
Green on demand? Offtaker preferences for corporate power 
purchase agreements

Sabrina Mili *, Elizabeth Côté
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A B S T R A C T

Corporate power purchase agreements (CPPAs) have emerged as an additional instrument for accelerating 
renewable energy deployment. By facilitating the financing of projects, CPPAs offer numerous benefits to power 
producers and corporate offtakers. However, despite their growing popularity, risk allocation among these 
counterparties remains challenging. This study investigates risk perceptions and preferences for CPPA design 
based on insights from 91 corporate offtakers who made 860 hypothetical green-power-procurement decisions in 
the Swiss context. Our results show a strong interest in CPPAs with lower prices and shorter tenors. The latter is 
especially important for SMEs, who would be willing to pay considerably more for a five-year contract than a 
longer one. While large companies would pay hefty premiums for local power production, SMEs impute more 
importance to the type of technology. However, long-term commitments and the complexity of contractual 
obligations are major drawbacks. While our findings show that CPPAs have the potential to play an important 
role in complementing public support for renewables, they also point to the need to implement framework 
conditions that contribute to lowering risks and complexity for counterparties. Further, they highlight distinctive 
preferences within this consumer segment, which could inform CPPA negotiations and foster mutually beneficial 
agreements.

1. Introduction

The global share of renewable energy in total final energy con
sumption must increase from 18% (2020) to 82% by 2050 to limit global 
warming to 1.5 ◦C compared to pre-industrial levels (IRENA, 2023). 
Although the year 2022 recorded the largest growth in renewable en
ergy deployment to date, with 295 GW in newly installed capacity added 
worldwide, this must be quadrupled on an annual basis to meet climate 
targets (IRENA, 2023). Historically, feed-in tariffs have played a key role 
in fostering renewable investment in Europe (Frondel et al., 2010; 
García-Álvarez et al., 2017). However, several countries have now 
moved from administratively defined support schemes to competitive 
instruments like auctions to promote investment at the lowest possible 
cost to taxpayers, thereby introducing new risks for investors (Frondel 
et al., 2010; Sendstad et al., 2022).

In response to these developments, renewable energy producers 
(REPs) are increasingly adopting Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) 
(BNEF, 2022; Douglas et al., 2020). Renewable-based PPAs can be un
derstood as bilateral long-term supply contracts concluded between 

REPs and buyers (or offtakers) to trade electricity from specific in
stallations. In this context, the price and quantity of electricity are often 
fixed during the contract term (Harada and Coussi, 2020). As such, PPAs 
offer revenue certainty to investors, contributing to making 
debt-financed projects bankable by reducing risks and capital costs 
(Botta, 2019; Ford, 2023). As a result, PPAs have been replacing public 
subsidies in certain markets such as in the United Kingdom (Iskandarova 
et al., 2021).

The global market for corporate PPAs (CPPAs) has been growing 
significantly since 2018 as companies seek to stabilise their energy costs 
or procure renewable power as part of sustainability strategies 
(Ghiassi-Farrokhfal et al., 2021; Kobus et al., 2021; Mendicino et al., 
2019). A CPPA is a bilateral contract between a seller, typically a REP 
who owns the installation, and a private corporation that uses the green 
power for its own consumption (Trivella, 2018). In 2021, nearly 11% of 
the global new renewable energy capacity that was installed was 
covered by CPPAs – i.e., 31.1 GW, representing a 24% increase from the 
previous year (BNEF, 2022; IEA, 2021). While two-thirds of this volume 
was associated with deals in the U.S., the European CPPA market is also 
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flourishing (BNEF, 2022). Since corporate demand for green electricity 
is growing, CPPAs could play a key role in facilitating the financing of 
new renewable energy projects (Harada and Coussi, 2020; IEA, 2023).

Despite the increasing interest in CPPAs, negotiating the allocation of 
risks among private actors in the context of CPPAs remains challenging 
(Bruck et al., 2018; Mendicino et al., 2019). With instruments such as 
feed-in-tariffs, price, volume, production profile, tenor, and credit risks 
were borne by the public entity providing the support. In the case of 
CPPAs, these risks are assumed by the counterparties (Dang et al., 2020; 
Karneyeva and Wüstenhagen, 2017). Price risk pertains to the risk that 
the contractually agreed CPPA price is higher than the electricity spot 
price at any point in time during the contract term, which would result 
in losses for the offtaker. Volume risk refers to the risk that the renewable 
electricity installation produces less or more electricity than expected. 
Production profile risk relates to the risk that the production profile on an 
hourly basis does not match the offtaker’s consumption profile. Tenor 
risk refers to the risk that the offtaker is locked into a CPPA price above 
market price, which increases with contract length. Credit risk involves 
the risk that the offtaker may be late with payments for the delivered 
electricity or may default (Dang et al., 2020).

A growing stream of research investigates PPAs, with a few studies 
focusing on risk management (see Section 2). However, there is limited 
evidence about the preferences of corporate offtakers for CPPA. Gaining 
a better understanding of their risk perceptions and preferences is 
crucial to designing suitable contracts that could facilitate the deploy
ment of renewable energy assets (Miller et al., 2017). This shortcoming 
leads to the following research question:

How do CPPA designs influence corporate offtakers’ risk perceptions 
and willingness to pay for different features of green electricity 
procurement?

To address this question, we conducted a choice experiment with 91 
corporate offtakers who made a total of 860 hypothetical green-power 
procurement decisions. This enabled us to clarify their preferences for 
different physical CPPA features (see section 2.2 for details) and shed 
light on key barriers to green power procurement. The sample included 
representatives from Swiss-based companies of different sizes, active in 
several industries. We selected Switzerland as case for three reasons. 
First, while domestic electricity production is associated with low car
bon emissions (EDA, 2023), it only meets 30% of total national power 
consumption (BFE, 2021). To achieve its net-zero goal by 2050 whilst 
phasing out nuclear power, which represents 29% of domestic produc
tion, Switzerland needs to increase its renewable energy capacity to 39 
TWh by 2050, mainly by constructing new solar and wind capacity (BFE, 
2018, 2021). Second, Switzerland has a liberal, democratic and decen
tralised governmental system (Ladner, 2019). Hence, it can be expected 
that an instrument that works without government intervention, such as 
a CPPA, would be well received. Third, although CPPAs remain scarce in 
this market, their importance is likely to increase given the recent reg
ulatory developments intended to foster the deployment of projects 
suitable for off-site CPPAs (BFE, 2018; Rosser et al., 2020).

This study contributes significantly to research on green power- 
procurement decisions by providing novel, empirical insights into the 
preferences of corporate offtakers for CPPA. Specifically, our results 
show a strong interest in CPPAs, with prices and tenors playing a key 
role in adoption decisions. Our findings underscore the need for 
frameworks that contribute to lowering risks for counterparties. This 
could be achieved by introducing government-backed (or private) 
financial guarantees that mitigate credit risk. Further, our results shed 
light on an important mismatch between the interests of corporate off
takers and REPs, highlighting the need for innovative business strategies 
that could help increase the liquidity of CPPA markets whilst reducing 
barriers to entry. Our findings could inform policymaking and CPPA 
negotiations and promote effective and mutually beneficial deals that 
contribute to the energy transition.

The remainder of this study is structured as follows: Section 2 re
views existing research and builds the foundations of the subsequent 

analysis. Section 3 outlines the methodological approach. Section 4
presents and discusses the results of the choice experiment. Finally, 
Section 5 concludes by highlighting the main findings, policy implica
tions, limitations, and avenues for further research.

2. Background

In this section, we first outline contextual factors influencing the 
adoption of CPPAs and then provide information about their different 
features. This groundwork is inherent to our subsequent analysis and 
discussion.

2.1. Drivers of and barriers to CPPAs

Several scholars have investigated the development of CPPAs from 
the perspective of REPs, with studies focusing on aspects such as 
increasing profitability, transparency and/or managing risks (Bruck and 
Sandborn, 2021; Gabrielli et al., 2022a,b; Ghiassi-Farrokhfal et al., 
2021; Mendicino et al., 2019; Tranberg et al., 2020). However, only a 
few researchers have captured the drivers of and barriers to CPPAs 
through the lens of corporate offtakers (Brü;ggemann et al., 2022; 
Franke, 2023; Miller and Carriveau, 2021).

Drivers may include decarbonisation targets as part of corporate 
sustainability strategies, long-term cost visibility, and hedging against 
rising and volatile power market prices (BNEF, 2022; Ford, 2023; Tang 
and Zhang, 2019). Companies are facing increasing scrutiny regarding 
decarbonising their activities. Historically, firms have primarily used 
market-based approaches to abate their power-related carbon emissions, 
often by purchasing renewable energy certificates – e.g., Guarantees of 
Origin (GOs) (Wimmers and Madlener, 2020). GOs allow companies to 
claim and report the emissions from specific renewable energy plants 
(Brander et al., 2018). Certificates can be purchased on markets, inde
pendently from the company’s actual power consumption (IRENA, 
2018; Wimmers and Madlener, 2020). Given the absence of physical 
power delivery, the approach has been criticised since it may not result 
in local carbon emission reductions – see Brander et al. (2018) for de
tails. In contrast, CPPAs help achieve corporate and national decar
bonisation targets, particularly when funding renewable energy projects 
that would not have materialised through alternative financial in
struments (Bjørn et al., 2022). Further, CPPAs can enable companies to 
purchase electricity below market prices on a long-term average 
(Brunnberg and Johnsen, 2019; Mendicino et al., 2019). This may 
explain why such deals are particularly popular amongst 
energy-intensive companies. Indeed, while CPPAs first emerged in the U. 
S. through large tech companies, these long-term contracts have recently 
attracted much interest from European organisations (Mendicino et al., 
2019). The industries that conclude the most CPPAs in Europe tend to be 
highly energy intensive, including chemistry, pharmaceutical, automo
tive, engineering, and tech companies (Brü;ggemann et al., 2022). 
Finally, in light of the current energy crisis, hedging against rising and 
volatile power market prices has emerged as a key factor driving Eu
ropean CPPAs (Pexapark, 2023a).

Despite these benefits, several barriers to CPPAs remain. A survey 
conducted by PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) sheds light on the hurdles 
U.S. companies face in concluding such contracts (Favaloro et al., 2016). 
A lack of mandate or strategy that would justify a CPPA was found to 
deter the majority of respondents. Other bottlenecks include unattrac
tive returns on investment and lengthy contract durations. Further, a 
report published by the European Investment Bank in cooperation with 
Baringa highlights three barriers for European corporate offtakers 
(Baringa, 2022). First, price risk was highlighted as a key hindrance, 
especially for companies with low margins. Second, a large number of 
energy-intensive companies are willing to conclude CPPAs but do not 
have sufficient creditworthiness to qualify as counterparties. To address 
this issue, Polzin et al. (2015) suggest implementing government loans 
or credit guarantees. The Norwegian Export Credit Guarantee Agency 
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contributes to reducing credit risk by providing counterparties with 
guarantees to support CPPA engagement (Đukan et al., 2023). Third, 
some companies prefer to purchase unbundled GOs on markets rather 
than concluding a CPPA (IRENA, 2018). Beyond these factors, the 
perceived complexity of contracts for companies with a limited under
standing of energy markets is also an important barrier. To alleviate this 
hurdle, organisations such as the RE-Source Platform and consulting 
firms offer companies support with CPPA negotiations (Baringa, 2022; 
Douglas et al., 2020). Key CPPA features that can be subject to negoti
ations are presented in the following subsection.

2.2. Contractual features of CPPAs

There are two types of CPPA contracts: physical and virtual. In a 
physical CPPA, the electricity is physically delivered, with the power 
generation facility and the corporate consumer being interconnected 
within the same grid (Tang and Zhang, 2019). Hence, the regulatory 
framework needs to be designed to allow this connection. In contrast, a 
virtual CPPA is similar to a financial derivative. The cash flow between 
the counterparties solely depends on the variance between the CPPA 
price and the spot market price (Harada and Coussi, 2020; Mendicino 
et al., 2019). This study focuses on physical CPPAs, the most common 
type of contract in Europe (Pexapark, 2023a).

Key contractual features of physical CPPAs include the price, volume 
of electricity, commercial structure, tenor and renewable energy cer
tificates (Mendicino et al., 2019). CPPA prices are typically calculated 
based on the levelized cost of electricity (LCOE), power prices in forward 
markets, and risk allocation amongst counterparties (Kanellakopoulou, 
2021). Since LCOE calculations vary depending on the parameters used, 
scholars have proposed improvements in estimation techniques for REPs 
(Garcia-Barberena et al., 2014; Mendicino et al., 2019; Miller et al., 
2017). CPPA prices are often fixed during the contract duration (Tang 
and Zhang, 2019). However, pricing structures can also be designed to 
increase or decrease incrementally based on price forecasts or indexed to 
parameters such as inflation.

The CPPA volume and commercial structure depend on the risk 
appetite of the counterparties. In a baseload structure, the REP commits 
to delivering a pre-determined volume of electricity within a specific 
time interval that fits the production profile of the renewable energy 
plant (Brunnberg and Johnsen, 2019). The offtaker agrees to pay a fixed 
price per unit of electricity received for the duration of the contractual 
period. Since the volume is pre-determined, the REP is responsible for 
providing the remaining electricity if the plant fails to generate enough 
power to meet what was agreed upon contractually. In other terms, 
production profile and volume risks are borne by the REP. In a 
pay-as-produced structure, the offtaker agrees to purchase all or part of 
the electricity produced by the plant at a pre-determined price, 
regardless of the volume generated (Brunnberg and Johnsen, 2019). 
Prices under pay-as-produced arrangements tend to be lower than those 
for baseload structures, as the production profile, volume, and price 
risks are borne by the offtaker (Brunnberg and Johnsen, 2019). Never
theless, as CPPA markets mature, a trend towards using baseload 
structures may be observed (Niklaus, 2023). Indeed, optimising CPPA 
portfolios by diversifying technologies and locations can mitigate risks 
for REPs and increase their financial performance (García-Álvarez et al., 
2017). For instance, adding storage capacity to a CPPA can mitigate risks 
and facilitate on-demand power delivery (Gabrielli et al., 2022a,b; Jain, 
2022).

Tenors usually range between 10 and 25 years (Harada and Coussi, 
2020; Miller et al., 2017), although CPPAs shorter than five years have 
recently been observed (Brunnberg and Johnsen, 2019; Douglas et al., 
2020; Miller, 2020). However, if an installation is financed through 
lenders, the latter often require a minimum tenor that matches the loan 
period (Miller et al., 2017). For offtakers, concluding a CPPA with a long 
contract duration at a fixed price can offer an opportunity to hedge 
against price risk (WBCSD, 2018).

Finally, CPPAs typically include GOs. Certificate prices must be 
agreed upon prior to concluding such agreements (WBCSD, 2018). Other 
CPPA features can include agreements on liability and insurance, billing, 
and clauses pertaining to default or premature contract termination – 
see Mendicino et al. (2019) for details.

3. Methodology

3.1. Methodological approach

This study applies a choice experiment to investigate the preferences 
of corporate offtakers for various CPPA designs and to quantify their 
willingness to pay (WTP) for contract features. Choice experiments have 
their theoretical roots in discrete choice and random utility theory 
(Lancaster, 1966; Manski, 1977). The underlying assumptions hold that 
individuals strive to maximise their utility when choosing a product 
composed of different attributes, each providing a certain part-worth 
utility. In a choice experiment, respondents are shown hypothetical 
yet realistic products described in terms of their most important attri
butes. The levels of the latter vary randomly to form different product 
concepts. Respondents are asked to choose between concepts in several 
choice tasks. Since the concepts are experimentally manipulated, it is 
possible to investigate preferences beyond past or present market ar
rangements (Holmes et al., 2017).

This approach first appeared in marketing research to explore the 
customer acceptance of newly launched products but is now frequently 
used in energy research to examine preferences related to clean energy 
investments (Azarova et al., 2019; Côté et al., 2022; Mihailova et al., 
2022; Petrovich et al., 2021; Ruokamo, 2016). Choice experiments are 
particularly suitable for investigating product preferences in immature 
markets, where a lack of historical data makes the application of 
revealed preference methods unsuitable. Since CPPAs are not widely 
used in Switzerland, applying a choice experiment to investigate the 
stated preferences of offtakers for such contracts is desirable.

3.2. Survey structure

The questionnaire was programmed using Sawtooth Software’s 
module SSI.1 The survey and choice experiment were developed itera
tively based on a literature review, a qualitative pre-study involving 
semi-structured interviews (see Subsection 3.4 for details), expert con
sultations, and several rounds of survey testing. The questionnaire was 
made available in German and French and covered three sections. First, 
respondents were asked questions about the annual electricity con
sumption of their company, their corporate sustainability orientation, 
and their experience with power procurement. Second, they were pre
sented with a series of choice tasks to clarify their preferences for 
different CPPA features (see Subsections 3.3 and 3.4 for details). Third, 
the survey concluded with a set of socio-demographic questions.

3.3. Choice experiment design

The choice experiment consisted of two sections: an introduction 
followed by ten consecutive choice tasks. First, respondents were 
instructed to envision that their company intended to buy electricity 
from a specific renewable energy plant located outside their company 
site. They were asked to consider entering a long-term electricity supply 
contract (CPPA) with a local REP who owned the plant. Respondents 
were informed that the CPPA guaranteed the delivery of a fixed volume 
of electricity (baseload) at a fixed price and that the agreed quantity 
would be delivered to their company via the grid. Further, respondents 
were told that the CPPA would include the GOs associated with the 
electricity purchased from the plant. They were also informed that if the 

1 https://sawtoothsoftware.com.
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plant could not supply the agreed volume, the REP would buy the 
remaining electricity and GOs on markets and deliver them to their 
company at the price agreed in the CPPA. Additional details about 
CPPAs were provided to respondents who had previously indicated that 
they were not familiar with this concept (see Fig. A.1 in the appendix for 
details). Concluding this part, respondents were told that their CPPA 
options varied according to the attributes and levels presented in Sub
section 3.4.

Second, respondents were presented with ten consecutive choice 
tasks, each comprising three options characterised by randomised 
attribute levels. In each task, respondents were asked to select the CPPA 
option their organisation would most likely choose if these were real 
power-procurement contracts. To mitigate the risk of hypothetical bias, 
corporate offtakers were asked to make their choices as if these were 
real-life decisions and to think about potential impacts on their com
pany’s budget. In each task, we also asked respondents to indicate if they 
would likely choose the CPPA option they had specified over their 
existing power-procurement contract. Including this ‘none’ option in the 
choice experiment allowed us to collect information about the attrac
tiveness of CPPAs compared to other power-procurement mechanisms. 
Fig. A.2 in the appendix provides an example of a choice task shown to 
respondents.

3.4. Selection of attributes and levels

When using choice experiments, it is important to find a balance 
between realistic features and testing potential product boundaries 
without overstretching respondents’ imaginations (Kubli et al., 2018). 
Therefore, the attributes and levels were selected based on an extensive 
preliminary study to ensure their suitability. Findings from a literature 
review and six expert interviews were used to determine the most 
important CPPA features governing offtakers’ decision-making. In
terviewees included REPs, consultants, and corporate consumers in the 
Swiss market. The latter were shown a list of attributes and invited to 
evaluate their relative importance in CPPA decisions. For the 
attribute-level selection, three criteria were applied: 1) effect on de
cisions, 2) practicality of the levels, and 3) compatibility across levels 
(Herrmann et al., 2009). Further, the number of levels was kept sym
metrical to avoid the “number-of-levels” effect, whereby attributes with 
more levels may be associated with higher importance scores than at
tributes with fewer levels (Salm et al., 2016). Table 1 showcases the 
resulting attributes and levels presented to the respondents in this first 
section.

The electricity price attribute represents the amount offtakers must 

pay per unit of electricity to obtain the volume and renewable energy 
certificates agreed upon within the CPPA. This attribute was fixed for 
the entire contract duration, as this is Europe’s most common pricing 
structure (Baringa, 2022; Brunnberg and Johnsen, 2019; Niklaus, 2023). 
Levels were defined according to the CPPA price developments observed 
in Europe in the past four years and captured a broad range of prices, 
namely 4 ct./kWh, 10 ct./kWh, and 16 ct./kWh (Franke, 2023; Pex
apark, 2023b). Average European prices were used as an initial refer
ence, as the Swiss CPPA market is too small to capture historical price 
data. Since the Swiss and European markets may differ in terms of pri
ces, we tested the levels with experts active in the Swiss market. The 
resulting design enabled us to estimate the willingness of respondents to 
pay for different CPPA features, as defined by the other attributes.

The contract duration attribute corresponds to the CPPA tenor. Levels 
were selected to encompass a large range of terms observed in different 
European markets (Pexapark, 2023a) – i.e., 5 years, 15 years, and 25 
years. While the early termination of a CPPA is possible, respondents 
were instructed to assume that early withdrawal was not an option. 
Early termination fees represent the penalty offtakers must pay to 
terminate the contract earlier than the agreed term to compensate the 
REP for revenue loss and related costs (EFET, 2019). These fees tend to 
be high, which generally disincentivises early exits. Thus, we used the 
non-exit option as a constant in our experiment for simplicity.

The share of electricity consumption covered by the CPPA specified the 
proportion of the company’s annual power consumption in Switzerland 
covered by the contract. Since consumption varies depending on com
pany size and industry, using absolute volumes in the choice experiment 
would not have been realistic for all respondents. Hence, this proxy 
attribute was chosen. Levels of 10%, 30%, and 50% were defined based 
on findings from a literature review and pre-study interviews (IRENA, 
2018). Further, respondents were asked to assume that the electricity 
not covered by the CPPA would be exposed to price risk.

The location of the renewable energy plant attribute was designed to 
clarify whether companies differentiate between different sites. Scholars 
have shown that the location of renewable projects influences invest
ment decisions, with familiarity sometimes acting as an investment 
catalyser (home bias) or inhibiter (NIMBY2) (Blondiau and Reuter, 
2019). The siting of plants can be subject to debate or strong opposition, 
creating additional costs and delays for REPs (Vuichard et al., 2022; 
Wüstenhagen et al., 2007) and reputational risk for both counterparties. 
Hence, we selected the following levels: a renewable project located in 
the proximity of their company site, in the same canton,3 or elsewhere in 
Switzerland.

The final attribute, technology type, specified the type of clean energy 
technology producing the green electricity procured through the CPPA. 
Levels included a solar photovoltaic (PV) system, an onshore wind en
ergy system, and a portfolio of solar PV and wind energy. These tech
nologies are foreseen to be widely deployed in Switzerland to reach the 
nation’s climate goals (BFE, 2018).

3.5. Data collection and sample

The targeted population consisted of corporate offtakers knowl
edgeable about electricity procurement from organisations operating in 
Switzerland. We selected companies considering their sector of activity, 
size, and region to echo the diversity observed nationally. The energy 
intensity of companies was also considered as energy intensive firms 
tend to be more likely to conclude a CPPA (Brü;ggemann et al., 2022). 
Consequently, our sample includes fewer micro companies (<9 em
ployees), and a higher proportion of manufacturing firms compared to 
the national distribution, as the industrial sector represents about half of 
the total corporate energy consumption in Switzerland (Taglia et al., 

Table 1 
Attributes and levels manipulated in the choice experiment.

Attributes Description Attribute levels

Electricity price Fixed price per kilowatt hour 
(kWh).

• 4 ct./kWh
• 10 ct./kWh
• 16 ct./kWh

Contract duration Length of CPPA contract (years). • 5 years
• 15 years
• 25 years

Share of electricity 
consumption covered 
by the CPPA

Share of company’s annual 
electricity consumption in 
Switzerland covered by CPPA 
(%).

• 10%
• 30%
• 50%

Location of renewable 
energy plant

Location of the clean energy 
installation.

• Proximity to 
company site

• In the same 
canton as 
company site

• In Switzerland
Technology type Type of clean energy technology. • Solar PV

• Onshore wind
• Mix of solar PV 

and onshore wind
2 NIMBY: “not in my backyard”.
3 Switzerland is organized into 26 federal states or cantons (BFS, 2023a).
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2022).
Data collection took place in three phases between May and June 

2023. First, four large disseminators – i.e., three energy utilities and an 
association of energy-intensive companies – sent a total of 55 survey 
invitations to their corporate clients and members via email. Second, we 
sent 99 survey invitations to relevant organisations through direct 
emailing. Potential respondents were identified through web searches 
using keywords related to electricity procurement positions, such as 
“Head of Procurement” or “Head of Facility Management”. Respondents 
whose email addresses were publicly available on company websites 
were contacted. Third, we recruited using a panel from a professional 
market research institute that distributed 435 survey invitations among 
its members (a filter question was implemented to ensure that the re
spondents were responsible for their companies’ electricity procure
ment). Respondents who completed the survey in the first two phases 
could participate in a draw to win a ticket to an event about renewable 
energy management. Respondents who completed the survey during the 
third phase received a financial compensation.

A total of 258 respondents accessed the survey. Respondents who did 
not provide sufficient answers, did not comply with our selection criteria 
or failed the attention check (N = 148) were excluded from the sample. 
Following Kremser (2022), we applied a data cleaning method to 
eliminate ‘speeders’, and random answers and ensure data quality. The 
method consists of 1) generating a dataset with dummy responses using 
the Sawtooth Software; 2) specifying a Hierarchical Bayes model using 
this dataset; 3) determining the 80th percentile root likelihood score and 
using it as a cut-off point to exclude respondents with scores below this 
threshold.4 This resulted in the exclusion of 19 respondents. Table 2
presents the response funnel according to the data collection phase.

The final sample included the responses of 91 corporate offtakers, 
who collectively made 860 hypothetical energy-procurement decisions 
(response rate of 15.4%). A subset of eight respondents partially 
completed the survey but provided sufficient information to allow their 
inclusion in the sample. The median duration for completion was 12 
min.

Over 90% of respondents reported having a managerial position, 
with 88% being responsible for the electricity procurement in their 
company, underscoring the quality of our dataset. The sample consists 
predominantly of males in their mid-forties, the majority having over 20 
years of work experience. Specifically, it includes 53 representatives of 
small and midsize enterprises (SMEs) (i.e., companies with up to 249 
employees) and 31 representatives from large companies (i.e., 250 

employees or more). Further, 63% of respondents reported that their 
company was based in the German-speaking area of Switzerland, 28% in 
bilingual cantons, and 8% in the French-speaking area. Further socio- 
demographic insights can be found in Table A.1 in the appendix.

4. Results and discussion

First, this section outlines descriptive findings about our sample of 
corporate offtakers. It includes information about their current power- 
procurement practices, corporate sustainability strategies, electricity 
market perceptions, and perceived drivers of and barriers to CPPAs. This 
allows us to better understand the factors influencing corporate pro
curement decision-making. Second, we present the results of the choice 
experiment and discuss preferences for different CPPA features by 
analysing part-worth utility estimates and attribute importance scores. 
Finally, we present insights about WTP for different CPPA features and 
highlight nuances among subgroups.

4.1. Descriptive results

4.1.1. Electricity procurement practices and market perceptions
Our sample includes companies with a wide array of electricity 

consumption, procuring power from a variety of channels. Most large 
companies (97%) and the majority of SMEs (53%) indicated that their 
annual power consumption is above 100,000 kWh (see Fig. A.3 in ap
pendix). Since Switzerland has a partially liberalised electricity market, 
only consumers with annual consumption above this threshold are 
eligible to participate in wholesale markets and choose their electricity 
supplier freely (BFE, 2020). Hence, most large companies (65%) re
ported procuring power from markets, compared to only 32% of SMEs 
(see Fig. 1). Additionally, more than twice as many large companies 
owned a solar PV system compared to SMEs (77% and 36%, respec
tively). Over half of Swiss companies also disclosed having a power 
supply contract for a mix of renewable and non-renewable energy 
sources. However, the share of large companies that purchased GOs on 
markets exceeded that of SMEs by more than threefold (48% and 13%, 
respectively). Scholars have shown that companies that procure power 
from markets consider GOs a valid option for obtaining green electricity 
(Bjørn et al., 2022). In contrast, 100% renewable energy contracts 
appear to be more popular amongst SMEs. Since the latter tend to 
consume less than their larger counterparts, they may be unable to 
participate in deregulated markets and are less affected by the price 
premiums associated with green products. Finally, twice as many large 
companies as SMEs reported having a CPPA for a plant located on their 
company’s site (26% and 11%, respectively).

Similar shares of large companies (74%) and SMEs (78%) revealed 
that sustainability played a considerable role in their electricity pro
curement decisions (see Table A.2 in appendix). However, while 78% of 
these large companies reported having a sustainability strategy, only 
44% of SMEs had one in place (see Table A.3 in appendix). The high 
sustainability consciousness aligns with market trends – an increasing 
number of companies are voluntarily disclosing progress on 
sustainability-related activities. This surge in environmental, social, and 
governance (ESG) reporting can be attributed to several factors, 
including regulatory reforms, a changing ESG reporting landscape, and 
pushing from investors. The latter, in particular, are increasingly 
demanding ESG disclosures to inform their decisions (EY, 2023; KPMG, 
2022). This mounting pressure might be felt more by large companies 
than by SMEs, who may have fewer resources and less know-how to 
develop such strategies. Nevertheless, 41% of SMEs suggested that their 
company planned to introduce such a strategy within the next two years, 
underscoring the relevance of aligning with sustainability goals to 
ensure long-term prosperity.

4.1.2. Perceived drivers of and barriers to CPPAs
Our results show that hedging against price volatility is the primary 

Table 2 
Response funnel according to data collection phase.

Phase 1 
Large 
disseminators

Phase 3 
Direct 
emailing

Phase 3 
Market research 
institute

Total

No. of units No. of units No. of units No. of 
units

Survey 
invitation

55 99 435 589

Survey 
accessed

51 89 118 258

Invalid 
response

24 54 70 148

Failed quality 
check

1 1 17 19

Survey 
completed

26 34 31 91

4 See Subsection 4.2 for details on Hierarchical Bayes models and root like
lihood scores and Kremser (2022) for further information.
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driver of CPPAs for Swiss companies, along with slashing costs, depen
dence on imports and contributing to the energy transition. Indeed, 97% 
of large companies and 73% of SMEs view hedging against price vola
tility as one of the main determinants of their procurement decisions 
(see Fig. 2). While large companies also see the potential of lower 
electricity costs as a key driver, SMEs appear to emphasise reducing 
their reliance on electricity imports more. These results align with 
studies showing that hedging against price volatility and securing lower- 
than-market rates have become the main motivations for engaging in 
CPPAs (Kanellakopoulou, 2023; Pexapark, 2023a). They also reiterate 
the importance of cost-related factors in power procurement decisions 
(Handfield, 2000; Tang and Zhang, 2019). Interestingly, contributing to 
the energy transition is both groups’ third most prominent driver. This 
suggests that Swiss companies are well aware of the important role they 
could play in accelerating the energy transition.

Regarding barriers to CPPAs, long-term commitments and the 
complexity of contractual obligations were highlighted as two of the 
most important factors (see Fig. 3). Many SMEs (60%) view the latter as 
a bottleneck, suggesting a potential lack of expertise and resources. 
Indeed, while 74% of offtakers from large companies (N = 31) indicated 
having already heard of CPPAs or being familiar with the concept, 43% 
of SMEs (N = 53) reported having never heard of CPPAs. While concerns 
about market prices falling below the CPPA price were a major draw
back for larger companies, SMEs placed more importance on investing in 
their own solar PV systems. These results suggest that large companies 
tend to be more sensitive to price risk than SMEs.

4.2. Results of the choice experiment: preferences for CPPA features

We investigated the preferences of corporate offtakers for CPPAs by 
specifying Hierarchical Bayes (HB) models using the choice experiment 
data and Sawtooth Software. HB models comprise two levels: 1) multi
nomial logit models describe the choice probability of each individual 
respondent, and 2) a multivariate normal distribution, including a 
means vector and covariances matrix, indicates the respondents’ di
versity (Allenby et al., 2005). The modularity of this approach enables 
researchers to draw information from both levels, making it particularly 
well-suited for analysing smaller datasets (Rao, 2014). Average 
part-worth utilities are computed for each attribute level to determine 

relative preferences for different CPPA features. Table 3 showcases 
zero-centred utility estimates, lower and upper 95% confidence in
tervals, and standard deviation results. Part-worth utilities were 
zero-centred to facilitate comparison within attributes. Two HB models 
were specified to highlight contrasts between the preferences of large 
companies and SMEs.

Following Côté and Salm (2022), we use the average root likelihood 
(RLH) parameter to assess the quality of the HB models. High RLH values 
indicate a good match between the models and choice data, with RLH =
1 being the highest possible value. In the choice experiment, re
spondents were presented with three CPPA concepts to choose from in 
each choice task. The predictability of choosing a concept based on 
chance is 1/3 = 0.33 (Sawtooth, 2023). Since the RLH values associated 
with the HB models are nearly twice that of the null likelihood (RLHLarge 

companies = 0.689; RLHSMEs = 0.640), we can assume a good match be
tween the models and datasets (Côté & Pons-Seres de Brauwer, 2023; 
Hille et al., 2018).

Unsurprisingly, our results show that the lowest level of the electricity 
price attribute is associated with the highest utility for both large com
panies and SMEs (see Table 3), suggesting that – all else being equal – 
companies prefer CPPAs with lower prices. In Europe, increases in CPPA 
prices driven by volatility in power markets and hikes in material, la
bour, and capital costs led to a 20% fall in signed PPA volumes in 2022 
(IEA, 2023). This signifies the importance of reducing prices to resume 
CPPA growth, especially for larger companies. Prices could be reduced 
by alleviating risks for REPs. The drafted electricity market reform 
proposed by the European Commission in March 2023 attempts to move 
in that direction (EC, 2023). Notably, it mandates Member States to 
ensure that instruments such as government-backed credit guarantees 
are in place at market price to mitigate the risk associated with offtaker 
default. However, experts have warned that a lack of specificity 
regarding how such prices should be determined could lead to adverse 
selection and favour companies with poor credit ratings (Zachmann 
et al., 2023). To avoid this, they underscore the need for prices to reflect 
default risk and highlight the relevance of private guarantees.

Regarding contract duration, both large companies and SMEs prefer 
shorter agreements. Historically, PPAs have been concluded for time 
horizons spanning from 10 to over 20 years, with tenors varying based 
on offtaker and market. For example, in the Nordic market, heavy 

Fig. 1. Electricity procurement channels of Swiss companies (multiple answers possible, N = 84).
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industrials such as aluminium smelters have struck deals stretching well 
beyond 20 years. In contrast, utilities active in the wind industry have 
leaned towards 10- to 15-year contracts, while tenors in the growing 
Iberian PPA market are reaching up to 10 years, partly due to a lack of 
liquidity in the forward market (Brunnberg and Johnsen, 2019). How
ever, high price volatility exacerbated by the onset of the war in Ukraine 
has spurred a trend towards five-year deals (Hancock, 2021). Extreme 
backwardation5 has also led to notable disparities between the pricing of 
long-term and short-term PPAs (Pexapark, 2023a). A shorter tenor can 
limit losses (or gains) for offtakers whilst reducing credit rating effects 
(Neuhoff et al., 2023). However, it also affects the revenue visibility and 
the bankability of projects, affecting REPs’ capital costs and CPPA prices 
(Dominy and Zubair, 2021). While our results show a strong demand for 
short tenors, they also shed light on an important mismatch between the 
interests of corporate offtakers and REPs (Axpo, 2019). Finding ways to 
enable shorter tenors whilst ensuring adequate financing conditions for 
REPs will be key to meeting the needs of both counterparties.

While both groups prefer higher shares of electricity to be covered by 
the CPPA, large companies seem to differentiate more than SMEs 

between agreements covering 10%, 30%, and 50% of their power con
sumption, as the spread between their part-worth utilities is larger. Since 
large companies tend to consume more electricity than SMEs (see Sub
section 4.1.1), their energy-related costs are higher. Hence, energy- 
intensive firms have a strong incentive to hedge themselves against 
price fluctuations by securing larger shares of electricity at a fixed price 
(Diaz et al., 2023).

As for the location of the renewable energy plant, the preferences of 
large companies and SMEs vary. Large companies tend to prefer pro
curing their electricity from plants located in the same canton as their 
company and are more inclined to conclude a CPPA for a plant situated 
in their proximity than for one located elsewhere in Switzerland. In 
contrast, SMEs do not differentiate much between plant locations as the 
spread between their part-worth utilities is very small.

Regarding technology, our results again show nuanced preferences 
between groups. While large companies appear to slightly prefer plants 
that integrate solar PV and onshore wind technologies, they are less 
reluctant than SMEs to enter deals that diverge from this configuration. 
In contrast, SMEs favour entering a CPPA associated with a solar PV 
plant and are less keen on deals involving a wind park. This may be 
because wind energy deployment is in its infancy in Switzerland, and 
projects are often opposed (Cousse et al., 2020). However, scholars have 

Fig. 2. Share of respondents perceiving an item as one of the three most important drivers for concluding a CPPA (three answers required).

Fig. 3. Share of respondents perceiving an item as one of the three most significant barriers to concluding a CPPA (three answers required).

5 When futures prices are lower than spot prices.
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shown that combining solar PV and onshore wind could help balance 
power supply and demand due to the complementary generation profiles 
(García-Álvarez et al., 2017). The fact that large companies tend to 
prefer hybrid plants may reflect their greater energy-related expertise, 
as most reported owning a solar PV system.

Finally, the results of the second part of the choice experiment sug
gest a demand for CPPAs in Switzerland, with large companies and SMEs 
expressing similar levels of interest. Indeed, respondents who reported 
that their company did not procure electricity through a CPPA chose one 
over their current power-procurement contract in 59% of cases (N =
710).6 This result underscores the importance of establishing adequate 
framework conditions for removing barriers to CPPA market entry. For 
example, simplifying contractual arrangements through standardization 
may facilitate market access for SMEs who see the complexity of CPPAs 
as a major impediment.

4.3. Importance of CPPA attributes in power-procurement decisions

Average importance scores were estimated using Sawtooth Software 
to indicate CPPA attributes’ relative weight in power-procurement de
cisions. Results show that the attribute electricity price is the most 
important factor for both large companies and SMEs – i.e., 41.8% and 
36.4%, respectively (see Table 4). While contract duration is the second 
most important driver, SMEs assign significantly more weight to this 
factor than larger enterprises (25.5% and 18.8%, respectively). This 
could be explained by the fact that SMEs tend to have fewer resources to 
establish long-term relationships with suppliers and may not survive as 
long as larger businesses (Evans, 1987; Merckx and Chaturvedi, 2020). 
Further, large companies assign similar weight to the share of electricity 
covered by the PPA (17.3%) as its tenor. Energy-intensive firms are more 
incentivised to shield themselves against potential price surges by 
securing more volume at fixed prices. This attribute is also ranked third 
by SMEs, highlighting its relevance in power-procurement decisions. As 
for the location of the renewable energy plant and the technology type, the 
importance of these attributes differs. While large companies are more 
concerned by the location of a power plan than by its technology, SMEs 
consider the technology as being significantly more important.

4.4. Overall WTP for CPPA features

Following Salm and Wüstenhagen (2018), we computed implicit 
willingness to pay relative to the least preferred level of each attribute 
(see Fig. 4). Our results show that Swiss companies would be willing to 
pay, on average, up to 3.73 ct./kWh more for a five-year CPPA compared 
to one with a contract duration of 25 years, and 2.60 ct./kWh for a 
15-year contract. These findings confirm that companies generally view 
long-term commitments as risky, as they would be willing to pay 
considerable premiums to avoid such lock-in. This may stem from con
cerns over the long-term prosperity of their companies (Miller et al., 
2017), or apprehension over price and tenor risks (Yang et al., 2024). 
This concern may be amplified by the high level of uncertainty the 
current energy crisis has introduced. Relatedly, several large energy 
suppliers in Europe already provide tailored energy agreements to 
corporate clients, e.g. offering short-to mid-term fixed-price CPPAs 
based on a portfolio of renewable energy projects (Vattenfall, 2024; 
BKW, 2024; Axpo, 2024).

As for the share of electricity covered by the CPPA, Swiss companies 
would, on average, pay up to 4.39 ct./kWh more for an agreement where 
half of their electricity consumption is covered instead of one securing 
only 10% and 2.77 ct./kWh for a 30% contract. These results reiterate 
the importance of energy-cost stabilization using CPPAs (Yang et al., 
2024; Heeter et al., 2017). They also align with O’Shaughnessy et al. 
(2021)’s suggestions for companies to use long-term agreements as a 
hedging strategy. Regarding the location of the renewable energy plant, 

Table 3 
Zero-centred utilities, lower and upper 95% confidence interval, and standard deviation.

HB model 
Large companies (N = 31)

HB model SMEs (N = 53)

Attribute Attribute levels Zero-centred 
utilities

Lower and upper 95% 
confidence interval

Standard 
deviation

Zero-centred 
utility

Lower and upper 95% 
confidence interval

Standard 
deviation

Electricity price 4 ct./kWh 103.43 [ 82.26; 124.60 ] 60.13 69.74 [ 53.45; 86.03 ] 60.51
10 ct./kWh − 8.18 [− 17.76; 1.41 ] 27.24 17.83 [ 8.82; 26.83 ] 33.44
16 ct./kWh − 95.25 [− 115.18; − 75.33 ] 56.59 − 87.57 [− 104.25; − 70.88 ] 61.98

Contract duration 5 years 16.44 [− 2.77; 35.65 ] 54.58 19.58 [− 0.74; 39.91 ] 75.49
15 years 12.16 [ 5.93; 18.38 ] 17.69 9.70 [ 1.86; 17.55 ] 29.15
25 years − 28.60 [− 48.88; − 8.32 ] 57.61 − 29.29 [− 45.46; − 13.11 ] 60.07

Share of electricity 
covered by CPPA

10% − 33.65 [− 49.25; − 18.05 ] 44.32 − 24.67 [− 33.62; − 15.72 ] 33.24
30% 2.27 [− 4.60; 9.13 ] 19.51 1.17 [− 6.43; 8.78 ] 28.24
50% 31.38 [ 17.78; 44.99 ] 38.66 23.50 [ 15.67; 31.32 ] 29.06

Location of renewable 
energy plant

In proximity to 
company

4.21 [− 5.65; 14.08 ] 28.01 − 1.36 [− 7.87; 5.14 ] 24.17

Same canton as 
company

23.05 [ 14.70; 31.40 ] 23.72 0.34 [− 7.69; 8.38 ] 29.84

In Switzerland − 27.26 [− 40.82; − 13.70 ] 38.51 1.02 [− 6.27; 8.32 ] 27.10
Technology type Solar PV 0.32 [− 6.53; 7.17 ] 19.46 11.08 [ 2.84; 19.32 ] 30.61

Onshore wind − 3.46 [− 11.23; 4.31 ] 22.07 − 9.42 [− 18.58; − 0.26 ] 34.03
Solar PV & 
onshore wind

3.14 [− 2.03; 8.31 ] 14.69 − 1.67 [− 10.95; 7.62 ] 34.48

None ​ 107.53 [ 46.40; 168.66 ] 173.64 94.42 [ 42.87; 145.97 ] 191.48

Table 4 
Average importance scores and standard deviations by attribute.

Large companies (N = 31) SMEs (N = 53)

Attribute Average 
importance

Standard 
deviation

Average 
importance

Standard 
deviation

Electricity price 41.8 19.8 36.4 17.0
Contract duration 18.8a 15.3 25.5a 14.3
Share of 

electricity 
covered by 
CPPA

17.3 12.1 14.1 9.1

Location of the 
renewable 
energy plant

14.2 9.6 10.9 6.6

Technology type 8.0a 4.3 13.0a 9.5

6 Here, “N” represents the number of times corporate offtakers chose between 
a CPPA or their current power-procurement contract (i.e., the number of choice 
tasks).
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offtakers would, on average, be willing to pay up to 1.59 ct./kWh for a 
CPPA associated with a power plant located in the same canton as their 
company and 1.01 ct./kWh for a plant in their proximity. Finally, firms 
would be willing to pay a solar premium of 1.18 ct./kWh relative to a 
wind CPPA and up to 0.79 ct./kWh to procure power from both solar PV 
and onshore wind. These insights support findings from Favaloro et al. 
(2016), who showed that 96% of companies preferred solar energy for 
CPPAs, while 69% opted for wind power. This trend further aligns with 
studies focusing on Switzerland which indicate that social acceptance of 
rooftop solar PV is higher than that of wind energy (Cousse, 2021; 
Wissen Hayek et al., 2019).

4.5. Differences in WTP between large companies and SMEs

Next, we explored differences in WTP between large companies and 
SMEs through a segmentation analysis using the approach described in 
Subsection 4.4. Group-specific WTP estimates are shown in Fig. 5. Our 
analysis shows that, aside from the share of electricity covered by the CPPA 
attribute, interesting nuances can be observed between the two groups.

While both groups would hesitate to conclude a 25-year agreement, 
SMEs would be willing to pay considerably more than their larger 
counterparts to reduce this contract duration to five years (3.73 ct./kWh 
and 2.72 ct./kWh, respectively). Further, SMEs appear to differentiate 
more between mid- and short-term contracts than larger companies, 
who would, on average, be willing to pay a similar premium to move to a 
15-year and 5-year contract. SME’s preference for short-term CPPAs can 
be explained by their typically greater financial constraints compared to 
large companies (Vermoesen et al., 2013). The latter tend to have better 
financial resources, while SMEs tend to rely heavily on bank debts, 
making them more vulnerable to market changes (Nicolas, 2022; Cro
vini, 2022). As for the location of the renewable energy plant, large com
panies would be disposed to pay up to 3.04 ct./kWh for local electricity 
production, whereas SMEs would pay almost the same amount, 
regardless of the plant location. The preference of large companies for 
proximity aligns with findings from Heeter et al. (2017) which indicate 
that corporate offtakers in the U.S. seek renewable energy projects close 
to their high-energy-consuming facilities. Finally, SMEs would be 

willing to pay a solar premium of up to 1.56 ct./kWh compared to a wind 
CPPA, whereas large companies slightly prefer a mix of solar and wind 
over a single technology. This aligns with previous research by Miller 
(2020), which shows that some large companies tend to diversify their 
renewable energy technologies to tap into their complementarity, 
allowing a better fit with their consumption pattern (García-Álvarez 
et al., 2017). Further, since a small share of SMEs owns a solar PV system 
or have an on-site PPA contract, our results highlight the high potential 
of solar contracting for this consumer segment.

4.6. Limitations

There are some limitations in our study that represent avenues for 
future research. First, we applied a stated-preference method, which 
relies on hypothetical scenarios to elicit the preferences of corporate 
offtaker for CPPA designs. While this enabled us to investigate risk 
perceptions and WTP for certain CPPA features, future research could 
use revealed-preference methods to test our findings once real-world 
data is available. Additionally, our dataset is specific to the Swiss 
context. While the preferences of Swiss companies may be similar to 
those of corporations worldwide, a comparative analysis with firms 
active in other CPPA markets may provide valuable insights into how 
preferences for CPPA and barriers to market entry vary across different 
countries. This could increase understanding of global CPPA dynamics 
and their role in advancing the energy transition.

5. Conclusions and policy implications

Considerable investment in renewable energies is imperative for 
combatting climate change. CPPAs have become increasingly popular in 
financing new projects, as they offer stable returns to REPs while 
providing a source of clean electricity for corporate offtakers. None
theless, risk allocation among these counterparties remains a significant 
challenge in CPPA negotiations. While a growing stream of research 
investigates CPPAs, there is limited evidence about the preferences of 
offtakers for different contract features. To address this issue, we con
ducted a choice experiment with 91 corporate offtakers who made 860 

Fig. 4. Average willingness to pay of Swiss companies for different CPPA features (N = 91).
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hypothetical power-procurement decisions within the Swiss market. 
This allowed us to gain valuable insight into their risk perceptions and 
enabled us to identify CPPA designs that could facilitate the deployment 
of renewable energy assets.

Our results show that Swiss companies are motivated to conclude 
CPPAs primarily to hedge against price volatility, tap into lower elec
tricity costs, and reduce dependence on energy imports. Contributing to 
the energy transition was also highlighted as a key driver, with sus
tainability playing a pivotal role in power-procurement decisions. 
However, long-term commitments and the complexity of contractual 
obligations represent significant drawbacks, especially for SMEs with 
less expertise and resources to conclude such agreements.

Nevertheless, the results of our choice experiment suggest a strong 
interest in CPPAs, with corporate offtakers favouring such agreements 
over their current power-procurement contract in 59% of cases. Off
takers prefer CPPAs with lower prices and shorter tenors. The latter is 
especially important for SMEs, who would, on average, be willing to pay 
considerably more than their larger counterparts to move from a 25-year 
contract to one with a five-year tenor. Further, both large companies and 
SMEs favour CPPAs that cover more of their electricity consumption. 
This is particularly important for larger companies with higher energy 
intensity, making them more vulnerable to price fluctuations. Interest
ingly, while large companies would be willing to pay a hefty premium 
for local power production, SMEs seem to place more importance on the 
type of technology. The latter exhibit strong preferences for solar CPPAs, 
as opposed to large companies that appear to only have a slight pref
erence for hybrid plants that combine solar PV and onshore wind 

technologies. The fact that these companies lean towards hybrid solu
tions may reflect their greater energy-related expertise, provided that 
many already own a solar PV system.

Three key implications for policymakers and REPs are derived from 
these insights. First, since price is the most important factor governing 
CPPA decisions, policymakers could consider implementing framework 
conditions that lessen risks for counterparties. For example, by ensuring 
that government-backed, or private, financial guarantees are available 
to mitigate counterparties’ credit risk. Similarly, the Spanish Export 
Credit Agency provides financial support in the energy-intensive sector, 
contributing to making Spain a frontrunner in the CPPA market. The 
Spanish government has also been advocating for the European Invest
ment Bank to provide such support at a European level to counter the 
effect of the energy crisis on power consumers (Reccessary, 2022). 
However, pricing techniques should be clearly specified to ensure off
takers’ default risks are factored into prices (Zachmann et al., 2023). 
Second, while offering CPPAs with shorter tenors may be desirable for a 
broad range of corporate offtakers, this could negatively impact the 
financing conditions of REPs. Our results shed light on an important 
mismatch between the interests of corporate offtakers and REPs, which 
can lead to low liquidity in CPPA markets. To address this issue, REPs 
could consider pooling assets with CPPAs of different tenors in portfo
lios, rendering shorter contracts more appealing to financiers who are 
increasingly pursuing portfolio investment strategies (Pexapark, 2023a). 
Establishing a designated marketplace could also facilitate CPPA trading 
(Zachmann et al., 2023). Such a platform could pool projects associated 
with different technologies and locations into one designated 

Fig. 5. Average willingness to pay of large companies and SMEs for different CPPA features (N = 84).
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marketplace. It could also aggregate many corporate offtakers in search 
of deals. As such, these platforms could foster market liquidity whilst 
providing standardised information and support, reducing complexity 
for corporate offtakers who view this aspect as a major drawback. 
Alternatively, an intermediary could manage this process by concluding 
multiple agreements with several REPs, and aggregating these contracts 
into a single CPPA with an offtaker. Third, CPPAs may play an important 
role in complementing public support for low-cost renewables in 
Switzerland. Our results highlight the strong potential of solar con
tracting, especially for SMEs willing to pay hefty premiums to conclude 
solar CPPAs, regardless of the plants’ location. In contrast, large com
panies would be willing to pay a considerable premium for local elec
tricity production and do not differentiate much between technologies. 
REPs may wish to consider these important distinctions when negoti
ating CPPAs to cater for the preferences of a broad range of corporate 
offtakers.
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Appendix 

A Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) is a long-term electricity supply contract between an electricity producer and an electricity consumer or 
"offtaker" (see illustration). A PPA can relate to a specific power generation plant (e.g., solar system) or several plants. The volume of the delivered 
electricity and the electricity price can be fixed for the entire contract term. A PPA can also include guarantees of origin (GO), i.e., certificates proving 
that the electricity consumed originates from renewable energy sources. GOs can be used by a company to prove that its electricity consumption is 
green. With a PPA, an electricity consumer can benefit from lower, stable and predictable electricity costs while reducing greenhouse gas emissions.

Fig. A.1. Explanation of PPA in the survey (authors’ own illustration based on Freepik (2023), RE-Source Southeast Hub (2023)).
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Fig. A.2. Example of a choice task in the choice experiment (authors’ own illustration based on Sawtooth (2023)).

Fig. A.3. Annual electricity consumption of sample (N = 84).

Table A.1 
Socio-demographic description of sample.

Variable name Description Large Companies (N 
= 31)

SMEs (N =
52)

Total (N =
83)

Switzerland (N =
574′258)a

Gender Female 
Male 
Other

0% 
100% 
0%

14% 
84% 
2%

8% 
90% 
1%

​

Age (years) 18–24 
25–34 
35–44 
45–54 
55–64 
65 or more

0% 
10% 
45% 
14% 
31% 
0%

4% 
12% 
23% 
30% 
25% 
6%

2% 
13% 
30% 
24% 
27% 
4%

​

Work experience (years) 6–10 
11–15 
16–20 
21–25 
26 or more

10% 
14% 
21% 
14% 
41%

15% 
8% 
19% 
12% 
46%

13% 
11% 
21% 
12% 
43%

​

Ability to influence energy 
procurement decision

Yes 
No

90% 
10%

87% 
13%

88% 
12%

​

(continued on next page)
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Table A.1 (continued )

Variable name Description Large Companies (N 
= 31) 

SMEs (N =
52) 

Total (N =
83) 

Switzerland (N =
574′258)a

Role Managing position 
No managing position

86% 
14%

91% 
9%

89% 
11%

​

Sector Agriculture, forestry and fishing 0% 7% 4% n.a.a

Mining and quarrying 3% 0% 1% n.a.
Manufacturing, energy and water supply 23% 28% 26% 8%
Construction 7% 7% 7% 9%
Wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles 3% 7% ​ 13%
Transportation and storage 3% 9% ​ 2%
Accommodation and food service activities 0% 2% ​ 5%
Information and communication 3% 4% ​ 5%
Financial and insurance activities 3% 4% ​ 3%
Real estate activities 0% 4% ​ 8%
Professional, scientific and technical activities & 
Administrative and support service activities

10% 8% ​ 18%

Public administration, defence & social security 3% 4% ​ n.a.
Education 13% 2% ​ 4%
Human health and social work activities 26% 4% ​ 13%
Arts, entertainment and recreation 0% 4% ​ 4%
Other service activities 3% 6% ​ 8%

Employees 1–9 
10–49 
50–249 
250 or more

0% 
0% 
0% 
100%

9% 
40% 
51% 
0%

6% 
25% 
32% 
37%

89%b

9% 
2% 
0.3%

Region in Switzerland Midland 
Northwestern Switzerland 
Zurich 
Eastern Switzerland 
Central Switzerland 
Lake Geneva Region

28% 
28% 
31% 
10% 
3% 
0%

38% 
19% 
15% 
8% 
19% 
13%

29% 
18% 
25% 
11% 
10% 
8%

20%c

12% 
18% 
13% 
11% 
19%

a Number of active companies in Switzerland in 2021 (see note c).
b National distribution of active companies in Switzerland in 2021 in terms of sector (BFS, 2022).
c National distribution of active companies in Switzerland in 2021 in terms of size and region (BFS, 2023b).

Table A.2 
Ecological considerations in electricity procurement (one answer possible).

To what extent does sustainability play a role in decisions about electricity procurement in your company (e.g., environmental aspects)?

Large companies (N = 31) SMEs (N = 53)

very important 48% 40%
rather important 26% 38%
rather not important 16% 13%
not important 10% 9%

Table A.3 
Sustainability strategy at companies (one response possible).

In the previous question, you stated that sustainability plays an important role in your company’s electricity procurement. Does your company have a general sustainability strategy?

Large companies (N = 23) SMEs (N = 41)

Yes, sustainability strategy in place 78% 44%
No, but it is planned in near future (within next 2 years) 13% 41%
No sustainability strategy in place, and not planned 9% 5%
I do not know 0% 10%

Data availability

Data will be made available on request. 
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/de/energie/energieloesungen/strom.html. (Accessed 4 July 2024).

Azarova, V., Cohen, J., Friedl, C., Reichl, J., 2019. Designing local renewable energy 
communities to increase social acceptance: evidence from a choice experiment in 
Austria, Germany, Italy, and Switzerland. Energy Pol. 132, 1176–1183. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.enpol.2019.06.067.

Baringa, 2022. Commercial power purchase agreements. European Investment Bacnk. htt 
ps://advisory.eib.org/publications/attachments/commercial-power-purchase-agree 
ments.pdf.

BFE, 2018. Energiestrategie 2050 nach dem Inkrafttreten des neuen Energiegesetzes. 
Bundesamt für Energie (BFE). https://www.uvek.admin.ch/uvek/de/home/energ 
ie/energiestrategie-2050.html. (Accessed 3 June 2023).
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