46 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29

Baraboo C Sauk 70.49 0.00 5.00 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.25 4.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 0.00
Argyle V Lafayette 66.96 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Benton T Lafayette 66.96 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29
Benton V Lafayette 66.96 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29

Cassville V Grant 64.29 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 0.00
Reedsburg C Sauk 61.37 0.00 5.00 0.00 3.33 10.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00
Spring Green V Sauk 61.07 0.00 5.00 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.25 2.00 0.00 0.00 5.71 5.00 0.00 1.43
Darlington T Lafayette 60.71 0.00 0.00 3.75 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 4.29

Platteville C Grant 52.95 0.00 5.00 1.25 0.00 2.50 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 0.00 0.00 1.43
Sauk City V Sauk 52.17 0.00 5.00 0.00 1.67 10.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Gays Mills V Crawford 52.08 0.00 10.00 0.00 3.33 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Viola V Vernon 51.04 0.00 5.00 0.00 1.67 10.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Soldiers Grove V Crawford 50.21 0.00 10.00 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.25 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Montfort V Iowa 49.29 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00
Dodgeville T Iowa 48.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Viroqua T Vernon 47.29 0.00 5.00 0.00 1.67 2.50 1.25 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Boaz V Richland 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Buena Vista T Richland 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

… … … … … … … … … … … … … …

… … … … …

Social Resources (40%)
Reported Sites

(Awareness)
Ready v. 

Interested

… … … … … … … … … … … …

… …

… … … … … … … … … … … … … … … … …

… … …

All Social Resources
(40% of total score) Leadership/Planning Collaborative Capacity Existing Sites

(Support)

… … … … … … … … … … … … … … …

… … … …… … … … …

… …
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Figure E-4: Highest and lowest community readiness based on all social resources. Note that the municipalities that were labeled on the corresponding map in section II are not the highest ranking municipalities. 



Municipality Muni. Type County

TOTAL 
Bioenergy

Biophysical 
Score

wood_products landfills food_processing super_markets animal_units solid waste
composting

sewage 
treatment access to rail corn stover power_plants

% of Total Score--> 30 3.5 4 3 2 4 3 3 4 2.5 1
La)Crosse C La)Crosse 177.50 5.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00
Brodhead C Green 149.88 0.00 0.00 0.83 2.86 10.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Reedsburg C Sauk 149.29 5.00 10.00 2.50 7.14 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Baraboo C Sauk 141.07 0.00 10.00 2.50 4.29 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Richland)Center C Richland 130.43 5.00 0.00 4.17 5.71 1.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Cassville V Grant 127.86 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 10.00
South)Wayne V Lafayette 118.50 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 4.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00
Darlington T Lafayette 115.71 0.00 0.00 1.67 2.86 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00
Spring)Green T Sauk 115.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Monroe T Green 114.70 2.50 0.00 1.67 7.14 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Lancaster C Grant 113.27 2.50 0.00 1.67 1.43 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Platteville T Grant 109.17 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Wauzeka T Crawford 108.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 9.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Cuba)City C Grant 107.63 2.50 0.00 0.83 2.86 1.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Belmont T Lafayette 105.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00
Monroe C Green 104.70 2.50 0.00 8.33 7.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Sauk)City V Sauk 103.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 10.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Belmont V Lafayette 102.50 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00
Darlington C Lafayette 100.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00
Onalaska C La)Crosse 98.75 2.50 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Blue)River V Grant 98.27 2.50 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Bagley V Grant 96.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
West)Salem V La)Crosse 96.25 2.50 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Cobb V Iowa 96.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00
Mineral)Point C Iowa 95.83 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00
Benton T Lafayette 95.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00
Gratiot V Lafayette 95.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00
Dodgeville C Iowa 94.94 2.50 0.00 1.67 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00
Bloomington T Grant 93.17 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 1.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Prairie)du)Chien T Crawford 90.71 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Potosi T Grant 89.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Brooklyn V Green 89.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00
Cuba)City C Lafayette 88.21 0.00 0.00 0.83 2.86 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00
North)Freedom V Sauk 87.50 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00
Clifton T Grant 86.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00

Stark T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Sterling T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Union T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Webster T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Whitestown T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Bioenergy Biophysical Resources
(30% of total score)

Bioenergy
(30%)

… … … … … … … … … … … … … …

Figure E-5: Highest and lowest community readiness based on all bioenergy biophysical resources. 
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Bioenergy 
Social (1.5%)

Municipality Muni. Type County TOTAL Bioenergy 
Score wood_products landfills food_processing super_markets animal_units solid waste

composting
sewage 

treatment access to rail corn stover power_plants hospitals schools sub station existing_bio_facilities

% of Total Score--> 51.5 3.5 4 3 2 4 3 3 4 2.5 1 8 8 4 1.5
La Crosse C La Crosse 392.50 5.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00
Reedsburg C Sauk 219.00 5.00 10.00 2.50 7.14 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 3.33 10.00 0.00
Brodhead C Green 205.88 0.00 0.00 0.83 2.86 10.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 2.00 10.00 0.00
Richland Center C Richland 205.48 5.00 0.00 4.17 5.71 1.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 4.00 10.00 0.00
Baraboo C Sauk 202.71 0.00 10.00 2.50 4.29 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 1.37 1.33 10.00 0.00
Monroe C Green 188.90 2.50 0.00 8.33 7.14 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 1.52 4.00 10.00 0.00
Cassville V Grant 188.19 0.00 3.33 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 10.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 10.00
Lancaster C Grant 177.66 2.50 0.00 1.67 1.43 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.38 2.67 10.00 0.00
Platteville T Grant 174.77 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.53 2.67 10.00 0.00
Belmont V Lafayette 162.83 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 10.00
Sauk City V Sauk 159.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 10.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 10.00 0.00
Cuba City C Grant 158.30 2.50 0.00 0.83 2.86 1.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 1.33 10.00 0.00
Darlington T Lafayette 155.71 0.00 0.00 1.67 2.86 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Monroe T Green 154.70 2.50 0.00 1.67 7.14 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Dodgeville C Iowa 153.99 2.50 0.00 1.67 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 0.38 2.00 10.00 0.00
West Salem V La Crosse 152.25 2.50 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 10.00 0.00
Prairie du Chien T Crawford 149.76 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 2.00 10.00 0.00
Wauzeka T Crawford 148.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 9.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Mineral Point C Iowa 146.50 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 0.00 1.33 10.00 0.00
Onalaska C La Crosse 144.08 2.50 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Benton T Lafayette 140.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Hillsboro C Vernon 134.79 0.00 0.00 0.83 4.29 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 1.33 10.00 0.00
Westby C Vernon 134.77 2.50 0.00 0.83 1.43 10.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.33 10.00 0.00
Bloomington T Grant 133.17 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 1.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Potosi T Grant 129.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Holmen V La Crosse 128.83 0.00 0.00 0.83 0.00 1.00 5.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.67 10.00 0.00
Boscobel C Grant 128.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.38 1.33 10.00 0.00
Cuba City C Lafayette 128.21 0.00 0.00 0.83 2.86 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Bangor V La Crosse 126.94 2.50 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Jamestown T Grant 126.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Belleville V Green 126.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Spring Green T Sauk 126.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 10.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.33 0.00 0.00
South Wayne V Lafayette 123.83 0.00 0.00 2.50 0.00 4.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.00
Cassville T Grant 123.27 2.50 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00
Decatur T Green 122.92 2.50 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Prairie du Chien C Crawford 120.71 10.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Wisconsin Dells C Sauk 120.69 0.00 0.00 0.83 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Belmont T Lafayette 120.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00
Avoca V Iowa 118.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Rewey V Iowa 118.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Wauzeka V Crawford 118.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Muscoda V Grant 117.02 5.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Hillsboro T Vernon 116.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.29 7.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Darlington C Lafayette 114.43 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.38 1.33 0.00 0.00
Genoa T Vernon 110.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Fennimore T Grant 106.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.86 1.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 6.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Muscoda V Iowa 106.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.43 0.00 5.00 0.00 10.00 3.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Viroqua C Vernon 105.62 0.00 3.33 0.00 4.29 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.38 1.33 10.00 0.00

Kickapoo T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Liberty T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Union T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Webster T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Whitestown T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

… … …… … … … …… … … … …… … … … …
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(20%)
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Figure E-6: Highest and lowest community readiness based on all bioenergy resources. 



Solar 
Biophysical

(5%)
Municipality Muni. Type County TOTAL Solar 

Score hospitals schools sub station solar potential existing small 
solar

existing large 
solar

% of Total Score--> 28 8 8 4 5 1.5 1.5
La Crosse C La Crosse 235.38 10.00 10.00 10.00 4.00 6.25 4.00
Monroe C Green 118.45 1.52 4.00 10.00 4.00 7.50 2.00
Holmen V La Crosse 99.21 0.00 4.67 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00
Dodgeville C Iowa 97.05 0.38 2.00 10.00 4.00 10.00 2.00
Richland Center C Richland 96.92 0.38 4.00 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00
Reedsburg C Sauk 93.47 0.38 3.33 10.00 4.00 2.50 0.00
Baraboo C Sauk 89.52 1.37 1.33 10.00 4.00 1.25 4.00
Platteville T Grant 87.48 0.53 2.67 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00
Lancaster C Grant 84.38 0.38 2.67 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Prairie du Chien T Crawford 83.92 0.38 2.00 10.00 4.00 1.25 2.00
New Glarus T Green 81.92 0.00 1.33 10.00 4.00 7.50 0.00
Sauk City V Sauk 79.00 0.00 2.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 2.00
Brodhead C Green 77.88 0.00 2.00 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00
Boscobel C Grant 76.72 0.38 1.33 10.00 4.00 0.00 2.00
Hillsboro C Vernon 76.72 0.38 1.33 10.00 4.00 0.00 2.00
West Salem V La Crosse 76.00 0.00 2.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Viroqua C Vernon 75.59 0.38 1.33 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00
Cuba City C Grant 75.54 0.00 1.33 10.00 4.00 1.25 2.00
Monroe T Green 74.25 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 7.50 2.00
Westby C Vernon 72.54 0.00 1.33 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00
Mineral Point C Iowa 70.67 0.00 1.33 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Baraboo T Sauk 67.88 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 1.25 4.00
Monticello V Green 67.21 0.00 0.67 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00
Wisconsin Dells C Sauk 67.21 0.00 0.67 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00
Franklin T Sauk 66.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 4.00
Browntown V Green 65.63 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 3.75 0.00
Wauzeka V Crawford 65.33 0.00 0.67 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Cassville V Grant 65.33 0.00 0.67 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Bangor V La Crosse 65.33 0.00 0.67 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Onalaska C La Crosse 65.33 0.00 0.67 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Belmont V Lafayette 65.33 0.00 0.67 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Benton T Lafayette 65.33 0.00 0.67 10.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Prairie du Chien C Crawford 64.88 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 1.25 2.00
Cuba City C Lafayette 64.88 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 1.25 2.00
Spring Green V Sauk 64.88 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 1.25 2.00
Gays Mills V Crawford 63.75 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 2.50 0.00
Arena T Iowa 63.75 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 2.50 0.00
Avoca V Iowa 63.75 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 2.50 0.00
Reedsburg T Sauk 63.75 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 2.50 0.00
Boscobel T Grant 63.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 2.00
Waterloo T Grant 63.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 2.00
Merrimac T Sauk 63.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 2.00
Genoa T Vernon 63.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 2.00
Genoa V Vernon 63.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 2.00
Hillsboro T Vernon 63.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 0.00 2.00
Muscoda V Grant 61.88 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00
Platteville C Grant 61.88 0.00 0.00 10.00 4.00 1.25 0.00

Liberty T Vernon 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Ontario V Vernon 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Readstown V Vernon 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Union T Vernon 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00
Whitestown T Vernon 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.00 0.00

Solar Social
(3%)

All
(20%)

Solar Biophysical and Social Resources
(28% of total score)

… … … … … … … … … …

Figure E-7: Highest and lowest community readiness based on all solar resources. 
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 Wind Biophysical

(5%)
Wind Social 

(1.5%)

Municipality Muni. Type County TOTAL Wind 
Score wind hospitals schools sub station existing_wind

% of Total Score--> 26.5 5 8 8 4 1.5
La Crosse C La Crosse 200.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 0.00
Monroe C Green 84.20 10.00 1.52 4.00 10.00 0.00
Holmen V La Crosse 77.33 0.00 0.00 4.67 10.00 0.00
Richland Center C Richland 75.05 0.00 0.38 4.00 10.00 0.00
Reedsburg C Sauk 69.72 0.00 0.38 3.33 10.00 0.00
Viroqua C Vernon 68.72 10.00 0.38 1.33 10.00 10.00
Platteville T Grant 65.60 10.00 0.53 2.67 10.00 0.00
Lancaster C Grant 64.38 10.00 0.38 2.67 10.00 0.00
Baraboo C Sauk 61.64 0.00 1.37 1.33 10.00 0.00
Monticello V Green 60.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 10.00
Prairie du Chien T Crawford 59.05 0.00 0.38 2.00 10.00 0.00
Dodgeville C Iowa 59.05 10.00 0.38 2.00 10.00 0.00
Brodhead C Green 56.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 10.00 0.00
West Salem V La Crosse 56.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 10.00 0.00
Sauk City V Sauk 56.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 10.00 0.00
Browntown V Green 55.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00
Boscobel C Grant 53.72 0.00 0.38 1.33 10.00 0.00
Hillsboro C Vernon 53.72 0.00 0.38 1.33 10.00 0.00
Cuba City C Grant 50.67 10.00 0.00 1.33 10.00 0.00
New Glarus T Green 50.67 0.00 0.00 1.33 10.00 0.00
Mineral Point C Iowa 50.67 10.00 0.00 1.33 10.00 0.00
Westby C Vernon 50.67 10.00 0.00 1.33 10.00 0.00
Wauzeka V Crawford 45.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Cassville V Grant 45.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Bangor V La Crosse 45.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Onalaska C La Crosse 45.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Belmont V Lafayette 45.33 10.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Benton T Lafayette 45.33 10.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Wisconsin Dells C Sauk 45.33 0.00 0.00 0.67 10.00 0.00
Bell Center V Crawford 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Gays Mills V Crawford 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Prairie du Chien C Crawford 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Wauzeka T Crawford 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Bloomington T Grant 40.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Boscobel T Grant 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Cassville T Grant 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Fennimore T Grant 40.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Glen Haven T Grant 40.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Hickory Grove T Grant 40.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Jamestown T Grant 40.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Mount Hope V Grant 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Muscoda V Grant 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Platteville C Grant 40.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Potosi T Grant 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Smelser T Grant 40.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
South Lancaster T Grant 40.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00
Waterloo T Grant 40.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 0.00

Ontario V Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Readstown V Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Union T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Webster T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Whitestown T Vernon 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Wind Biophysical and Social Resources
(26.5% of total score)

… … …

All
(20%)

… … … … … …

Figure E-8: Highest and lowest community readiness based on all wind resources. 


