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Abstract 

The introduction of Feed in Tariffs (FITs) in 2010 and the proposed Renewable Heat Incentive 

(RHI) planned for 2011 have re-energised the market for investment in domestic scale 

renewable energy by guaranteeing a reasonable payback time for new installations.   While 

these provide great financial opportunity for those with capital to spend, for the record 

numbers in fuel poverty or with low incomes, these benefits may seem out of reach.   This 

thesis reviews the literature to show that fuel poverty and inequality can be improved by 

renewable energy incentives and highlights opportunities for, and barriers to uptake in low 

income areas.  This knowledge is used to build a theoretical systemic model of the potential 

interacting influences that could enable FITs and RHIs to benefit the fuel-poor and those on 

the lowest incomes.   

Two case studies of renewable energy projects in low income areas are used to interrogate 

and adapt the model via semi-structured interviews of multiple stakeholders and viewpoints.   

The findings from the case study are analysed in the context of the theoretical model and by 

thematic analysis and used to adapt the model to better reflect reality.  Analysis shows that 

FITs (and RHIs if implemented) can have a positive influence on fuel poverty for those who can 

be helped to access it.  Key to this access are local energy organisations (LEOs) who facilitate 

uptake in low income areas, source funding, arrange the best deals for households and ensure 

that the needs of the community are met.  Low interest finance mechanisms, availability of 

‘pay as you save’ schemes, good information sharing and community involvement are found to 

be important factors in the emergence of LEOs and in securing successful uptake of renewable 

energy in low income areas.  
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Overview and aims of the thesis 

The recent introduction of Feed in Tariffs (FITs) and proposals for a Renewable Heat Incentive 

(RHI) have been welcomed by the renewable energy industry as a leap forward in incentivising 

uptake of renewable energy (RE) in sectors that the Renewables Obligation (RO) has not 

reached, namely small scale renewable electricity generation and renewable heat.  At the 

same time, commentators have noted their high cost in abating greenhouse gas emissions and 

the socialisation of those costs, resulting in rewards for those that can afford to invest at the 

cost of those who cannot.  Against a backdrop of rapidly rising fuel poverty levels in the UK and 

the expectation of continued energy price rises, the outlook those on low incomes appears 

difficult. 

The aim of this thesis therefore is to investigate what role the FIT and RHI can play in 

alleviating issues for the least well off in UK society, in particular the issues of poverty, fuel 

poverty and inequality.  While the policies were not designed specifically with this in mind, 

these increasing issues demand that policy affecting energy costs must address the central 

question of this thesis:  Can renewable energy incentives help social issues, and if so how?   

Since these policies are very recent, the area of research is new and requires linking existing 

evidence of FIT and RHI impacts with literature studying relevant social issues.  A theoretical 

systemic model of these links is developed from the literature to aid in this thinking and to 

illustrate the complex interactions involved.  Despite the recent policy changes, pilot schemes 

are already underway to use FITs and prepare for using RHIs in low income areas with high 

levels of fuel poverty.  This thesis investigates two such case studies and uses the results to 

adapt the literature-based model to better reflect the reality of the situation today.  Finally, 

recommendations for policy makers are made and areas identified for further research. 

1.2 Structure of this thesis 

The research methodology is developed in Chapter 2 before an outline of the key social issues 

is drawn in Chapter 3.  Here, the current situation in the UK is presented alongside recent 
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research and policy interventions. Chapter 4 investigates renewable energy incentives in the 

UK, the decisions taken on design of policies and their potential implications for the UK 

economy and society.   

The background thus established, Chapter 5 takes the first steps in combining these issues by 

investigating the potential links between domestic renewable energy generation and 

improvements in social outcomes, and by exploring the evidence, opportunities and barriers 

presented in existing literature, albeit mostly written prior to FIT and RHI proposals.   Chapter 

6 incorporates the key factors discovered into a systemic causal model in an attempt to map 

the interactions and relationships needed to facilitate an improvement in social outcomes 

from FIT and RHI implementation.  Chapters 7 and 8 outline the case studies used and discuss 

the results generated from them, while reviewing and revising the theoretical model.  Finally, 

conclusions and recommendations are made in Chapter 9. 
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2 Methodology 

2.1 A qualitative approach 

 While some literature linking microgeneration and fuel poverty exists as will be seen in 

chapter 5, there is little or no research on the effect of FITs or RHIs on fuel poverty or 

inequality.  The area of study involves a number of agents making decisions relative to 

different locations, scales and timings, and potentially with differing objectives.  For example, 

national government will make decisions that impact decades into the future, aiming to 

engender national societal changes.  In contrast, residents of a low income area make 

decisions based on much shorter timescales, on individual needs and on a very local scale.   

The interaction of all these agents and their combined actions influences the response to the 

question asked in this thesis which can therefore be characterised as a new area of study 

involving complex relationships between multiple layers of society, public and private 

organisations.   

As a result, this thesis should be seen as an exploratory study, investigating general 

propositions, as suggested by Blalock & Blalock (1970).  They state that these propositions may 

suggest relationships between large numbers of variables of potential importance.   At this 

stage, they suggest that an approach that looks at the issue from as many perspectives as 

possible through interviews is important to ensure that no potential variables or effects are 

missed.   Silverman (2005) builds on this by suggesting that qualitative research is most 

suitable when there is little literature to draw on.  His view that positivist models of cause and 

effect are not easy to incorporate into qualitative research argues for a more ‘emotionalist’ 

model, good for understanding interactions and emotions; ‘why’ and ‘how’ things happen.   

Robson (2002) asserts that qualitative methods should be used where perceptions and 

meaning are important to understand and for exploratory work to identify key variables ahead 

of more detailed quantification.  Lincoln and Guba (2000) approach the distinction between 

qualitative and quantitative research from a more philosophical approach by claiming that if 

you wish people to understand an issue better, it makes sense to provide the data in a form in 

which they normally experience it, i.e. qualitatively.  They will be able to develop both ‘tacit’ 

and ‘propositional’ understanding, i.e. both gut-feel and logical understanding of the situation.   

Given the exploratory nature of this study, a qualitative approach is undertaken via case 
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studies to investigate the interactions and decisions being made in the context of the overall 

research question. 

2.2 The case study method 

Case studies as a method of research are widely used, especially in the social sciences. Stake 

(1978) talks of their importance in experiential understanding of the truths in human 

encounter, perceptions and opinions as opposed to the positivist school of western science 

which seeks truth in attributes and definitions.  He acknowledges that they can equally be used 

to test hypotheses, but states that case study research has the tendency to proliferate rather 

than narrow issues.   However, Lincoln and Guba (2000) suggest that case studies provide a 

more ‘realistic’ finding because of their holistic approach compared to the very deep but 

narrow conclusions that quantitative research tends to give.   

Yin (2009) sees the main issues with case study research as their perception in the research 

community, claiming they are often seen as an excuse for lack of rigour, non-systematic 

investigation and that there is a general confusion between teaching using case studies (to 

illustrate a point), and research using case studies (to develop understanding).  He also notes 

that case studies are, of all research methods, most at risk of bias, because the role of the 

investigator cannot be completely objective in defining the study and carrying out interviews.  

Miller & Glassner (2004) describe how an interviewer’s introductory remarks may betray 

certain preferences and biases that can restrict the respondent’s answers.  They also warn of 

the time-consuming nature of interviewing, requiring dedicated preparation, execution and 

analysis time in order to carry it out as objectively as possible.   

Gluckman (1961) categorises case studies as either ‘apt illustrations’, studies of ‘social 

situations’ or ‘extended case studies (over time)’.  Silverman (2005) goes further, listing three 

types:  firstly ‘intrinsic’ case studies designed to describe a situation;  secondly, 

‘instrumental‘ case studies that provide specific insight or test a hypothesis; and thirdly 

‘collective’ case studies where multiple studies are used to investigate a broader phenomenon.    

Yin (2009) observes that while single case studies are simpler than multiple, they are generally 

most useful when used as a ‘critical’ or ‘unique’ case, as a case measured longitudinally over 

time, or as a ‘representative’ case where there is confidence that it is typical of others in the 

same context.  Multiple case studies are clearly more complex, but generally considered more 
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robust.  Case studies can each be treated as an individual experiment, so multiple cases can be 

treated as experimental replication (Yin, 2009).  Since the current situation does not throw up 

a critical or unique case, a multiple case study design is used, investigating two cases so that 

some comparison can be made where reasonable.  Chapter 7 presents the case studies 

themselves along with detail of the interview methods. 

2.2.1 Case study analysis 

The analysis of case studies causes debate amongst researchers.  Social scientists often claim 

that case studies should be analysed in a purely deductive manner without preconceived 

theoretical framework since this allows the purest illustration of the situation (Gluckman, 

1961).  Theory is then built using deduction from the observed case.  An alternative inductive 

approach uses a theoretical framework to build a hypothesis and then uses the case study to 

analyse, expand, revise, prove or reject the theory.  Lincoln and Guba (2000) identify this key 

issue, looking at whether a preconceived model of the situation and relationships involved 

precludes independent data gathering, or whether it adds focus to the interviews.   The answer 

appears to depend on the kind of case study.  Yin (2009) states that most case studies need 

theoretical context to enable deductive reasoning and robust findings.  He contrasts this with 

more ethnological analysis (observation alone) which requires deduction without preconceived 

theory.   Since these case studies will be trying to address issues rather than pure observation, 

a supporting theoretical framework will be developed to aid analysis.    Brett Davies (2007) 

supports this saying that thinking needs to run like a thread through the project at all stages, 

from theory through to analysis.  Yin (2009) identifies four methods of data analysis, but his 

preferred method is to follow the theoretical structure in guiding the analysis by pattern-

matching the data to the theoretical propositions, a process explained further in section 8.1. 

 The last big question relating to case studies concerns generalisation from the case to the 

broader world.  Stake (1978) makes a case for ‘naturalistic generalisation’ involving an intuitive 

and empirical understanding of similarities in issues.  He argues that the degree of ‘fit’ 

between cases and general society is the important factor, and that this has to be a matter of 

judgement.   Lincoln & Guba (2000) argue that local factors must be taken into account in any 

attempt to generalise, and that the similarity of contexts is critical in determining 

transferability of hypotheses.  Gomm et al (2000a) conclude that the idea that any case study 

is a microcosm of general society and can therefore be generalised as a ‘universal singular’ 
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case has never been adequately justified.  They argue that naturalistic generalisation is an 

important concept on the basis that it is a natural method used by humans in everyday life.  

Gomm et al (2000b) propose a comparative case study method to enable isolation of variables 

and their effects by studying cases that contrast in approach.   Clyde Mitchell (1983), looking at 

case study analysis compared to scientific analysis, concludes that the validity of the 

extrapolation depends not so much on the fit of the context or typicality of the cases, but on 

the quality of the theoretical reasoning used to analyse the data, since this forms the basis of 

the analysis.   Indeed he goes on to note that case studies should only be used analytically 

where embedded in a robust, appropriate framework which illuminates the data generated.   

Support is shown for ‘triangulation’ of the data to improve robustness by Miller & Glassner 

(2004) and Yin (2009) by supplementing interview data with other sources such as public  

documentation, archives, observations and quantitative surveys.  This can add richness and 

enhance validity of conclusions. 

To summarise, the approach chosen is a double ‘instrumental’ case study allowing some 

comparison across cases.   Semi-structured interviews with a broad range of actors and 

stakeholders in each case study provide data and these are triangulated with public data and 

literature review.  Data is analysed in context of a theoretical model developed from literature 

and discussed below. 

2.3 The use of systemic theoretical frameworks 

As the previous section described, the quality and transferability of the analysis of case studies 

is determined by the quality of the theoretical framework by which it is contextualised.  This 

thesis investigates a complex situation involving multiple actors, decisions and interactions 

across many scales and locations.  This complexity naturally lends itself to a systems analysis.  

Typical linear reductionist cause and effect thinking can rarely be effective in analysing 

complex issues such as these (Morris & Martin, 2009).  Checkland (2008) defines a system as a 

collection of entities observed by someone to interact in order to do something.   A key 

property of a system is ‘emergence’, that a system is more than simply the sum of its parts.  

For example a car is clearly a system whereas all its parts could equally ‘sum’ to be a pile of 

pieces of metal and glass (Ackoff, 2008).  The properties of a car as a system can be classed as 

‘emergent’ in that they can’t be predicted simply by studying the parts individually.  This 
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property is key in defining a system since it predicts the need to look beyond simple cause and 

effect relationships and into more complex feedback loops and multiple interactions (Morris & 

Martin, 2009).  Nevertheless, the definition of systems thinking can be somewhat elusive 

because we use the word to describe so many things in modern life.  It can be characterised 

though by a move away from investigating simple cause and effect to a more inclusive and 

therefore complex view of causation, especially where it relates to human decision-making 

and relationships (Checkland, 2008).   

Checkland’s earlier definition of a system has interesting implications.  The identification of an 

observer implies that the definition of the system will be open to the observer’s interpretation.  

Indeed any system is likely to be defined in as many ways as there are observers defining it, 

due to the different perspectives they bring to bear on it.  For example, setting different 

boundaries to a system changes the system interactions and changes the conclusions that can 

be drawn (Morris & Martin, 2009).  This dependence of system definition on individual 

perception, together with the complexity of interaction and feedback loops within them,  

means that we cannot anticipate defining a system model that is ‘right’ (Checkland, 2008) .  

Morris & Martin (2009) state that system models can be seen as simplified versions of reality 

as the observer perceives it, but are useful in interpreting system behaviour, identifying 

feedback loops and learning about causal factors.  They also argue that at the heart of systems 

thinking is learning by iteration, using a model as a learning tool for deeper understanding, in 

the knowledge that it can be improved but will never be ‘correct’.  This approach typifies ‘soft’ 

systems thinking which developed out of the more rigid approach of the 1960s where the aim 

was to ‘define’ a system and engineer it to meet objectives (Checkland, 1999).  The limitations 

of this approach and the unpredictability of complex scenarios led to practitioners using 

systems models as a tool of enquiry rather than one of definition.  Checkland (1999) defines 

this as systemic thinking as opposed to systematic (hard systems) thinking.   Mingers & Taylor’s 

(1992) study found that users of soft systems approaches viewed them as useful in 

understanding the perspectives of other actors in the system, and in facilitating the structuring 

and study of complex situations. 

Societal systems have particular characteristics.  Buckley (1981) defines societal systems as 

‘complex adaptive systems’.  He characterises these as having high levels of feedback loops, 
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being highly interactive with their environment, taking input from external contexts and 

rapidly changing.   Forrester (1981) extends this by saying that they typically involve multiple 

feedback loops that often make effects counterintuitive to what might be expected from a 

more linear analysis of cause and effect.  His assertion that the dynamics are very unstable and 

unpredictable fits well with a soft systems approach that aims to learn rather than define. 

Various other developments of systems thinking could be used in this study.  In particular 

socio-technical systems study the interactions between society and new technology.  However, 

they have usually been used in relatively limited organisational design studies rather than in 

studies of society at large (Emery & Trist, 1965).  A more recent adaptation of socio-technical 

systems thinking in relation to energy transitions has been the multi-level perspective (MLP) 

which identifies three levels of structure for study with the assertion that dynamics need to 

combine in all three for successful transition to a new energy paradigm (Geels & Verbong, 

2007).  This framework will be used further in the definition of the theoretical model in Section 

6. 

2.4 Research approach summary 

This thesis uses a soft systems approach to developing a causal model of the key interactions 

that affect the role of RE incentives on social issue outcomes.  The model is informed by a 

review of the literature and background information, and is then used as the theoretical 

framework for analysis of the case studies.  Data analysis from double case studies looks for 

evidence of the causal loops in the model (thereby illuminating key control points), identifies 

factors not included in the theoretical model, and suggests causal flows anticipated by the 

model which are not seen in reality.   The analysis drives a revision of the model to better 

illustrate the situation, identifies further research needs and isolates key control points for 

possible policy intervention. 

2.5 Limitations of the approach 

The approach followed has limitations that must be acknowledged at this stage.  Firstly, the 

use of two case studies provides some basis for comparison, but more replicates would be 

preferable.   However, these types of projects are uncommon at present in the UK and further 

candidate projects were not found.  While comparisons are made across case studies, findings 

deriving from these are made with a degree of caution. 
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Secondly, the scope and timing of this thesis only allows a relatively small number of 

interviews compared with the ideal, although a broad range of views has been sought.  This 

relatively small number may reduce the certainty that can be attached to findings.   

Thirdly, the limitations of the qualitative method must also be noted.  There will always be 

some elements of bias involved in an interview-based study.  Structural design and analysis of 

the process are used to minimise this, but it is unlikely to eliminate it completely.  In addition, 

while the data can be expected to be of rich quality, their qualitative nature precludes 

statistical analysis and therefore lowers certainty about prioritisation or ranking of observed 

causal factors.  
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3 Social issues 

3.1 Fuel poverty 

3.1.1 What is fuel poverty? 

The fuel poverty ratio measures how much a household spends on fuel compared to total 

income.  The government defines it as: 

Fuel Poverty Ratio = Fuel Costs (usage x price) / income (DECC, 2009e) 

A household is said to be in fuel poverty if its fuel poverty ratio is greater than 10% in order to 

achieve a satisfactory heating regime of 21°C in the main living areas and 18°C elsewhere 

(Boardman, 2010; DECC, 2009a), and is based on modelled energy needed to achieve these 

temperatures rather than actual energy use.  This accounts for households under-heating their 

homes relative to these temperature standards to save money.   Severe fuel poverty is defined 

as a ratio greater than 20%.  While these definitions are somewhat arbitrary, and some have 

questioned the need for a separate measure of ‘fuel poverty’ on top of ‘poverty’, for the 

purposes of this study it is assumed that fuel poverty is a legitimate and useful measure. 

There is also debate about how best to define ‘income’.  The government prefers a ‘full income’ 

definition inclusive of housing costs, while others argue for a ‘basic income’  taken after 

housing costs, which is felt to better reflect disposable income of a household (ACE et al., 

2008).  The government’s figures are the more widely used. 

3.1.2 The scale of UK fuel poverty. 

The UK government launched its fuel poverty strategy in 2001 with the aims of eradicating fuel 

poverty in vulnerable households by 2010, and in all households by 2016 (DECC, 2009c).  The 

latest progress report however shows an increasing trend in both categories since 2003 when 

fuel poverty was at its lowest (DECC, 2009e). 
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Figure 3-1:   Fuel poverty levels in UK (DECC, 2009e:p.7) 

It seems very likely that levels today are significantly higher than the 2007 figure given the rise 

in fuel prices recently (see later).  Recent estimates put the figure somewhere between 5 – 

6.6m households in fuel poverty today (Boardman, 2010). Backing up this claim, the Citizens 

Advice Bureau saw an increase of 32-53% (depending on region) in call levels about fuel debt 

between 2008/9 and 2009/10  and estimate a 100% increase since 2005 (C.A.B., 2010).   

3.1.3 Who is in fuel poverty and why? 

Firstly, fuel poverty exists in all regions of the UK, though the north-east of England 

experiences twice that of the south-east (ACE et al., 2008), and with urban and true rural areas 

being worst affected, because of high levels of general deprivation and ‘hard to treat’ off-gas-

grid homes respectively (Baker et al., 2008).  

Recent studies concur that fuel poverty is a result of multiple factors (Brinkley & Less, 2010; 

Druckman & Jackson, 2008; Roberts, 2008; ACE et al., 2008; Boardman, 2010) and that most 

experiencing fuel poverty are affected by one (and in the majority of cases, more than one) of 

the following main causes; 

- Low Incomes  

- Fuel Prices 

- Poor housing stock or infrastructure  

- Under-occupancy 

Firstly, low income correlates strongly with fuel poverty.  Over 90% of the fuel poor are in the 

lowest three deciles of income (ACE et al., 2008) and 63% are in income poverty (Boardman, 
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2010) as fig 3-2 shows.  Also, the worse off you are, the more you spend, proportionally, on 

fuel (Druckman & Jackson, 2008) implying that tackling energy emissions through pricing or 

socialisation of costs is highly regressive (Roberts, 2008). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fuel prices are cited by the government as the main underlying cause of the increase in fuel 

poverty since 2003 (DECC, 2009e) and fig3-3 below backs up this claim, showing a clear 

correlation.  Note that today’s average household energy bills are significantly higher, at £500 

and £625 for electricity and gas respectively (Ofgem, 2010a). 

 

Figure 3-3:  Fuel poverty levels and fuel prices in the UK (Brinkley & Less, 2010: p.7).  Fuel poverty shown on left 
hand axis (millions of households) and average annual standard credit fuel bills shown on right hand axis in £. 

Figure 3-2: Households in income and fuel poverty, England 2007 (Boardman, 2010) 
 

1.6 million in income 
poverty but not in fuel  
poverty 

1.1 million in fuel 
poverty but not in 
income  poverty 

1.9 million in 
fuel poverty 
and income 
poverty 
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While not universally agreed upon, it is expected that fuel prices will continue to rise.  Recent 

models show scenarios varying from 20% rises by 2030 (ACE et al., 2008) to 60% rises by 2020 

(Ofgem, 2010b), and even 100% increases possible according to some (Brinkley & Less, 2010) 

due to a combination of carbon mitigation policy, fuel scarcity and UK electricity capacity 

margin pressure (Boardman, 2010).   The effects of a 20% rise are a 66% (or 200,000 household) 

increase in full income fuel poverty in London alone as fig 3-4 below shows; 

 

Figure 3-4:  Estimated rise in fuel poverty with energy bills in London (ACE et al., 2008:p14) 

Housing stock as measured by the standard assessment procedure (SAP) is a more complex 

cause.  Social housing is generally of better stock, having been improved in recent programmes 

to an average SAP 57 (Boardman, 2010), yet this is clearly not enough to fix fuel poverty 

because the poorest make up such a large part of the fuel poor.  Half the fuel poor live in <38 

SAP housing for whom home improvement remains urgent but Preston et al (2008) calculate 

that even if all the fuel poor lived in housing stock at SAP 65 or better, 40% would remain in 

fuel poverty due to low income.  It appears clear that ensuring decent housing stock is 

essential where possible but that increases in fuel prices will mean that more than just this is 

needed to tackle fuel poverty. 
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Under-occupancy is clearly an issue, but is very difficult to solve other than by ensuring people 

have the information available and the option to move to smaller housing more suited to 

needs. 

To summarise, predicting who the fuel-poor are is highly complex.  To alleviate it requires 

improvement of the worst housing stock and increased income protection for the poorest 

against fuel price rises. 

3.1.4 Why should we be concerned? 

Fuel Poverty causes health and social issues.  36,700 excess winter deaths per year in the UK 

(Brinkley & Less, 2010) demonstrate that living in persistently cold and damp conditions 

increases risk of heart attack, stroke and immune system suppression.  (Healy & Clinch, 2004; 

Liddell & Morris, 2010).  This is only the headline story though; large increases in underlying 

chronic illnesses like asthma, influenza, pneumonia, arthritis and mental problems are shown 

to result from fuel poverty with children at particular risk (Liddell & Morris, 2010; Boardman, 

2010).   Social exclusion often occurs as people choose not to invite others to their cold and 

damp home, while lacking the spare income to visit friends and relatives.   There is limited 

quantification of the cost to the NHS of fuel poverty, but Boardman (2010) claims it is in excess 

of £1bn. 

3.1.5 UK fuel poverty policy measures and outlook 

Government policy with respect to fuel poverty has been criticised for being poorly targeted in 

its approach (Vaze & Mayo, 2009).   The main programmes used to tackle fuel poverty are 

Winter Fuel Payments (WFP), Warm Front, Decent Homes, the Carbon Emissions Reduction 

Targets (CERT) and the Community Energy Savings Programme (CESP).  The breakdown and 

source of spending is shown below in fig. 3-5.  

WFPs, which make up the majority of funding are paid to all over the age of 60 and appear 

particularly poorly targeted.  Of the households that receive WFP, only 18% are in fuel poverty, 

while 49% of households in fuel poverty do not receive WFP because they do not contain an 

occupant over 60 (Brinkley & Less, 2010).  A recent parliament report urged the government to 

clarify what the WFP was really targeting and who should receive it (House of Commons 

Energy and Climate Change Committee, 2010).   
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Figure 3-5:  Funding of fuel poverty measures 2008 - 2011 (Brinkley & Less, 2010: p10) 

 ‘Warm Front’ provides grants to improve energy efficiency in homes using benefit receipt as 

the qualifying measure.   A National Audit Office report (NAO, 2009) shows that 635,000 

households were assisted under the scheme between 2005 and 2008 but 57% of vulnerable 

households in fuel poverty did not qualify, and 75% of those receiving grants were not in fuel 

poverty.    

‘Decent Homes’ sets a minimum acceptable SAP standard for social housing.  The results of this 

programme appear to be successful with social housing generally showing a higher standard of 

fabric than privately owned or rented housing (SAP 58 compared to 48 in private housing stock) 

according to the government (DECC, 2009e). 

CERT and CESP are obligations on suppliers to make savings in the Carbon Dioxide (CO2) 

emitted by households.  The CERT target set up in 2008 (DECC, 2010b) aims to save 185mT of 

CO2 over the policy lifetime with 40% of this investment mandated for priority groups.   While 

CERT is not specifically targeted at fuel poverty, CESP, set up in 2009, targets low income 

communities through £350m of efficiency measures using a ‘whole house’ approach (DECC, 
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2010c).  This scheme appears better targeted but is only in the early stages of development 

with six live schemes at time of writing. 

In summary, the difficulty of targeting the fuel poor accurately has resulted in programmes 

failing to reach many poor and vulnerable households.  There may be more success in 

targeting poverty in general and housing energy efficiency in vulnerable groups as a priority.  

Poverty or disposable income is likely to be a more targeted measure than the current set of 

very ineffective qualifiers for support.  Given that, the next section looks at poverty and 

income distribution in the UK.  

3.2 Poverty and inequality  

3.2.1 Definitions and measurements 

Poverty has been defined by a leading academic as the situation when people are ‘effectively 

excluded from ordinary living patterns, customs and activities’ (Townsend, 1979).  The usual 

quantification of this is to define poverty as an income less than 60% of the median (Brewer et 

al., 2008; Palmer, 2010) 

While poverty implies income below a certain threshold, inequality measures the spread of 

income in society.  Various measures of inequality are possible, with the ratios of earnings at 

different levels in the income distribution being common.  90th percentile divided by 10th 

percentile, or 90:10, is often used, as is 80:20.  The share of wealth below the median income 

provides another evaluation.  A more complex measure is the Gini coefficient which 

statistically evaluates the variance in income distribution from a line representing zero 

inequality (i.e. everyone earning the same income).  This returns a value from 0 to 1 where 0 

implies completely equal incomes and 1 represents all wealth being earned by one person in 

society (Palmer, 2010).   

While some degree of inequality in income is certain in any society, there is no inherent reason 

why there must be poverty.  For instance if the median income is £18,000, then if everyone 

earns above £10,800 (60% of the median), the poverty level is zero.  However, greater 

inequality is very likely to cause greater poverty.  As the income distribution becomes more 

stretched, the median increases faster than the incomes of those below median level, causing 

more to drop into poverty. 
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3.2.2 Poverty & inequality in the UK 

Poverty levels in the UK are higher than most countries in Europe and above all north western 

European countries (E.C., 2010a), with those in severe poverty at an all time high (DWP, 

2010a). 

Inequality is also at an all time high in the UK, with higher levels today than at any time in the 

past (Palmer, 2010), and significantly higher levels than comparable countries in Europe and 

the OECD nations (OECD, 2008).  Further detail of the situation in the UK is found in appendix A 

3.2.3 Effects of poverty and inequality 

 A recent book has pulled together multiple studies on inequality in OECD countries and US 

states and attempted to correlate this with a number of social metrics (Wilkinson & Pickett, 

2009).  The results are staggering: all social issues (except one) proved to be positively 

correlated with inequality.  Health outcomes, life expectancy, crime and imprisonment rates, 

teenage pregnancies, homicide and suicide levels, stress, drug abuse, obesity, education drop-

out rates, poor literacy and many other factors all increase with increasing inequality once a 

country has reached a certain point of development where basic needs are met.  Even social 

mobility, the aim of many western societies, is lower where inequality is higher.  Fig 3-7 below 

shows the UK and US with half the level of income independence between fathers and sons 

when compared to Canada and Scandinavia (where a high correlation between sons’ and 

fathers’ incomes implies poorer social mobility). The conclusion drawn is that everyone in a 

society does better when it is more equal, not just the poorest, and these findings are backed 

up by others who conclude that high levels of income inequality are economically wasteful and 

inefficient (Lawlor et al., 2009). 



18 
 

 

Figure 3-6:  Health and social Issues improve with income equality (Wilkinson & Pickett, 2009: p174) 

 

 

Figure 3-7:  Social mobility is higher in more equal countries (Wilkinson & Pickett, 2009: p160) as measured by 
correlation of fathers’ and sons’ incomes. 
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It appears that society would benefit from a more even distribution of income.  It also seems 

that the method of redistribution does not affect the outcome; both high taxation of high 

incomes and more equal incomes in the first place result in better social outcomes (Wilkinson 

& Pickett, 2009).  With this in mind, a fundamental objective of policy makers should be a 

consideration of the effects of policy on income equality.  

3.3 Summary 

Chapter 3 has shown that fuel poverty is a growing problem in the UK, influenced primarily by 

low incomes, inappropriate housing and rising fuel prices.  Given the poor targeting of current 

policy, focussing on improving income and housing stock for the most vulnerable may be more 

effective.  In addition, better income equality has been shown to benefit society more broadly 

through better social outcomes, and should be considered by policy makers.  The following 

chapter looks at the way the key relevant policies are designed before chapter 5 investigates 

their potential effects on the issues discussed above. 
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4 Renewable Energy Incentives 

4.1 Feed In Tariffs (FITs) 

4.1.1 Renewable electricity incentives in the UK 

The primary incentive for renewable energy implementation in the UK has been the 

Renewable Obligation (RO), a market mechanism which obliges electricity suppliers either to 

generate a proportion of their power through renewables, or to purchase equivalent 

certificates from generators using renewable sources (DECC, 2010h).   Within this certificate 

trading scheme, an increasing supplier obligation year on year ensures shortage of certificates, 

and therefore trading is enabled at an effective price.  The trading mechanisms in this market 

system are beyond the scope of this thesis, but the scheme has been criticised for being no 

cheaper than other more effective schemes on the continent while being more complex (Lipp, 

2007), creating more uncertainty in price, and failing to operate as a market measure without 

regulatory interference, as demonstrated by its recent technology banding (DECC, 2010h).   Of 

most relevance to this thesis, is the fact that for a small scale generator ROCs are not easy to 

participate in, since transaction costs of a market mechanism are high, and the uncertainty in 

price makes investment difficult to quantify and therefore high risk.  These issues, coupled 

with the success of FITs in other EU countries in encouraging smaller scale renewable energy 

investment, brought pressure on the government to reconsider introduction of FITs in the UK. 

The Low Carbon Buildings Programme (LCBP) was established to help fund energy efficiency 

and renewable energy installations (DECC, 2009d).  While this provided capital grants to 

households, these rarely funded installations completely and were often tied to other 

standards of energy efficiency in an attempt to make the most cost effective carbon emission 

reductions.  This requirement ensured that renewable energy was only installed once a house 

had been improved to make sure the energy generated was not immediately lost through poor 

insulation for example.  The LCBP has been phased out entirely as of 2010 (DECC, 2009d), and 

is proposed to be replaced by the ‘Green Deal’, a pay as you save (PAYS) package of up to 

£6500 per household for efficiency measures (DECC, 2010a).  It is unclear at present how this 

will be administered, and the separation of this from renewable energy policy potentially 

leaves the door open for renewables installation without adequate efficiency measures being 

taken first. 
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The result has been relatively slow uptake of renewable energy generally, but particularly so in 

the domestic sector in the past 20 years with the UK only generating 2.2% from renewable 

sources in comparison to 11% in Spain and France and 9% in Germany (E.C., 2010b).  Larger 

scale generators have become familiar with the renewable obligation certificate (ROC) system 

and now support its continuation (Renewables UK, 2007), especially now that banded ROCs 

provide better incentives for huge offshore wind investment. 

4.1.2 The UK FIT design 

The UK FIT was introduced in April 2010 following a year’s consultation and incorporates 

learning from EU experiences with FITs (DECC, 2010d).  Details of different FIT designs are 

given in Appendix B, and while the full design of the UK scheme is also given in the appendices, 

the basics of the policy comprise (DECC, 2010d); 

- A fixed price scheme for small scale electricity generation (below 5MW for most 

technologies) to run in parallel with the ROC mechanism for larger generators. 

- Banding of the tariff by technology and scale, with small scale photo-voltaics (PV) 

attracting the highest levels. 

- Inflation adjustment based on Retail Prices Index. 

- Tax free status of tariff income. 

- Degression of tariffs over time for new installations to account for learning curve cost 

reduction. 

- Tariffs to be paid by electricity suppliers and costs socialised via redistribution to 

electricity bills. 

- Return on Investment designed at 5 – 8% when combining paid tariffs and avoided 

electricity costs. 

The combination of ROC with FIT is unique in Europe, but could prove to be effective.  

Midttun and Gautensen (2007) argue that the dynamic characteristics of the development 

of renewable energy products need both ROCs and FITs at the same time.   FITs best 

encourage emerging technologies that need protection from financial comparison with 

more developed solutions (thereby preventing lock-in to particular technologies), while 

market competition via ROCs is needed for mature high volume technologies to ensure 

economic efficiency, industrial momentum and continued innovation.    The UK design 
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however, differentiates by scale rather than by technology development stage.  It is clear 

nevertheless that FITs are more suitable for small scale renewables incentives because of 

the certainty that they create for an investor (Gross et al., 2007). 

The UK design has created some controversy recently.  George Monbiot (2010) has argued 

that UK FITs encourage investment in very expensive technology by those that can afford 

the upfront capital at the expense of those that cannot.  He argues that we should not be 

encouraging technologies like photo-voltaics (PV) that need such expensive incentives.  

The PV industry responded by focussing on the expected price reductions in the PV 

industry over the coming years, and the employment and economic benefits of a thriving 

UK solar industry (Leggett, 2010).  DECC (DECC, 2010e) forecast an average annual 

domestic electricity bill rise of £8.50 (1.5%) over the period to 2030 due to FITs, with the 

rising uptake across that period driving increases of 1.3% and 1.9% in 2015 and 2020 

respectively. 

The consultation on FITs by the Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC) in 2009 

uncovered opinions from various stakeholders.  Consumer Focus (Consumer Focus, 2009) 

highlighted that the impact should be assessed by household type and income decile and 

that proposals to mitigate these impacts on the least well-off should also be included.   

They criticise the lack of information on how these rises will affect the poorest in society.  

In a Friends of the Earth report, Timms & Hume (2009) point out that the planned rate of 

return appears planned to limit uptake.  They fear that at current return rates, local 

authorities or housing associations will not be able to pass on significant benefits as well as 

pay back investment.  As a result the scheme is in danger of being limited to those with 

access to significant capital of their own. 

While this thesis will not attempt to answer whether FITs are incentivising the right 

technologies (a debate that continues to rage (Less, 2010)), it will investigate in chapters 5 

and 8 whether the extra costs of FITs can be offset and exceeded through those in poverty 

and fuel poverty being able to access the benefits.    
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4.2 Renewable Heat Incentives (RHIs) 

4.2.1 The importance of heat 

Domestic gas supply in the UK accounts for two thirds of the total energy use (DECC, 2009b) 

and is three times the consumption of electricity on an energy basis.  This reflects the 

importance of heat in domestic energy use.   Of the heat generated in the home, less than 1% 

of it is currently generated from renewable sources (Green Alliance, 2010).  Given these two 

facts it is clear that renewable heat will have to play a major part in tackling household carbon 

emissions, and that from a fuel poverty perspective heat supply plays a much larger role than 

does electricity supply. 

4.2.2 The proposed RHI structure and response to consultation 

Given this low rate of renewables use in heat production, the heavy reliance on gas for our 

domestic heat, and the high use of domestic heat in the UK, the government has proposed a 

new incentive for investing in renewable heat generation called the Renewable Heat Incentive 

(RHI).  Planned to start in 2011, a consultation exercise is underway to explore stakeholder 

opinion of the scheme.   The new government has declared that it is ‘committed to taking 

action on renewable heat’ but also states that the RHI policy will be subject to the 

comprehensive spending review expected in autumn 2010. 

The potential benefits of RHIs are significant for greenhouse gas emissions reductions.  

Modelling for DECC estimates that by 2020 the UK could achieve 46-66 TWh of additional 

renewable heat, abating 14-18mT CO2 with over half of this saving incremental to the current 

emissions trading scheme (ETS) limits (NERA & AEA, 2009).  This contrasts with the effect of 

FITs which are not incremental to the ETS scheme. 

The policy would work like a FIT for renewable heat where technologies such as solar thermal 

heating,  heat pumps, biomass boilers and anaerobic digestion would receive a payment tariff 

for heat produced (DECC, 2010g).  Similarly to FITs they will be banded by technology, but in 

contrast to FITs will generate payments designed to return 8-12% on the investment for most 

technologies, with solar thermal at 6% to account for its relative maturity.  There is no upper 

size limit, so district heating via biomass could be considered.   While a stated objective of the 

RHI is that all households should be able to access the RHI and for social landlords to play a 
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leading role in implementation (DECC, 2010g), it is unclear how these might come about 

without knowing more about the financing of the policy.   

Various uncertainties remain in the detail of the policy.  While some of these are in the 

mechanics of heat measurement and ‘deeming’ of payments, these are outside the scope of 

this thesis.  However, uncertainties over funding are very relevant and consultation responses 

have expressed some concern about these gaps.   A response from the National Housing 

Federation (NHF, 2010) highlighted that funding needs very careful consideration.   It also 

expressed concern that current laws restrict operation of pay as you save (PAYS) schemes 

which may be the best way to enable projects in low income houses.  The Green Alliance 

(Green Alliance, 2010) surveyed a number of local authorities (LAs) and reported generally 

good feedback from them, but concern over funding.   Although some LAs saw an opportunity 

to access low interest loans from a green bank or EU source to provide capital, others also saw 

the need for PAYS schemes to be brought in early to maximise the positive effects.  The 

alternative quoted was an ‘invest and re-invest strategy’ that could be very slow to build 

momentum.   They also expressed the opinion that uncertainty over the scheme was 

preventing people from investing now.  The high cost makes it likely to be funded via energy 

suppliers and socialised via customers’ bills like FITs.   Consumer Focus (2008) estimates that if 

this is the case, gas bills could rise by 37% by 2020, while DECC modelled an increase of 14% in 

domestic gas bills by 2020 for their favoured option at the time of consultation (DECC, 2010f) 

but made it clear that the funding mechanism is not yet decided. 

Until DECC declares its hand in the autumn over legislation for renewable heat, the situation 

with impact of RHIs cannot be analysed clearly, but there is a strong possibility that the effect 

on consumer bills will be significantly larger than the effect of FITs .   Since heat is so critical in 

the relief of fuel poverty, renewable heat policy must be considered in that context alongside 

encouraging broad uptake.  Chapters 5 & 8 will look at the role the RHI can play. 

Having considered the relevant policies, the following section seeks evidence for the effects 

that local RE generation could have on the social issues described earlier. 
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5 The potential for FITs and RHIs to address social issues 

5.1 Distributed generation 

5.1.1 Definitions 

‘Distributed generation’ can be defined as energy generated at distribution network level 

rather than at main transmission grid level.  It also encompasses ‘microgeneration’, or 

generation at the point of use, for example a home-mounted wind turbine.  Microgeneration 

might or might not be connected to distribution for selling excess energy production.  These 

terms are usually used in connection with electrical networks, but can also be used for heat, 

where the gas network can be thought of as the main transmission grid.  In this case, a home-

installed heat pump might be thought of as micro-heat generation, whereas a district biomass 

heating scheme might be described as distributed heat generation. 

While distributed generation can cover any technology, in reality few of the non-renewable 

technologies are viable at small scale except combined heat and power (CHP).  For the 

purposes of this thesis which concentrates on the effects of FITs and RHIs, ‘distributed’ and 

‘micro’ generation can be assumed to refer to renewable generation technologies covered by 

these policies.  These technologies are listed in appendix B. 

5.1.2 Benefits of distributed generation  

The potential benefits of distributed generation are generally regarded as being a mix of 

technical and social benefits that can be summarised as: 

a. Technical:  Generation nearer the user reduces the load on transmission networks, 

reducing infrastructure needs and improving supply reliability (Watson et al., 

2008).  

b. Economic:  With FITs and RHIs, a good return on investment can be made for 

installers of renewable distributed generation.  Walker (2008b) lists local income 

and reduced energy costs as a potential benefit of microgeneration. 

c. Social:  Local generation better informs end users and communities about energy 

issues, and may result in lower usage.  Burton & Hubacek (2007) provide evidence 

that a range of social benefits are as significant as economic issues in consideration 

of generation scale.  Other studies have shown limited behaviour change as a 
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result of renewables installations however and consider it wishful thinking to 

expect this (Bahaj & James, 2007). 

d. Environmental:  Most microgeneration comes from renewable sources. 

While significant debate exists over the first point, especially given the variability of large 

numbers of distributed wind and PV generators connected to distribution networks and 

their relative costs compared to larger scale installation (Moniot, 2010), it is clear that 

available microgeneration solutions return embedded energy and CO2 from manufacture 

quickly if sited reasonably, even for micro-wind, often assumed to be the worst case for 

microgeneration (Allen & Hammond, 2010).  This thesis will concentrate on the social and 

local financial implications rather than participating in the broader debate on the overall 

economic desirability of microgeneration.  The environmental benefits are noted but not 

discussed further. 

5.2 Opportunities for fuel poverty and inequality reduction through 

FITs and RHIs 

5.2.1 Disposable income improvement from domestic renewable energy. 

The potential for fuel poverty reduction through domestic energy generation is pointed out in 

a number of recent papers.  Walker (2008a) sees the benefits as cheaper energy costs and 

improved reliability, with energy service companies (ESCos), local authorities and housing 

associations playing key roles.    Consumer focus (Consumer Focus, 2008) concludes that 

microgeneration can make a ‘major’ contribution in fuel poverty reduction, especially for those 

on low income and in ‘hard to treat’ homes.  The National Housing Federation state that ‘Fuel 

poverty concerns are...consistent with an ambitious tariff scheme...Any enterprise that enables 

the fuel poor to directly access the benefits of renewables needs to be systematically 

supported’ (NHF, 2009:p.7).   A comprehensive fuel poverty strategy must, according to 

Preston et al (2008) incorporate incentives for microgeneration that apply to the fuel poor. 

So what impact can local generation make?  Is this just ethically desirable, or can a substantial 

difference be made through FITs and RHIs?  As discussed in chapter 4, FITs and RHIs are 

designed to provide 5-8% and 8–12% returns on investment (ROI) respectively.  Taking the 

mid-figures in these ranges (6.5% for FIT and 10% for RHI), then we see that typical 
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investments might return the amounts in table 5-1 below on a yearly basis if it is assumed that 

the capital is available or costs only the rate of inflation.  Because FITs and RHIs are to be 

index-linked, we can make the assumption that inflation can be ignored and all amounts are at 

today’s value. 

Investment Type Investment Cost Return Rate Income / Yr 

 £000’s % £ 

Solar PV 2KW 12.5 (Solar Europe, 2010) 6.5 813 

Micro Wind turbine 0.6KW 4.0 (Ampair Ltd, 2008) 6.5 260 

6kW Wind Turbine 25.0 (Aeolus Power Ltd, 2008) 6.5 1625 

Air Source Heat Pump  

(ASHP) 9kW 

8.5 (Solo, 2010) 10 850 

Solar Thermal Array 4.0 (Solar Europe, 2010) 6 240 

Biomass Boiler 11.5 (EST, 2010b) 10 1150 

Table 5-1:  Simple returns on renewable energy installations with FITs and RHIs 

While return rates are highly resource-dependent (Saunders, 2010), for the purposes of this 

exercise it is best to stick to the simple case in the table above and consider two of the most 

likely investments – a rooftop solar PV array, and an air source heat pump.    

It is instructive to compare these figures with the extra costs of FITs and RHIs to household bills.  

As discussed in chapter 4, the expected increases in electricity bill due to FITs peak in 2020 at 

1.9% (DECC, 2010e).  RHI impact is much less clear but using DECC’s current lead option (DECC, 

2010f) predicts a peak gas bill rise of 14% in 2020.  Taking the latest average bills as a basis 

(Ofgem, 2010a), these rises (in 2010£) are £9.50 and £87.50 respectively.  The two tables 

below lay out the costs and benefits of PV and ASHP under FIT and RHI for four participation 

scenarios in 2020: no participation; full FIT revenue (e.g. through own purchase); a PAYS 

scheme where bill reduction benefits the household but FIT/RHI revenue goes to pay back 

capital; and a low interest finance scheme where only a proportion of the FIT/RHI revenue is 

needed to pay back the capital, assuming a nominal interest rate of 4%.  The effect of fuel 

prices is also modelled, with analysis two scenarios: no real increase in fuel price by 2020, and 

a 20% real terms increase by 2020. 
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It is clear from table 5-2 is that participation in FITs under any of the finance schemes creates 

very real and substantial benefit for the household.  And the cost of FITs to those not able to 

participate is relatively insignificant.  Even under a PAYS scheme, a household might expect to 

benefit by £140-£170 per year, a significant disposable income boost for those in the lowest 

decile of income receiving average total income after housing costs of around £100 per week 

(DWP, 2010b).  Access to low interest finance clearly enables a much more substantial 

contribution. 

All in 2010£ / yr per household 2020 energy 
price same 
as 2010 in 
real terms 

2020 energy 
price at +20% 
vs 2010 in real 

terms 

Average Electricity Bill in 2020 £500.00 £600.00 

Electricity bill reduction from PV @30%  £150.00 £180.00 

Full FIT income, including bill reduction  £812.50 £842.50 

Average socialised FIT Cost per consumer in 2020 £9.50 £9.50 

Net Benefit of FIT for non-participant -£9.50 -£9.50 

Net Benefit of FIT for household using PAYS £140.50 £170.50 

Net Benefit of FIT for household with full FIT revenue £803.00 £833.50 

Net Benefit of FIT for household using low interest (4%) loan £303.00 £333.50 

Table 5-2:  Net benefit of FITs to a household with 2kW PV panel in 2020 under different financing schemes 
(calculation by the author) 

All in 2010£ / yr per household 2020 energy 
price same 
as 2010 in 
real terms 

2020 energy 
price at +20% 
vs 2010 in real 

terms 

Average gas bill in 2020 £625.00 £750.00 

Gas bill reduction from ASHP @30%  £187.50 £225.00 

Full RHI income, including bill reduction  £850.00 £887.50 

Average socialised RHI cost per consumer in 2020 £87.50 £87.50 

Net Benefit of RHI for non-participant -£87.50 -£87.50 

Net Benefit of RHI for household using PAYS £100.00 £137.50 

Net Benefit of RHI for household with full RHI revenue £762.50 £800.00 

Net Benefit of RHI for household using low interest (4%) loan £422.50 £460.00 

Table 5-3:  Net benefit of RHIs to a household with 9kW ASHP in 2020 under different investment schemes, 
assuming RHI cost socialisation (calculation by the author) 
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The costs predicted for RHIs are significantly higher, but the returns shown in table 5-3 again 

show that enabling participation, even under a PAYS deal provides significant benefit.  

However, the costs to non-participants are significantly higher, and at a level that could cause 

a further slide into fuel poverty for those unable to access the benefits.  It is difficult to make 

definite conclusions on the effects of the RHI until there is more certainty about its design and 

funding.  

While the calculations above are performed for UK average energy bills, in reality those on low 

incomes can be expected to use less energy than the average, so both costs and savings may 

be lower than stated.  For both cases above however, it should be noted that as fuel bills rise, 

the benefits of participation become greater, as greater protection is afforded by the 

renewable energy technology.  Indeed the net benefit of installing a PV system under a PAYS 

scheme enables the household to offset a 28% rise in electricity bills.  A 4% interest loan 

scheme could protect a household against rises of almost 80%. 

In summary, FITs can help fuel poverty and inequality, even through PAYS schemes. RHI costs 

remain uncertain but are likely to be more significant and government will need to arrange 

funding in a way that protects those not able to participate.   It is clear that microgeneration 

under FITs and RHIs can make a substantial contribution to fuel poverty and inequality, despite 

socialised costs of policies.  We look next at how uptake could be enabled. 

5.3 Uptake dynamics and the emergence of local energy organisations 

The potential for microgeneration has been estimated as high as 40% of UK electricity supply 

by 2050 but uptake has been slow, with less than 100,000 installations in place by 2008, most 

of these solar thermal (Watson et al., 2008).  Bergman et al (2009) note that even in Germany, 

adoption of PV under FIT incentives did not result in uptake beyond the ‘innovators’ and ‘early 

adopters’ of Rogers’ (1995) adoption theory, and into the mainstream of society.   A self-

selecting study of potential adopters in the UK found that those considering installing domestic 

microgeneration were almost exclusively the concerned middle class with spare capital to 

invest (Caird et al., 2008).  Even amongst this group however, only 20% of potential purchases 

eventually turned into an installation.  A recent study of willingness to pay (WTP) for 

renewable energy found that individuals have a significantly positive WTP, but not extending 

as far as the capital costs involved.  Individuals are willing to pay £2.91 in capital to reduce 
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annual bills by £1, expecting a payback of around 3 years (Scarpa & Willis, 2010), much faster 

than FITs or RHIs can deliver.  This fits with previous research that concludes that consumers 

rarely behave as rational economic beings, heavily discounting future savings and revenues 

(Sauter & Watson, 2007).  It seems clear that while FITs and RHIs will help to make payback 

times more acceptable, they will not pay back fast enough for many individuals and will not 

help with the upfront costs that put them out of reach of individual investors in poverty. 

As well as individual investment however, organisations have developed ways to take 

advantage of microgeneration’s benefits.  Walker (2008b) categorises them as cooperatives 

with shared ownership by the community, community charities and local generation 

companies with shares owned by (often gifted to) the local community.  Sauter & Watson 

(2007) offer three models of uptake:  firstly individual investment; secondly, investment by a 

third party via ESCos, local authorities or energy suppliers for example; and thirdly the 

development of community microgrids.   A consumer focus report (Consumer Focus, 2008) 

looks further into a possible future and recommends a new model for local infrastructure that 

uses a franchised investment company capable of pooling the diverse investment sources into 

one fund capable of applying it in the most relevant manner locally.    

It is clear that for those in poverty, individual investment is very unlikely to be a reasonable 

option (Boardman, 2010).   And as Sauter and Watson (2007) conclude, community microgrids 

are a long term development unlikely to occur in the near future.   So it seems that the most 

likely and only realistic mechanism for uptake of renewables in low income and fuel poor 

communities is investment via a third party organisation.  The following section looks at the 

barriers to uptake of microgeneration and whether such organisations have the potential to 

overcome these by operating with the benefit of FITs and RHIs. 

5.4 Barriers to microgeneration in low income areas 

Many barriers to uptake can be found in the literature. Each will be considered in turn in the 

context of FITs, RHIs and the operation of third party organisations funding renewable energy 

installations (which will be referred to as local energy organisations (LEOs) whether they be 

local authority groups, charity, community organisations or private ventures). The barriers fall 

into three main groups:  economic, legal and social. 
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5.4.1 Economic Barriers 

5.4.1.1  Upfront costs & returns 

The literature is clear on the main barrier to uptake.  Indeed, all sources investigating the issue 

before introduction of FITs cite the high upfront cost and slow payback as the main barrier to 

uptake (Caird et al., 2008; Allen & Hammond, 2010; Walker, 2008b; Watson et al., 2008; 

Walker et al., 2009; Williams, 2009).  For those in areas of low income, the barrier is more 

acute due to unfamiliarity with making large investments, using loans to set up investments or 

analysing risk in investment.   The operation of a LEO has the potential to remove many of 

these barriers if it can access low interest loans, pass on reduced fuel costs and potentially 

excess FIT or RHI income to the end user. 

There remains a question over whether the return rates of FITs and to a lesser extent RHIs are 

adequate to fund the operation of LEOs without access to very low cost capital (Timms & 

Hume, 2009). This may limit the rate of emergence of these organisations.  Clearly the higher 

the cost of available capital, the lower the benefit to LEOs and to the end user.  The new 

government has outlined an intention to provide funding via a green bank in order to enable 

‘Pay as you save’ (PAYS) type investment (DECC & CLG, 2010) but at this stage it is not clear 

how this will operate or at what interest rates. 

5.4.1.2 Lack of economies of scale 

Some have noted that LEOs have the challenge of creating and investing in small scale, less 

economically efficient technologies, with geographically diverse customer base potential if full 

opt-in to their services is not achieved (Consumer Focus, 2008).  For district heating systems, 

for example, where extensive pipework is required, this could be a significant issue.  However, 

FITs and RHIs are designed to overcome these issues by levelling the playing field and 

equalising returns across different technologies and scales (DECC, 2010d; DECC, 2010g).  This 

should not be a barrier under the new incentive schemes assuming that RHIs cover district 

heating as expected. 

5.4.1.3 Access to bulk energy and price negotiation 

The size of operation of a LEO does not give it the same negotiation powers as an energy 

supplier to buy or sell energy to the grid (Consumer Focus, 2008).  However, the FIT and RHI 

effectively override this barrier by setting fixed prices for generation and selling back to the 
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grid.  It does not enable bulk buying of gas or electricity at reduced levels, but this is unlikely to 

concern many LEOs directly. 

5.4.1.4 Bounded rationality 

The limited economic rationality of investors provides a barrier to investment by individuals, as 

discussed in section 5.3.  While the incentives help to make the case more convincing, it may 

not overcome the rationality limits of end users.  The operation of LEOs can remove this issue 

by managing the investment risk independently, with the end user only having to sign up to 

reduced bills via a long term contract.  While this should reduce the barrier, social issues are 

also significant here, investigated below in section 5.4.3. 

5.4.1.5 Tax status 

Tax status was identified as a barrier by Watson et al (2008).   At the time of writing, some 

individual investors were at a disadvantage from a tax point of view when compared to 

companies which could write off capital against tax liabilities.  While FIT and RHIs offer tax-free  

returns, it may be that companies still have some of these advantages, so LEO operation 

should be able to access those and limit this barrier. 

5.4.2 Legal barriers 

5.4.2.1 Tenure 

For those in rental properties the incentive and legal footing for RE installation is less clear 

since they are investing in someone else’s property for their own benefit while living there, but 

with no long term guarantee of tenancy and no obligation on the landlord to support 

investment to reduce bills.  This disenfranchisement of tenants is raised by Williams (2009) and 

Walker (2008a) as a barrier for certain areas with high levels of private rental.   For social 

housing, the barrier is in theory the same, but perhaps the motivations of social landlords are 

sufficiently different to facilitate action.   

The operation of a LEO has the potential to overcome this barrier whether with social or 

private rental if it can operate by taking on the investment directly and passing on benefit in 

the form of savings on fuel bills.  Even operating in this mode, barriers remain in being able to 

pass legal contracts from one tenant to another as tenure changes hands.  It is thought that 
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the new energy bill may enable PAYS investments to be legally attributed to a property rather 

than a person (EST, 2010a).  

5.4.2.2 Licensed generation 

Energy companies need a regulatory license to operate above a 1MW generating capacity for 

electricity.  This has the potential to force ownership down to the household level to avoid 

ownership of RE by the LEO approaching this level.  While this could limit the size of LEOs it 

seems more likely that most will operate on a smaller basis than the thousands of installations 

needed to approach this level.  

5.4.3 Social barriers 

5.4.3.1 Awareness, information & inertia 

The first step to investing in renewable energy must be awareness of the issues and 

opportunities involved.  This awareness is thought to be low in the poorest areas because it is 

not worth companies focussing marketing effort on those that cannot afford to buy their 

goods, and information from government organisations has tended to focus on use and 

efficiency rather than generation.  Sauter & Watson (2007) identify a lack of information and 

knowledge as a barrier to uptake, as does Williams (2009) who cites uncertainty over the 

proposed FIT scheme as a reason for reduced investment in renewables.    Watson et al (2008) 

and Allen et al (2008) also identify the availability and dissemination of information as key 

barriers to uptake.  Bergman et al (2009) go further in saying that independent sources of 

information and advice need to be available, rather than pressurised selling from industry. 

While the information can be in place, this does not guarantee action.   Sauter & Watson (2007) 

found that the vast majority of householders in London see it as someone else’s responsibility 

to drive uptake of renewables citing public bodies as suitable facilitators. 

The operation of LEOs could play a significant role in disseminating information locally, and by 

targeting effectively those who can most benefit from the information.    They will be ideally 

placed to provide relatively independent advice and to tailor information to ensure relevance, 

appropriate level of complexity and best form of communication, while overcoming inertia by 

providing solutions that don’t need much action from end users. 



34 
 

5.4.3.2 Trust and participation 

Case studies of microgeneration installation by local projects have uncovered the need for 

trust between those in the community and those managing the project.   For example, a 

renewable heat project in a community centre in an already tightly bound community served 

to bring even greater trust and cohesion within that community (Walker et al., 2009).  

However a wind farm project seeking buy in from the local community increased existing 

fractures in the community due to different objectives of different parties and the perception 

by some that information was not being given transparently.  Walker et al (2009) conclude that 

differences in approach including openness, accessibility of the organisers to the community 

and level of participation of the community are good predictors of success.   Trust between 

end users and those they engage with is critical to successful deployment of renewables 

according to Consumer Focus (Consumer Focus, 2008).   They claim that energy suppliers are 

not well trusted by customers because it is felt that their goals of selling quantities of energy 

are not close enough to society’s goals of receiving energy services such as heat and light. As a 

result they would be much less trusted to operate a LEO than local authorities who were 

viewed as the most reliable potential service provider. 

A LEO can overcome these barriers but will need to engage the local population to build trust 

in order to encourage the dialogue and effective relationships necessary for success.  The way 

that the LEO is set up and controlled appears important in gaining the trust and participation 

of the community.  

5.4.3.3 Skill base 

Availability of skilled installers is cited by Watson et al (2008) as a potential barrier to uptake, 

with trust in those skills a further factor.  While increased uptake will drive more training of 

skilled installers, this is an area that LEOs must watch for while insulating the end users from 

concerns over installers and reliability of equipment. 

Leadership of community groups is identified as an issue seen by participants in community 

projects (Walker, 2008b; Rogers et al., 2008), with concerns evident that the community may 

lack leadership skills, long term commitment and self confidence to go about a 

transformational project, while wishing to see examples of success before embarking on it 

themselves.  LEO operation could be seen as independent or professional enough to build 
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greater confidence within the community, though there is a risk of reducing the trust it can 

generate the further it positions itself from being a community organisation. 

5.5 Summary 

In summary, it is clear that the key benefit of renewable microgeneration projects under FITs 

or RHis  will be financial, and that this has the possibility of making a very significant 

contribution to fuel poverty figures, as well as making a real difference in the lives of those on 

the lowest incomes. 

However, accessing these benefits will require an intermediary organisation such as a LEO.   

Trust in this company, information dynamics and how it engages with the community and 

other organisations will be critical to the success of initiatives to install renewable energy in 

low income housing.  The following chapter will look at the flows of goods, services, 

information and relationship dynamics implied by these findings in order to develop a systems 

model of factors influencing the success of such projects. 
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6 Systemic framework development 

6.1 Systems models 

As discussed in Section 2.3, the aim of this section is to define a theoretical systems model that 

can be used as a learning tool to better understand the causal influences for the positive 

contribution to social issues of FITs and RHIs.  A causal loop model is the most relevant to use 

because this thesis seeks to understand causal factors and the dynamic evolution of the 

system (Morris & Martin, 2009).  

 

 Figure 6-1:  Multiple levels as a nested hierarchy illustrating MLP theory (Geels & Verbong, 2007: p1026) 

As discussed in section 2.3 the multi-level perspective (MLP) theory pioneered by Geels is 

useful to overlay onto the model.  This theory argues that it is the interaction between 

different levels  of society that defines the likelihood of a successful transition being made to a 

new regime (Geels, 2002).   Alignment is needed on the ’landscape’ (government regulation 

and policy context), ‘meso’ (regional patchworks of regimes including social, physical and 

regulatory structures) and ‘niche’ (local innovative practices) levels (see fig 6-1).  For example, 

Geels and Verbong (2007) cite the Dutch electricity system as an example of this transition and 

the causes at each level that aligned at the same point in time.  The theory has been primarily 

used to analyse large scale cross-societal transitions rather than the more limited context of 

this study.  While not relevant in its entirety, the MLP is useful because its requirements of 
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alignment at each level of society appear to be just as relevant as an enabler of success on a 

smaller scale.  To that end, the theoretical model will include these levels in its definition. 

6.2 Model definition 

The causal model will be created to investigate the factors and relationships that might be 

expected from the literature to have a positive outcome for fuel poverty and inequality.   The 

case studies will be used to analyse whether these theoretical factors exist or not in reality, 

whether there are barriers (predicted causes of positive outcome that are inhibited in reality) 

that can be identified for policy makers or for further study and whether there are other 

factors evident that were not predicted. 

Using MLP as a structural reference we can consider that on a ‘landscape’ scale, three broad 

government policy areas influence causal flow.  Targets to reduce fuel poverty and a broad 

desire to reduce inequality define the social issues.  Objectives to increase renewable energy 

uptake to improve energy security and meet EU 20:20 commitments (DECC, 2010a) and boost 

the renewable energy industry drive the commercial context.  These ‘landscape’ level 

objectives define policies that affect the ‘meso’ level where energy companies, suppliers, 

installers, local authorities and housing associations operate.  At the ‘niche’ level, individual 

projects and LEOs operate as new emerging structures.   Reviewing the opportunities and 

barriers found in chapter 5 in the context of MLP, the next section links together causal factors 

within each broad area, and finally combines them into one model. 

6.2.1 Economic factors 

Economic Factors fall into two areas: sources of funding of LEO operation, and certainty of the 

economics around renewable energy installation.   As discussed in section 5.4, the FIT and RHI 

designs should overcome many of the barriers to LEO operation that were evident from the 

literature.  The availability of grants or low cost finance still remains an issue to getting 

projects off the ground however.   The model is therefore built assuming that more grants and 

PAYS finance availability encourage LEO formation and therefore RE installation.  It is also 

predicted that more successful demonstration of PAYS or other types of scheme that uses FITs 

to pay back a third party initial investment over time will encourage more of this type of 

scheme to operate.  While most funding is grant-related at present and driven by fuel poverty 

policy, it is anticipated that pilot project successes may encourage more flexible funding 
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mechanisms to arise, providing more sustainable financing of LEO operation.  Pilot PAYS 

schemes being coordinated by the Energy Savings Trust (EST) are an example of this 

emergence (EST, 2010a).  Fig 6-2 shows the causal links between these effects as described 

above, where the landscape level is represented at the top by the policy objective in the red 

box, with the funding causal flows shown below it at the meso level. 

 

Figure 6-2:  Causal diagram of funding effects 

Secondly, looking at the economics of RE under FITs (and potential for RHIs), the payback time 

on RE equipment is assumed to have been solved, an assumption that will be tested via case 

studies.  The introduction of FITs and RHIs is assumed to have a stabilising and positive effect 

on the certainty of finance around the renewable energy industry, enabling manufacturers to 

expand their operations in anticipation of demand, and start a cycle of increased profits, 

expanded scale of operation and learning through doing, diminishing costs and prices, 

improved performance and confidence in the market.  Fig 6-3 below illustrates this. 
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Figure 6-3:  Causal Diagram of RE Industry Effects 

 

6.2.2 Legal factors 

While regulation of ESCOs and tenureship issues were identified as possible barriers to LEO 

operation, it is unclear how significant these issues are.  For the purposes of model 

simplification these are not included, but the omission will be checked via the case studies. 

6.2.3 Social factors   

The key social issues identified from the literature are the emergence of a trusted organisation 

to provide information and leadership in RE projects, the availability of relevant skills in the 

locality to lead and carry out projects, and the overcoming of social inertia to drive 

participation in RE projects by low income residents.  The model assumes that LEOs will be 

more likely to form where fuel poverty and low incomes are a real problem, where there is 

financial viability of operation, and where local leadership and support is evident.  Trust in a 

LEO is boosted by success and positive experience of RE installations.  Willingness to 

participate is also driven by visibility of success and increasing trust in the LEO.  Figure 6-

4shows this diagrammatically.  Note that these effects all happen at the ‘niche’ level where 

policy objectives are primarily effective through the actors at the ‘meso’ level.  The desired 
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output of reduced fuel poverty and inequality appears at this level as a result of increased RE 

in low income areas. 

 

Figure 6-4:  Causal Diagram of local social factors 

 

6.2.4 Proposed systemic causal model 

In order to finalise the model, all sectors are combined.  Key interlinks are seen between the 

sectors as grants and financing schemes encourage LEOs to form, as does increased financial 

certainty and selling of RE by the industry.  This also helps more PAYS schemes to emerge.  

Finally, focus on providing cheaper energy to low income areas by meso level actors such as 

local authorities helps to stimulate local leadership and LEO formation.  The combined diagram 

is shown in figure 6-5 with the landscape level at the top, meso in the middle and niche at the 

bottom. 

Looking at the model we see three clear areas of feedback loops that theoretically suggest 

factors that can cause positive cycles.  Firstly, there is a cycle of greater demand for RE 

equipment triggering investment in better and more cost effective capacity, the falling of costs 

and prices, and therefore greater demand.   Secondly, the feedback cycle that starts with 

central grant funding to kick start projects, but with pressure on public finances grant levels 

cannot be sustained or expanded at the rate desired locally; potentially, low interest loans or 
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encouraging more.  Lastly a group of smaller loops combine to facilitate increased local 

leadership, trust and participation in RE projects, encouraging more LEOs to form and enabling 

more local RE projects, more success and more confidence in participation and leadership.  

These loops are highlighted in figure 6-6. 

6.3 Model limitations  

The model consciously omits certain factors.  In addition to the legal factors already discussed, 

the boundary of the model has been set inside the role of the Distribution Network Operators 

(DNOs) since no evidence of their role being significant was seen in the literature.  Case study 

analysis is conducted in the awareness that omissions have been made to simplify the model.  

The model is itself a highly simplified version of learning from the literature.  In reality, a full 

causal model could be built up for each and every box shown in the diagram above.   While the 

level of detail has been kept to a level that is possible to analyse it should be remembered that 

further levels of detail lie behind this model. 

 In addition to omissions, it must be recognised that the model, while based on the literature, 

is defined by the author and therefore incorporates prejudices, beliefs and values that may be 

different for other observers.  The model would have been built differently by a different 

author.   It is also noted that at present there is no prioritisation of the causal model; all factors 

are treated as of equal importance.  While unavoidable at this stage, this is also unlikely to 

reflect reality.  It is anticipated that the case studies will help to illuminate false assumptions 

made in putting the model together.   
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Figure 6-5:  Theoretical Causal Model of how FITs and RHIs positively impact fuel poverty and inequality. Red boxes indicate national policy aims at landscape level.  Meso level is 
represented by blue boxes (commercial causal flows) and yellow boxes (public body and LEO funding effects).  Green boxes indicate local organisation niche level
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Figure 6-6:  Key causal feedback loops 
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7 The case studies 

A number of projects installing renewable energy in low income areas were identified as 

possible case studies, but two were selected due primarily to the larger scale of their operation 

and their relative progress made.  The two selected were the ‘MOZES’ project in the Meadows 

in Nottingham and the Chale community project on the Isle of Wight.  A summary of both 

projects is shown in table 7-1. 

7.1 Meadows ‘MOZES’ project, Nottingham 

MOZES (Meadows Ozone Energy Services – with ‘ozone’ being a previous energy project in the 

Meadows) is a community ESCo that is providing renewable energy equipment and energy 

efficiency advice to the residents of the Meadows in Nottingham; a low income area near the 

centre of the city.  MOZES was set up by local members of the community and the Meadows 

Partnership Trust (MPT), a local organisation advising the community on issues such as debt, 

housing and energy.  MOZES is run voluntarily at present, and won one of ten major grants 

from DECC’s low carbon community challenge (LCCC) programmes at the beginning of this year.   

MOZES uses the LCCC grant to fund PV panels in the Meadows.  Most are provided free to 

residents, with the resident benefitting from reduced bills while the FIT revenue is returned to 

MOZES for future projects.  In addition, some are offered at half price with 0% interest loans 

via a credit union, with all FIT revenue being kept by the householder.  MOZES partners with 

British Gas to manage installations, and works with them via their Green Streets programme to 

fund efficiency measures in the area. 

Further details about MOZES can be found in appendix C. 

7.2 Chale community project 

Chale is a village in the centre of the Isle of Wight.   In the 1970s an estate known as  Spanners 

Close was built on its edge as a social housing project.   The estate suffers from high 

unemployment and low incomes and has a poor reputation in the area and on the island 

historically.  The Chale Project was set up by a local charity, the Ellen MacArthur Foundation 

(EMF) in conjunction with various stakeholders including the local housing association, a local 

carbon reduction charity, the local council and residents, to install renewable energy in the 
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area.  The current pilot project is primarily dealing with Spanners Close though aims to 

incorporate broader Chale as well. 

The Chale project is using their LCCC grant to fund ASHPs for Spanners Close, which is off gas 

grid and has been heated by electrical storage heaters.   They partner with Eaga to install these 

and participate in the Eaga clean energy programme, which installs free PV panels with 

residents keeping bill savings and Eaga taking FIT revenue as payment for the upfront costs.   

RHI revenue from ASHPs would go back to a community interest company if RHIs come into 

effect in 2011. 

Further details can be found in Appendix C.   

 

Figure 7-1:  PV installations in Spanners Close
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7.2.1 Comparison of case studies 

The table below summarises the key attributes of each project and compares the two side by side: 

 MOZES Nottingham Chale  

Location Inner City Nottingham Rural Village Edge, Isle of Wight 

Stated Aims 

of project 

 Make the Meadows a ‘ Carbon Neutral’ community 

 Counter fuel poverty increase in low income areas from 

rising cost of energy 

 Engender a sense of pride in the community again 

 Help low income residents in hard to treat (HTT) homes. 

 Establish a sustainable mode of operation by reinvesting 

income from installations. 

 Provide a whole house energy solution to the residents of Spanners 

Close. 

 Get everyone out of fuel poverty; cut the cost of fuel to the houses 

by up to 50% 

 Provide training and teambuilding for some of the residents to 

become renewable installers with the hope and expectation of 

helping them to find jobs in the industry later. 

 Providing training on the use of the renewable technology for other 

Chale residents, “Community Contacts” 

 Using the project as a message carrier to the IoW community and 

beyond. 

Residents ‘High’ levels of fuel poverty 

 

 ‘High’ level of fuel poverty 

 87% on benefits 
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 MOZES Nottingham Chale  

Housing 33% Victorian terrace (hard to treat)  

66% 1980’s terrace (with cavity wall) 

Gas heated 

100% 1970’s terrace (with cavity wall) 

Off gas grid with electric storage heating 

Size Covered 3800 properties 67 properties in Spanners Close Pilot 

Tenancy Mixed:  Privately owned, private rental and social housing 100% Social Housing 

Local Energy 

Organisation  

Community ESCo Community Interest Co. (CIC) 

RE 

Installations 

PV x 55 PV x 65 (aim)  

Air Source Heat Pump (ASHP) to wet (radiator) heating and hot water x 

65 (aim) 

Project Status First installations May 2010 

Installations ongoing 

Installations May 2010 

Installations ongoing. 

Other 

Activities 

Schools PV installation 

Green community centre 

Phase 2 planning (wind turbine) 

Energy advice service and 0% interest loans for energy 

efficiency through local credit union 

Local skills training in RE installation (8 residents in training) 

 Broader community engagement projects 

Phase 2 planning (wind turbine) 

Energy use behaviour advice and training 

Project ‘blueprinting’ as learning tool 
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 MOZES Nottingham Chale  

Funding  DECC LCCC grant £0.5m for PV.  Recycling of FITs to ESCo. 

 Various other minor grants 

 British Gas Green Streets support for energy efficiency 

measures. 

 DECC LCCC grant £0.5m for ASHPs.   

 Recycling of ASHP RHIs to CIC from 2011. 

 Various other minor grants 

 Eaga clean energy programme funds PV.  FITs to Eaga as payment. 

 Ellen MacArthur Foundation (EMF) fund most project costs. 

Installation  

Partners 

British Gas Eaga 

Interviews 

Conducted 

Eight in total including; 

 Residents of social housing 

 Residents of privately owned housing 

 MOZES board members 

 Meadows Partnership Trust (MPT) employees 

 British Gas employees 

 

 

Eight in total including; 

 Residents of Spanners Close 

 Delivery team members & Steering Team Members 

 Parish Council Leader 

 Housing Association employees 

 Eaga employees 

 Ellen MacArthur Foundation employees 

 Partner Charity employees 

Table 7-1:  Comparison of case study projects 
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7.3 Case study procedure 

A questionnaire prompt sheet for the interviewer was developed to facilitate semi-structured 

interviews, and each interviewee was sent a briefing paper giving basic information about the 

research project and the interview process in advance of the meeting.  Interviews were mainly 

conducted face to face at the case study location during July 2010 and followed the 

questionnaire structure, although questions were varied in some cases to suit the particular 

interviewee or to take account of what had already been stated.  Eight interviews were 

conducted at each case study.  All were audio recorded and a summary of the conversation 

prepared and sent to the interviewee for checking and approval.  Because anonymity of 

responses was guaranteed, each interview was assigned a code number, prefixed ‘IN’ for 

Nottingham and ‘IC’ for Chale.   The interviewee briefing sheet, questionnaire prompt sheet 

and all interview summaries can be found in Appendix C. 
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8 Results and discussion  

8.1 Thematic analysis of results 

The interview data collected from case study interviews were collated and analysed using a 

thematic analysis technique.   Some themes are pre-determined by the model framework 

defined in chapter 6.  Firstly, evidence of the output (reduction in fuel poverty and inequality) 

is sought.  The theoretical feedback loops identified in fig. 6-6 are important to investigate so 

these are chosen as themes in order to establish the degree of supporting evidence.  Interview 

comments not relating directly to these three areas are categorised by theme and then sub-

theme.  For example, all comments that describe barriers to the project are grouped together, 

and then subgroups formed within these (e.g. technical, financial, organisational, community 

barriers).   All interview summaries and comment groupings by theme can be found in 

Appendix C (NB: these summaries are not full transcripts but contain all the points made in the 

interviews).  The thematic groupings between the two case studies are remarkably similar so 

the following discussion is organised by theme and results from each case study are compared 

within themes.   

8.2 Systemic model revisions 

The model will be revised to establish a more representative view of reality as found in the 

case studies.  It should be noted that this does not claim to be a true model of all such projects, 

but one that aspires to be closer to describing the key causal factors influencing the desired 

outcome.  Findings fall into four categories of evidence that have different levels of certainty 

attached to them; 

a) Effects predicted in the model which are supported by evidence in the case studies. 

b) Effects predicted in the model for which no evidence is found because it is too early in 

case studies to see it. 

c) Effects predicted in the model which are unsupported or contradicted by case study 

findings. 

d) Effects not predicted in the model but for which evidence is seen in case studies. 

Category a) clearly has the highest level of certainty with positive triangulation against 

literature data.  Those falling into this band are shown in bold in the revised model.  Category b) 
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has a much higher level of uncertainty requiring more research and is shown as dashed.  

Category c) effects are likely to be false assumptions and are greyed out in the model.  Effects 

in category d) will be added to the model but since there is no triangulation of these effects 

with previous experience or literature, they will be shown in plain font and border. 

8.3 Discussion of results Pt I:  Evaluating themes from the model. 

8.3.1 Evidence for the model output.  

The output of the theoretical model established in chapter 6 is a reduction in fuel poverty and 

inequality.  In looking for evidence of this, comments about household energy bill savings, 

improved disposable income or improved thermal comfort (at similar cost) were sought. 

While both projects are in very early stages of operation, evidence was found of energy bill 

reductions.   In Nottingham, despite solar panels only being installed for a few weeks, residents 

were clear that they were seeing savings. 

‘only putting £6 per week into the card meter now where we were putting in £10 

[before PV installation]’ (IN03, 2010). 

‘Current savings of £10 per week compared to almost £20 normally [before PV 

installations]’ (IN06, 2010). 

And in Chale, similar experiences were spoken of in relation to both PV and ASHP installations; 

‘Most people are on key meters, so you can see how much is being spent easily.  It can 

go up to £35/week or more for one couple with kids...[They] cut the bill in half in the 

first week [after having ASHP installed]’ (IC02, 2010). 

These experiences are certainly positive, and meet or exceed the estimated 30% savings 

predicted earlier in the year by the relevant LEOs (IC02, 2010; IN01, 2010).  In Chale, a 30-40% 

saving on electricity bills was talked about at initial meetings (IC02, 2010), while in Nottingham 

a 30% saving was forecast.  For a £35/week bill experiencing a 50% reduction means £910 per 

year greater disposable income available to the household, a large proportion of existing 

income. 
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However, it must be noted that these figures are anecdotal and from a very limited timespan.  

Indeed, it may be expected that the best savings will be achieved in the summer, especially in 

Nottingham where no space heating is involved.  In the winter, the PV output will reduce while 

electrical demand may well rise, resulting in reduced benefit.  In Chale however, the use of 

ASHPs may be expected to offset the lower PV output through more efficient space heating in 

cold weather compared to the storage heaters that they replace.   However, the size of this 

effect is unknown at the moment, and there are concerns in the Chale project team that this 

saving may not emerge at all because of the way residents have used their heaters in the past: 

‘Most people use one storage heater or none at all... because they’re too expensive 

and difficult to control.  Many have solid wood stoves or portable single bar heaters 

that are cheaper or easier to control’ (IC04, 2010). 

Even if these savings don’t materialise though, there will be an improvement in thermal 

comfort at the same cost and there is evidence that some in Spanners Close manage their fuel 

poverty by heating their homes below safe comfort levels because they have run out of money 

for the week (IC03, 2010) or choose to trade off heat for other budget necessities. 

‘Many houses around here get very cold in the winter – and underlying health 

problems are really problematic in these circumstances.’ (IC04, 2010). 

‘The jury is still out over whether that [monetary savings] is going to happen.  We may 

see improvement in quality of life through better heating rather than Carbon or 

monetary saving’ (IC05, 2010). 

These findings are consistent with a recent report investigating how people live and cope with 

fuel poverty (Anderson et al., 2010). 

So there is good evidence that there will be improvements in fuel poverty from these projects 

though further year round and higher quantities of data are needed to quantify the benefits.   

A reduction in inequality is less easy to infer.  Clearly an increase in disposable income seen by 

people in the lower deciles of income implies a reduction in inequality and certainly that will 

be the case locally around the Meadows and Chale.   However, any effect broader than that 

depends very much on uptake in low income areas compared to high income ones.  If most 
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uptake is by relatively wealthy private individuals using their own capital, then the benefit they 

receive is both reduced bills and full FIT revenue.  Since this seems the most likely outcome, it 

would mean an overall increase in inequality across the country as those in the upper income 

deciles with spare capital are able to take greater advantage of FITs and RHIs than those in the 

lower deciles.  It can be concluded that local inequality is likely to improve as a result of these 

projects, but nationally the effects of FITs and RHIs are more likely to be a widening of 

inequality levels, although this is dependent on the mechanics of future uptake.  

To revise the model to the findings, the outputs are modified to reflect some certainty over 

reduced fuel poverty, with new outputs of improved health (from better thermal comfort) and 

improved local inequality added that still need to be demonstrated. 

8.3.2 Commercial scale up and cost reduction 

The first key feedback loop identified in the theoretical model was that of FITs or RHIs spurring 

improved financial certainty over renewable energy resulting in increased demand, RE 

manufacturing, installation business and skill base scale-up leading to cost reduction through 

learning by doing, economies of scale and resulting in further financial certainty. 

Firstly, there is evidence that the improved financial certainty resulting from FITs and RHIs is 

encouraging LEO operation.  It is allowing LEOs to plan in the longer term and to be more 

ambitions in those plans.  MOZES plans to use FITs from the PV panels to feed back into their 

fund for future projects (IN04, 2010).  Their second phase, a large wind turbine, will rely on 

FITs to pay back their investment, one that would have been difficult previously.  There is 

excitement at seeing the reality of recycling FIT revenue back into future projects in a 

sustainable way (IN07, 2010).  However, some sound a note of caution that it is too early yet to 

assess how significant this alone can be (IN04, 2010).   

In Chale, the installation of so many ASHPs in one location is seen as a sign of a new type of 

demand; 

‘It’s quite unique.... the number of ASHPs being put in one consolidated area’ (IC07, 

2010). 

Eaga’s clean energy programme, set up over just the last few months (Eaga, 2010) shows that 

some commercial organisations are alreasdy taking advantage of the new situation for their 
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financial benefit, and that of low income communities.  The programme looks to install PV 

units for free on social housing with south facing roofs, taking FITs as payment for 25 years, 

after which the panel ownership reverts to the housing association.   The tie-in to this 

programme in the Chale project has been part of a broader surge in demand experienced by 

Eaga (IN07, 2010), and at least three other solar PV companies are offering similar deals to any 

suitable household in the UK (Vaughan, 09/08/2010). 

FITs are clearly seen in a positive light by both projects, but such is the certainty over return 

rates now, that competition for revenues appears to be emerging; 

‘…and how much can be accumulated [by LEOs] through FITs before housing 

associations or local authorities are doing it for themselves?  Maybe we [MOZES] can’t 

rely on that as a source of funding...’ (IN04, 2010). 

‘British Gas isn’t a charity and need to get value out of projects.  So a possible funding 

mechanism is for a supplier to work in partnership, install RE and take the whole FIT as 

payment...perhaps rolling into CERT or CESP obligations on suppliers?’ (IN07, 2010). 

Eaga’s deal in Chale is an example of this which could be described as a win-win situation 

where all parties benefit, but the scheme still causes some controversy; 

‘you can look at this in two ways – Eaga making a profit out of this [from PV FITs] could 

be seen as a bad thing because it’s profit that could be benefitting the community, but 

there’s no way that it could happen any other way...the only way for householders to 

benefit from FITs directly is for them to pay for them directly but that’s just too much 

to achieve...Only question to be asked is why Housing Associations aren’t considering 

investing in this themselves.  Lots of pension funds are doing it....’ (IC08, 2010). 

This conflict of private profit and poverty reduction can only be resolved by a non-profit body 

with access to very low interest capital which is willing to take on a project like this.   Local 

authorities and housing associations may be possible candidates for this, but since housing 

associations are very short of capital at present (IC03, 2010) and local authorities are also 

under great pressure with public funds, either of these bodies will need to raise commercial 

capital needing higher rates of interest, or find a new route to low interest funding, perhaps 

through a green bank. 
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Neither installing partner had struggled overall for skilled resources.  However, neither had 

managed to use local labour because of lack of local capability.  In addition, the forecast 

increase in demand over the next few years as a result of feed in tariffs is predicted to drive a 

huge expansion of skills infrastructure: 

‘There was a lack of local skills for this project...  All except one guy came from 

Hartlepool...we expect to expand our installation resource from 9 teams today to 350 

over the next three years.’ (IN07, 2010). 

There is clear evidence therefore of increased demand and financial certainty from FITs and 

RHIs, an opportunity for private companies to profit from running installation projects as well 

as supplying free units in return for tariff revenue, and there is evidence of skills infrastructure 

building to cope with the demand.  The only part of the original model loop that there is little 

evidence on to date is cost reduction as a result of increased scale of operation.  It is too early 

in the process to see this emerging but manufacturing efficiency, product development 

theories and PV expertise suggest that it is very likely to happen in the future (Milner, 2008).  

The model is revised with the cost reduction dashed, while all others are shown in bold.  An 

addition is made because the model does not predict the extent to which private firms are 

willing to fund PAYS schemes themselves.  The PAYS box was anticipated as being a result of 

public sector funding schemes.  The reality seen in the case studies is that private companies 

are rapidly filling this gap instead with the effect that FIT revenue is benefitting companies 

rather than individuals.   The model is revised to show this by inserting a ‘private’ PAYS box and 

showing the resulting increased profits feeding this loop further (fig 8-1). 

8.3.3 LEO funding 

The second key feedback loop involves the evolution of funding mechanisms for LEO operation.  

Focus on fuel poverty and inequality stimulates government grants for pilot schemes in low 

income areas and these trigger the first projects such as MOZES and Chale.  The model predicts 

that these grants encourage LEOs to form to take advantage of them.  As these projects 

demonstrate success, funding for grants is withdrawn and with the financial certainty of FITs as 

guarantee, PAYS schemes emerge.  These encourage more LEOs to form which demonstrates 

more success and encourages more financing.   
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Evidence of this loop is widespread in both case studies.  Firstly, MOZES was originally set up to 

take advantage of grants available to help communities like the Meadows (IN04, 2010).  

Similarly, in Chale the DECC LCCC grant spurred the Ellen Macarthur Foundation to pull 

together the group of people needed to start the project there (IC08, 2010).  It is also clear to 

see that government funding is under severe pressure now and that these types of grants are 

unlikely to continue much further (DECC, 2009d).  There is evidence also of pay as you save 

schemes emerging from this situation.  The Eaga clean energy programme described above is a 

clear example of this.  Pilot PAYS schemes are also being run for the government by the Energy 

Savings Trust (EST) to investigate mechanisms for success, but the expected delivery of these is 

likely to be far behind the commercial activity in the area that is already being shown by 

companies like Eaga (EST, 2010a; Vaughan, 2010; IC08, 2010).   

A further financing route is being investigated by the Chale team.  They aim to build a wind 

turbine as a second phase of operation and believe that social lending may be a possible 

solution; 

‘Social lending is funded by trusts who are willing to accept a lower rate of return.  FITs 

would be used to pay back capital [at lower rates than commercially available] and 

profits go into the community fund’ (IC03, 2010) 

This mechanism has the potential to take better advantage of FIT revenue for the community 

than normal commercial schemes but is dependent on finding wealthy individuals or trusts 

seeking to be involved in schemes like this. 

In summary, evidence for this area of the model is strong in terms of how public grants are a 

key factor in LEO formation but two factors in the model are less certain.  It appears too early 

to tell if more success in low income areas will spur greater PAYS schemes, but this remains an 

expectation.   And the emergence of public sector PAYS schemes seems very uncertain.  No 

evidence was seen for it although there were hopes that HAs or LAs may be able to take this 

up in future.  In the model, both boxes are therefore considered unproven at this stage but not 

removed.  Public sector PAYS schemes are separated from private sector PAYS schemes since 

they potentially have different effects.  Similarly, low interest loans through social lending are 

included as a potentially important mechanism, and shown as a factor not originally predicted 

but emerging from the case studies. 
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8.3.4 Local leadership and participation  

The third major positive feedback loop identified in chapter 6 was an emergence of local 

leadership as a result of grants for pilot schemes resulting in formation of LEOs to manage 

these grants.  LEOs are predicted to provide better, trusted information to potential 

participants who are more willing to take part in the project.  The resultant increase in RE 

installation creates more positive experience of RE in low income areas and encourages other 

LEOs to form elsewhere, continuing the cycle. 

As discussed above, we have seen evidence of LEO formation through local leadership 

emerging in both Nottingham and Chale in order to apply for grants.  In the case of MOZES, the 

organisation emerged from the community directly with the backing of the existing 

partnership trust (IN04, 2010).  Leadership fell on those who had time and the enthusiasm to 

do it, but high-level support from local MP Alan Simpson and Nottingham Energy Partnership 

(NEP) was also very important in bringing together a talented group of people with access to 

the right information, networks and knowledge (IN04, 2010).   

At Chale, initial leadership came from one of the delivery team who, while working with RE 

companies, had seen the opportunity to take advantage of the grants on offer to install RE in 

communities.  He encouraged Ellen MacArthur (a famous local yachtswoman who recently 

launched EMF, aiming to inspire a more sustainable future) to support the project.  From there, 

a group of key stakeholders was drawn together under EMF leadership to apply for the DECC 

LCCC grant (IC05, 2010).  While this leadership did not emerge from the community directly, it 

was certainly ‘local’ and the group ensured that they brought the community into the project 

very quickly and fully by setting up a steering team made up of community members to 

oversee the project  and ensure that community needs are met (IC08, 2010).  This community-

controlled approach appears very important to both projects; 

‘It’s essential that leadership comes from the community.  People can be dismissive of 

outside influence.  X [community group leader] has been working in this community 

for years and has the trust of the community’ (IN06, 2010). 

‘People from the community must steer and drive it.  It must be done by people that 

really care about the community’ (IC06, 2010).   
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‘Project structure must have the community at the heart...and must have buy-in from 

the community to clear and agreed aims’ (IC08, 2010). 

Because Chale was not originally a community-led project, some comments emerged about it 

being labelled community-led when it isn’t quite that (IC04, 2010).  However, other 

participants drew attention to the efforts made since start-up of integrating community 

leadership into the project via a steering team so that it can now rightly be considered 

community-steered (IC08, 2010) 

The way that information is communicated and by whom appears to be significant.   In 

Nottingham, information was disseminated in a variety of ways: by letter drop, through 

community organisation meetings, via the housing association and via the MPT, the idea being 

to find a route that people trusted: 

‘I went to a neighbourhood watch meeting and they were offering free [PV] panels. I 

trust them because I’ve been going to them for years’ (IN02, 2010). 

‘We got a letter but X went to the one stop shop [community advice centre] to check it 

was real and could be trusted’ (IN03, 2010). 

However, participation remained somewhat limited until installation of the first panels began.  

At that point, other residents became much keener to join: 

‘Participation has jumped on the road since ours went in.  They [others on the road] 

wanted to know how we’d got it and I said you had a letter about it...but they probably 

just threw it away because it looked like junk mail.  Anyway they all wanted it.  Now 

there’s five going in on this road.’ (IN03, 2010).   

 ‘There’s a wait and see attitude from some – they don’t like taking on new things’ 

(IN06, 2010).   

‘Perhaps some are a bit frightened of new technologies ...and despite all the 

information given out, seeing is believing in this kind of project’ (IN07, 2010). 

In Chale, an initial meeting was organised by EMF, footprint trust and the housing association, 

which was well attended by residents (IC02, 2010).  In addition, the use of existing community 
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voluntary groups helped to spread a trusted message, as in Nottingham (IC03, 2010).  There 

was initial scepticism with some ‘failing to see how the savings were going to work’ (IC02, 

2010), and a lot of people concerned about their privacy in signing up for big modifications to 

their houses that would need regular visits and intrusion: 

‘Some people don’t want strangers in their houses and some just won’t open their 

doors to people.  And in some cases other social problems like alcoholism can make 

people’s decision-making slow and chaotic.  Socially dysfunctional households can 

make things difficult’ (IC02, 2010). 

‘The biggest surprise for me was that when people are offered something for free 

that’s going to save 50% off their bills and they’re saving the planet as well, why do 

they still say no?  We have to acknowledge that it’s invasive and people don’t want 

strangers in their homes.’ (IN05, 2010) 

These participation issues are perhaps more pronounced in the Chale project because the aim 

was to install RE in every household in Spanners Close, unlike the self selecting participation in 

Nottingham.   However, the peer influence of having others around you taking advantage of 

the benefits remains significant there too:   ‘It’s like the iPhone.  Once you’ve seen someone 

else using it, everyone wants one’ (IC07, 2010).  Indeed the delivery team believes it will 

attract most of the 25% remaining who haven’t yet participated by the deadline at the end of 

July by continuing to ‘door knock’ around the estate and tell people about the savings being 

made (IN02, 2010). 

 The kinds of messages given in the information stage are influential as well.  With a renewable 

energy project it may be tempting to lead with carbon savings, global warming or pollution, 

but it appears from both projects that the key messages were about cost savings: 

‘I was attracted to it because of energy saving potential and bill reduction and because 

it was free’ (IN02, 2010). 

 ‘We got a letter from MOZES offering PV installation....and expecting 30% reduction in 

bills so we phoned up to take part.’ (IN03, 2010) 
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‘”Saving money” was a key phrase used [at the initial meeting] and many from 

Spanners Close put their names down’ (IC02, 2010).  

‘Most of our angle is about saving money.  We see that as the way in to people’ (IC04, 

2010).    

‘This project is very clear that it’s not about being eco-friendly and changing lifestyles.  

It’s very functionally about protecting against fuel poverty...*and we’re+ very clear 

about engaging people on this basis rather than eco-messaging.’  (IC08, 2010) 

But also, information needs to be tailored for individuals.  Listening first and then deciding on 

your approach and message may be most appropriate, while for some the message needs to 

be given once, and for others, ten times (IC02, 2010). 

The final part of the causal loop is about positive experience of projects such as these and their 

effect of causing more LEOs to form.  It is too early to see this effect yet.  Both LEOs in the case 

studies formed in response to grant offers rather than seeing success elsewhere.  However it is 

a clear aim of the Chale project in particular to share their experience as a blueprint project 

with others in the country.   Yet it appears so early that both case studies see themselves, 

rightly, as leaders in the field and forging a new path. 

‘It’s early days and we’re only just finding out where they *other projects+ are.  We’re 

quite unique according to Brodies [a law firm that helped in setting up the ESCo].  

There are a few but not in low income areas so much...it makes it more difficult to 

share information’ (IN04, 2010). 

The Chale project states that it wants to be a scaleable blueprint project that can be used in 

other areas.  They plan to put together a training module to take to other housing associations 

to give them the confidence to run their own projects (IC05, 2010).  And the Ellen Macarthur 

Foundation sees that it has a role in publicising this blueprint and helping to bring together 

organisations to repeat the project elsewhere (IC08, 2010). 

Although it is early days for success sharing, it appears to be planned, certainly in the case of 

the Chale project.  This element of the feedback loop may be very important, having been seen 
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as a barrier in previous studies referenced in section 5.4.3 and should be actively searched for 

in future studies. 

In summary, consistent evidence is seen of the emergence of the formation of LEOs causing a 

positive cycle of trusted information and increased participation as a result.  It remains too 

early to see evidence of positive experiences in one project causing more LEOs to form in other 

areas yet.  In addition, the pivotal effect in the model, more LEOs forming, is not well 

supported at the moment.  While LEOs have been seen to form as a result of grants, as yet 

there is no evidence of LEOs forming as a result of PAYS schemes being offered, from positive 

experiences of other LEO projects, or from increased RE financial certainty directly.  We have 

to consider this box uncertain at the moment though it must be expected to be seen emerging 

soon, especially with projects such as Chale actively aiming to share their successes in order to 

persuade other LEOs to form.  

So, good evidence has been seen to support the vast majority of the three main feedback 

loops originally identified in the model, and these are retained in the model with an awareness 

of areas yet to be demonstrated.  However, a significant amount of further evidence of how 

LEOs can operate successfully was also obtained, and since the operation of the LEO appears 

critical to the desired outcome being studied these data are analysed in the following section. 

8.4 Discussion of results Pt II:  Other emergent themes. 

8.4.1 The Successful LEO in operation 

The two LEOs studied have somewhat different structures.  MOZES are an incorporated ESCo, 

whereas Chale are using a Community Interest Company as their vehicle for delivery.  The 

main advantage of both structures over a simple charity is the limited liability that these 

vehicles give to directors, enabling individuals to volunteer their services more easily.  It allows 

access to debt markets and reasonable risk-taking with the company without individuals 

feeling at risk themselves. 

Grant funding of both LEO operations has been the driving force for their existence but also 

their biggest headache.  MOZES and the previous Ozone project in Nottingham have been 

chasing funding for many years now and as one board member said, ‘we can carry on being 

fortunate in winning money, but how sustainable is that?’ (IN04, 2010).  While the hope is that 
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FIT and RHI revenue will provide enough revenue to sustain a LEO, the reality is that this will be 

slow.  At 6.5% FIT return on a grant scheme, if 50 units are installed in year 1, three more 

might be able to go in during years 2 and 3, with four more in years 4,  5 and 6.  And by that 

time, as discussed earlier, there are many private companies that are likely to have got there 

first.  Since further grants of this type are unlikely, given the austerity drive of the new 

government, new LEOs are faced with finding scarce low interest capital to fund RE projects 

that return significant FIT revenue to the community, or taking advantage of commercial 

schemes which take back all FIT revenue. 

Constantly chasing grants also affects the way a LEO can operate.  In Nottingham this has 

caused them to change strategy very rapidly and regularly depending on what grant comes up: 

‘We don’t know where the next funding is coming from, and therefore it’s very difficult 

to set up a real “strategy” because the next funding may come from someone who 

wants you to do something different…’ (IN04, 2010) 

This lack of being able to forge an independent route is an issue that stops LEOs from being 

able to do what might be right for the local community.  This has brought the MOZES board to 

question what they should do next: 

‘We have big questions coming up.  Should MOZES supply power [to Meadows 

residents]?  Or do we continue to partner with British Gas and let them do the supply 

with MOZES the “persuaders”?...Taking on supply would enable a critical scale, a 

secure revenue stream and allow us to implement things like rising block tariffs to 

discourage over use – things that traditional supply companies can’t easily do.   We’re 

at a crossroads in terms of next steps…’ (IN04, 2010) 

The benefits of starting to supply power are offset by concerns about suppliers being seen as 

‘the bad guys’ by residents (IN04, 2010) and by the regulatory requirements of actually 

supplying power.  There is a sense of being forced by insecurity of funding to take a big risky 

decision earlier than might normally be advisable. 

In Chale, the organisation is more recent, but issues are already seen with chasing grant 

funding, especially in the strict timing requirements of the DECC grant whose funds had to be 

spent by the end of the financial year (March 2010) despite only being granted in January.  This 
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timeline limited what could be done in benchmarking existing usage patterns (IC04, 2010), 

engagement of the local residents, and amount of planning that could be done ahead of 

installation: 

 ‘An extra 6 months [of planning time] would have been highly preferable.  The DECC 

timeline was very frustrating but they had to spend £20m by the end of March so we 

had to get the project off the ground in 2 months.  Even a basic feasibility study should 

take longer than that.’ (IC05, 2010). 

The Chale project’s view of future funding is that they will use FITs and RHIs where possible to 

fund future projects, but that they will also seek social lending as a possible source for larger 

projects such as wind turbines that will attract larger scale revenues and savings for the 

community.  They also see potential for organisations like housing associations taking up the 

role of the LEO once projects like Chale prove it possible to derive benefit for the community 

from partnership with commercial organisations like Eaga (IC08, 2010).   

It is tempting to question the purpose of the LEO when schemes like Eaga’s clean energy 

programme could go directly to individuals or areas themselves.  However, tenure of social 

housing means that the HA must be involved and, as found in section 8.3.4, the ability of the 

LEO to foster trust in development proposals when it has the community at the heart of the 

project ensures that the outcome is optimal for the community.  An example of this is found in 

Chale where the LEO was able to use its scale to push Eaga to go further than their standard 

deal: 

‘we bought five PVs from the money we saved from the tender process [for ASHP 

installations] and persuaded Eaga to match fund the FIT for those five...and Eaga have 

also signed up to install panels on South Wight housing all over the island...the Chale 

project gets 1% of all of those FITs.’ (IN06, 2010) 

It appears that LEOs, as well as building trust, have an important role in ensuring communities 

lead the setting of requirements, and negotiate better deals through their size when compared 

to individuals. 

Issues were also seen in staffing LEOs without having to use significant funding to do so and 

the structure of the project differs between the two LEOs as a result.  While Chale run a 
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community steering group and a quasi-independent delivery team that separates action 

implementation from strategy (IC08, 2010), the lack of full time resource in Nottingham forces 

the implementation to be subcontracted fully to British Gas, and the steering is done via 

community and board meetings. (IN04, 2010) 

In summary, it appears that LEOs have an important role to play in coordinating activity in a 

community; ensuring the right information is spread, that the best deal is done for the 

community and encouraging proper engagement of the community.  Liability limitation seems 

to be important in protecting those setting up LEOs and funding remains the key to sustainable 

operation of a LEO.   Some possible solutions to this may be using existing organisations like 

housing associations to run LEOs to avoid having to fund new roles, or to expand a LEO’s scope 

of operation into energy supply in order to be able to provide a steady revenue stream on top 

of FIT and RHI revenue.   

While there is a very rich body of evidence here, the level of detail is such that a causal model 

looking at successful LEO operation alone could easily be built.  While clearly important, all 

learning in this area is captured in the main model under ‘sharing of success to other areas and 

organisations’.  One factor is added to the model.  This is the key role of the LEO in ensuring 

that RE installation is done in a way that provides best value for the community and in a locally 

relevant way.  This is critically important in demonstrating success and encouraging more 

sustainable finance and participation. 

8.4.2 Other opportunities and barriers 

8.4.2.1 Behaviour change and attitudes to renewable energy  

Since both projects are very recent and previous evidence found in chapter 5 showed the 

tendency for behaviours to revert with time after RE installation, no conclusions are drawn on 

this subject, especially with the mixed evidence that emerged.    In Nottingham for example, 

one resident talked about her new way of running her appliances during the day, when the PV 

was generating most, in order to maximise her savings (IN06, 2010), while another talked more 

about being able to run appliances more, now that her bills were being reduced (IN02, 2010).  

In Chale, there is an appreciation of the challenge: 
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‘Behavioural work is often the biggest challenge – the hardware installation can be the 

easy bit but how to get it used wisely is trickier...’ (IC05, 2010). 

It seems that behaviour change is a possible outcome especially where linked to financial 

benefits for households but further research will be needed in the future to see how much 

behaviour change has ‘stuck’ over time.  It is not included as a model output because there is 

no evidence for a sustainable effect in either the case studies or literature. 

8.4.2.2 Community cohesiveness and social Inclusion 

As discussed in section 5.4.3, community projects can enhance social cohesion or can widen 

existing gaps.  Expectation of the first effect was seen in both case studies.  In Nottingham the 

Meadows area is felt by its residents to be a very tight community, despite its poor reputation.  

Its small area means that people know each other, and many are long-term residents.  One 

stated that they expected the project to: 

‘lift the area...rebrand it and change the perception of it..to help us to be proud of 

ourselves as a community.  There’s an opportunity to break the cycle of 

intergenerational unemployment by setting up internships and apprenticeships and 

opening up the minds of the young’ (IN04, 2010). 

A shadow Youth Board for MOZES has also been set up to try to engage the younger people in 

the community via the project. 

In Chale, the community in Spanners Close is again felt to be cohesive and there is generally a 

high level of voluntary community activity (IC03, 2010), but the social housing is still viewed 

with suspicion by the more affluent wider Chale community (IC05, 2010).  Those in Spanners 

Close consider themselves an integral part of the wider community but perhaps those in wider 

Chale still resent the building of social housing in their village, despite it happening thirty years 

ago (IC02, 2010) and seeing large sums of money being spent there can leave them feeling 

ignored: 

‘Unfortunately because all the DECC money is going into Spanners Close, it might 

reinforce barriers with wider Chale.’ (IC04, 2010)  
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‘There’s always criticism over where and why government spends money, and there’s 

been some of that about the spend in Spanners Close.’ (IC05, 2010) 

There is a sense however that the project can bring the two halves of the community together.  

The project plans to put in place measures that will benefit the whole community such as 

schools projects, community minibus services, energy advice across wider Chale, and has 

negotiated deals with Eaga for discounted PV installations in the rest of the village for those 

that wish to take up the offer.  Clearly it is too early to judge the success of these measures in 

bringing the parts of the community together, but there is an expectation that, like 

Nottingham the project can ‘change perceptions of social housing and Spanners Close in 

particular, allow them a voice and break down barriers’ (IC02, 2010) and ‘enable better 

engagement with the community’ (IC06, 2010).  On a more individual level one resident 

commented that the simple action of having to go round and talk to people about the project 

‘has been good for getting people talking and more involved.  It’s helped to bring down 

barriers...’ (IC02, 2010). 

Both case studies expect to achieve positive community outcomes from their projects.  Since 

this is an area of considerable interest it is worth further study to assess the degree of success, 

especially in Chale where some evidence of a division in the village is acknowledged. 

8.4.2.3 Employment 

As discussed in section 8.3.2, installations at both locations made little or no use of local 

installers because of lack of skills availability.   Both have aspirations to change that, with the 

Chale project incorporating a training programme for six Spanners Close residents, including 

renewable energy, health & safety and construction skills qualifications, in order to be able to 

set themselves up as installers.  This appears to be seen as a big benefit for those involved: 

‘Unemployment has been a big issue here since the 80s when lots of industries packed 

up overnight ...[this is] a great opportunity to re-skill and set up in the renewable 

energy business... and it’s really boosted the confidence of some who have never had 

any qualification before’ (IC02, 2010). 

This skills building in the community will measure success by how those individuals manage to 

integrate their services into the work organised by large organisations such as Eaga when 
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projects are undertaken.  Again, expectations exist but it is too early to confirm or reject the 

reality of this effect. 

To reflect these findings in the model, tentative additional outputs are inserted to reflect social 

inclusion and employment expectations.  Both of these could be key benefits of projects but 

will need to be looked for in future studies. 

8.4.3 Other success factors 

Other factors contributing to LEO success were uncovered.  This detail can all be thought of as 

a layer behind the box describing LEO success-sharing with other organisations.  Three key 

areas were found here.  Firstly, the entrepreneurial skills of those running the LEO are 

important, especially early on where an enthusiasm and can-do attitude is critical (IN04, 2010; 

IC03, 2010).  Secondly, a mix of commitment and specialist skills is needed to drive the project 

(IN04, 2010): 

‘All *in the delivery team] have different expertise in different areas, but all must really 

want to do it – you can’t do a role like this like just another job...Enthusiasm and 

commitment is essential for all.’ (IC06, 2010) 

These skills need to be pulled together into one organisation with a unified goal that is agreed 

with the community up-front (IC08, 2010) while a ‘focus on the community’ can provide the 

unification of varying objectives to one common cause (IC03, 2010). 

Lastly effective communication routes to the residents are needed.  In Chale, informal routes 

are common through ‘intermediaries’ from the community who are able to translate 

information for other residents, stimulate participation and act as a first point of contact for 

those unwilling to go directly to the delivery group:  ‘People like X are invaluable, a hub of the 

community’ (IC06, 2010), while another stressed the importance of someone being able to put 

an approachable face to the project (IC02, 2010). 

8.5 Summary  

In summary we have found that there is good evidence for the three feedback loops and the 

model output that were identified in the theoretical model although some elements remain 

unproven at as yet.  Extra richness is found over that originally identified from literature, and 

added benefits are implied such as social cohesion, employment opportunity, the ‘blueprinting’ 
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and sharing of information with other projects and the potential for behaviour change.  

Combining all that has been learnt and the model modifications identified in each section 

above yields the revised model below:
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Figure 8-1:  Revised Causal Model 
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9 Conclusions and recommendations  

9.1 Methodological conclusions 

a) It is useful firstly to review the success of the methodology.  The building of a systemic 

model based on the literature constructed a theoretical framework at a level of detail that 

predicted key causes of success and yet was simple enough for analysis.   Case study data 

were useful for adapting the model, and to start to distinguish factors that are clearly 

emerging from factors for which there is little evidence at this stage.  The fact that few 

adaptations were required demonstrates the success of this method in developing a 

framework to analyse case studies in the early stages of research.  Future research in this 

area would do well to review the factors that were not proven but are expected to emerge. 

b) While the case for evidence of some factors against others is successfully made, and 

triangulation of case study data with previous literature gives more confidence that an 

observed effect is real, it does not prove its significance.   This study has highlighted key 

causal factors, but quantifiable scaling of importance of these effects is beyond this study 

and should be a subject of future research when broader data is available. 

c) Findings were very consistent across case studies, with one or other providing stronger 

data in particular areas, but never contradicting on key issues.  When combined with the 

good triangulation between case study findings and the literature-based model, as 

evidenced by minor changes needed to the model, this adds weight to the case for 

generalisation of findings.  However, as discussed in chapter 2, the data generated are 

from a relatively limited sample, albeit from two of the pioneering case studies in the field 

and from a broad range of viewpoints within them.   Conclusions are therefore necessarily 

made somewhat cautiously. 

d) The use of the Multi-Level Perspective (MLP) as an overlay was a useful structuring 

technique in considering the different levels of actors involved. 

9.2 Key findings 

a) The case study evidence has shown that domestic renewable energy (RE) can, with the 

benefit of FIT revenues, play a significant role in reducing fuel poverty by protecting those 

on low incomes against fuel prices while boosting disposable income.  Even if only 
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electricity bill savings are passed on under a pay as you save (PAYS) mechanism, the 

benefits far outweigh the additional costs of the FIT.   This finding is an important revision 

of the prevailing view that FITs are inevitably regressive due to the socialisation of costs.   

b) The case for RHIs is similar, although higher costs may either require a different funding 

mechanism, or better protection of those on low incomes who cannot participate in 

renewable heat.  This must be revisited once RHI proposals are confirmed.  

c) An increase in disposable income of participating residents in the case studies points to a 

localised reduction in inequality by boosting incomes in the lower deciles.  However, 

broader inequality impacts depend on RE uptake demographics.  National income 

inequality is most likely to increase since the FIT mechanism best rewards those with their 

own capital to invest, access to information and experience of investing. 

d) Reducing fuel poverty will take better targeted policy combining improving housing stock 

and reducing poverty.  Improved insulation alone will not be enough in the face of large 

fuel price rises for many in fuel poverty.   

e) This research found that RE installation achieves the best outcomes for those on low 

incomes when facilitated through an intermediary body such as a local energy organisation 

(LEO).  A LEO is able to coordinate funding and investment in low income areas, ensure 

that local needs are met and that the best deals are made with suppliers.   At the same 

time it can engage the community, encourage participation and remove perceived 

investment risk through a trusted yet independent position with residents.  LEOs are best 

steered, if not run by, the community.  As yet there is not good evidence that large scale 

LEO formation is occurring although this is expected to emerge shortly. 

f) The biggest barrier to LEO formation is a lack of sustainable low interest finance for 

investment in RE projects. 

g) LEO assurance of the best possible deal for the community ensures maximum inequality 

and poverty reduction through RE.  Without a LEO in place, RE revenues are likely to be 

more heavily appropriated by private companies. 

h) LEO projects have the potential to generate other positive social effects.  Social inclusion, 

unemployment relief and improved health were expected outcomes of the case studies, 

although it is too early to observe these at this stage. 
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i) There is a need for future research to investigate longitudinal effects of these projects on 

financial savings, attitudes to renewable energy, energy related behaviour, and perhaps 

most crucially, the evidence for new LEO formation as a knock-on effect of these two 

projects and others like them.  

j) From an MLP viewpoint, changes are happening at all levels but are not all aligned to the 

desired outcome.  In particular, FIT and RHI designs, intended to boost RE investment, are 

not aligned with fuel poverty objectives and therefore create an issue at the meso level 

where low interest funding is not available for LEO operation.  At a niche level, this results 

in a barrier to LEO formation and a diversion of some of the benefits to commercial PAYS 

deal providers instead of maximising fuel poverty and inequality reduction. 

9.3 Recommendations for policy makers.  

a)  FITs can help with fuel poverty reduction.  Given the current difficulties in reducing fuel 

poverty and the desire to stimulate renewable energy uptake, the use of FITs (and RHIs) in 

low income areas as a mechanism to increase resilience to fuel price rises and to boost 

disposable incomes should be better incentivised.  Without this help, barriers to uptake for 

low income households will remain, with the implication that the outcomes of FIT and RHI 

policy will evolve regressively. 

b) The RHI can and should play a similar role in fuel poverty reduction, especially given the 

importance of good heat provision.   The RHI needs more careful design consideration 

however to avoid large rises in fuel bills as a result of cost socialisation. 

c) The formation of LEOs appears important to ensure FITs and RHIs have maximum benefit.  

Consideration should be given to incentives to encourage their set-up in low income areas: 

  Provision of small setup grants to enable LEOs to get off the ground.  

 Information sharing of successful projects and LEO operation, possibly through 

central government (CLG) and local authority cooperation. 

 Enhancing contact between LEOs across the country through live contact lists, 

bulletin boards etc. 

d) The level of reduction in fuel poverty that a LEO project can make is, to a large extent, 

determined by the interest rate that it can borrow at.  Low interest funding for LEOs is 

therefore critical to aligning fuel poverty policy with RE incentive policy and therefore 

maximising success.  It may be a significant missed opportunity not to enable this, since 
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the alternative is to allow commercial PAYS schemes to dominate, which will ensure that 

most benefit goes towards private profit rather than to fuel poverty reduction.   

Low interest finance could be enabled through:   

 Low interest finance to qualifying LEOs via the proposed green bank. 

 Encouragement of social lending to LEO projects, possibly via tax incentives to 

participating individuals or companies. 

e) Funding of a revised RHI, low interest RE investment finance and LEO incentives could be 

considered as part of a broader fuel poverty policy reassessment: 

 Poor policy targeting wastes a huge amount of funding.  In particular, the winter 

fuel payments pay very significant amounts to those who don’t need it.  These 

funds would be more effective if re-directed to the measures above. 

 Re-focusing policy on poverty reduction, resilience to energy prices and improving 

housing stock for the most vulnerable should be considered. 

 Refocusing of policy for the most vulnerable could for example be started through 

a rapid expansion of CESP into more locations, through inclusion of renewable 

energy installation as part of its remit, and through encouraging partnership with 

LEOs.  This could enable whole house solutions carried out in the best possible way 

and funded through supplier obligations.  Installing free RE via a supplier obligation 

could ensure that the maximum FIT or RHI benefit was returned to the community. 

f) Income inequality reduction would be beneficial for society as a whole.  Systematic 

consideration of this in policy design impacting on the poorest in society is recommended. 

  



74 
 

References  

ACE, Moore, R., Impetus Consulting & CSE. (2008) Fuel Poverty in London: Figures and tables 
illustrating the challenge of tackling fuel poverty. The Greater London Authority.  

Ackoff, Russ. (2008) Systems Practice. [Online] Available from: 
http://open2.net/systems/practice/rus.html [Accessed 24/08/10].  

Aeolus Power Ltd. (2008) Aeolus Power : Further explanation of wind power, wind turbines and 
how to install them. [Online] Available from: http://www.aeoluspower.co.uk/documents.shtml 
[Accessed 3/2/2010].  

Allen, S. R., Hammond, G. P. & McManus, M. C. (2008) Prospects for and barriers to domestic 
micro-generation: A United Kingdom perspective. Applied Energy, 85 (6), 528-544.  

Allen, S. R. & Hammond, G. P. (2010) Thermodynamic and carbon analyses of micro-generators 
for UK households. Energy, 35 (5), 2223-2234.  

Ampair Ltd. (2008) Ampair microwind, microhydro, and small wind power systems. [Online] 
Available from: http://www.ampair.com/ampair/resources_downloads.asp [Accessed 
3/2/2010].  

Anderson, W., White, V. & Finney, A. (2010) "You just have to get by" Coping with low incomes 
and cold homes. Centre for Sustainable Energy.  

Bahaj, A. S. & James, P. A. B. (2007) Urban energy generation: the added value of photovoltaics 
in social housing. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 11 (9), 2121-2136.  

Baker, W., White, V. & Preston, I. (2008) Quantifying rural fuel poverty. Centre for Sustainable 
Energy.  

Bergman, N., Brett, D. J. L., Brandon, N. P., Hawkes, A., Leach, M. & Sudtharalingam, S. (2009) 
UK microgeneration. Part I: policy and behavioural aspects. Journal of the ICE, 162 (1), 23-26.  

Blalock Jr, H. M. & Blalock, A. B. (1970) An introduction to social research. , Prentice-Hall.  

Boardman, B. (2010) Fixing fuel poverty. London, Earthscan.  

Brewer, M., Muriel, A., Phillips, D. & Sibieta, L. (2008) Poverty and Inequality in the UK: 2008. 
London, The Institute for Fiscal Studies. Report number: 105.  

Brinkley, A. & Less, S. (2010) Cold Comfort. Policy Exchange.  

Buckley, W. (1981) Society as a Complex Adaptive System. In: Open Systems Group (ed.) 
Systems Behaviour. 3rd edition. Open University Press, .  

Burton, Jonathan & Hubacek, Klaus. (2007) Is small beautiful? A multicriteria assessment of 
small-scale energy technology applications in local governments. Energy Policy, 35 (12), 6402-
6412.  

http://open2.net/systems/practice/rus.html
http://www.aeoluspower.co.uk/documents.shtml
http://www.ampair.com/ampair/resources_downloads.asp


75 
 

C.A.B. (2010) Submission to the energy and climate change committee enquiry into fuel 
poverty.  Citizen's Advice Bureau.  

Caird, S., Roy, R. & Herring, H. (2008) Improving the energy performance of UK households: 
Results from surveys of consumer adoption and use of low-and zero-carbon technologies. 
Energy Efficiency, 1 (2), 149-166.  

Checkland, P. (1999) Systems thinking. In: Currie, W. & Galliers, R. (eds.) Rethinking 
Management Information Systems: An interdisciplinary approach. OUP, pp. 45–55.  

Checkland, P. (2008) Systems Practice. [Online] Available from: 
http://open2.net/systems/practice/pet.html [Accessed 24/08/2010].  

CIA. (2010) Distribution of family income - gini index. [Online] Available from: 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2172.html [Accessed 
01/06/2010].  

Consumer Focus. (2008) Consumer Focus response to BERR Consultation on Renewable Energy 
Strategy. London, Consumer Focus.  

Couture, Toby & Gagnon, Yves. (2010) An analysis of feed-in tariff remuneration models: 
Implications for renewable energy investment. Energy Policy, 38 (2), 955-965.  

Davies, M. B. (2007) Doing a successful research project: using qualitative or quantitative 
methods. Hampshire, Palgrave Macmillan.  

DECC. (2009a) Addressing Fuel Poverty. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/fuel_poverty/fuel_poverty
.aspx [Accessed 8/7/2010].  

DECC. (2009b) Digest of UK Energy Statistics 2009.  London, The Stationary Office. ISBN no: 
9780115155260 

DECC. (2009c) The Fuel Poverty Strategy. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/fuel_poverty/strategy/str
ategy.aspx [Accessed 9/7/2010].  

DECC. (2009d) Low Carbon Buildings Programme. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.lowcarbonbuildings.org.uk/ [Accessed 17/5/2010].  

DECC. (2009e) The UK Fuel Poverty Strategy. 7th annual progress report. 2009. Department of 
Energy and Climate Change. Report number: URN 09D/353.  

DECC. (2010a) Annual Energy Statement. London, Department of Energy and Climate Change. 
Report number: URN 10D/763.  

DECC. (2010b) Carbon Emissions Reduction Target (CERT). [Online] Available from: 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/saving_energy/cert/cert.a
spx [Accessed 21/6/10].  

http://open2.net/systems/practice/pet.html
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/fields/2172.html
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/fuel_poverty/fuel_poverty.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/fuel_poverty/fuel_poverty.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/fuel_poverty/strategy/strategy.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/fuel_poverty/strategy/strategy.aspx
http://www.lowcarbonbuildings.org.uk/
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/saving_energy/cert/cert.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/saving_energy/cert/cert.aspx


76 
 

DECC. (2010c) Community Energy Saving Programme (CESP). [Online] Available from: 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/saving_energy/cesp/cesp.
aspx [Accessed 21/6/10].  

DECC. (2010d) Feed In Tariffs. London Department of Energy and Climate Change.  Report no: 
URN 10D/535 

DECC. (2010e) Impact Assessment of Feed-in Tariffs for Small-Scale, Low Carbon, Electricity 
Generation. London, Department of Energy and Climate Change. Report number: 
URN10D/536.  

DECC. (2010f) Impact Assessment of the Renewable Heat Incentive scheme for consultation in 
January 2010 
. London, Department of Energy and Climate Change. Report number: URN 10D/547.  

DECC. (2010g) Renewable Heat Incentive. Consultation on the proposed RHI financial support 
scheme. London, Department of Energy and Climate Change.  Report no:  URN 10D/542 

DECC. (2010h) Renewables Obligation. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/uk_supply/energy_mix/renewable/pol
icy/renew_obs/renew_obs.aspx [Accessed 15/5/2010].  

DECC & CLG. (2010) Household Energy Management Strategy. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/saving_energy/hem/hem.
aspx [Accessed 26/5/10].  

Druckman, A. & Jackson, T. (2008) Household energy consumption in the UK: A highly 
geographically and socio-economically disaggregated model. Energy Policy, 36 (8), 3177-3192.  

DWP. (2010a) Households below average income. [Online] Available from: 
http://statistics.dwp.gov.uk/asd/index.php?page=hbai [Accessed 18/5/10].  

DWP. (2010b) Households Below Average Income 1994/95 - 2007/08. Chapter 2 - the income 
distribution (time series). London, DWP.  

E.C. (2010a) Inequality of Income Distribution. [Online] Available from: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/product_details/dataset?p_product_cod
e=TSISC010 [Accessed 31/7/10].  

E.C. (2010b) Eurostat News Release: Renewable energy contributed 10.3% of energy 
consumption in the EU27 in 2008. [Online] Available from: 
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_PUBLIC/8-13072010-BP/EN/8-13072010-BP-
EN.PDF [Accessed 21/08/2010].  

Eaga. (2010) Eaga launches clean energy programme. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.eaga.com/media/news/eaga-launches-clean-energy-programme [Accessed 
11/7/2010].  

Emery, F. E. & Trist, E. C. (1965) The causal texture of organizations. Human Relations, 18 (1), 
21-32.  

http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/saving_energy/cesp/cesp.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/saving_energy/cesp/cesp.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/uk_supply/energy_mix/renewable/policy/renew_obs/renew_obs.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/uk_supply/energy_mix/renewable/policy/renew_obs/renew_obs.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/saving_energy/hem/hem.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/consumers/saving_energy/hem/hem.aspx
http://statistics.dwp.gov.uk/asd/index.php?page=hbai
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/product_details/dataset?p_product_code=TSISC010
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/product_details/dataset?p_product_code=TSISC010
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_PUBLIC/8-13072010-BP/EN/8-13072010-BP-EN.PDF
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/cache/ITY_PUBLIC/8-13072010-BP/EN/8-13072010-BP-EN.PDF
http://www.eaga.com/media/news/eaga-launches-clean-energy-programme


77 
 

EST. (2010a) Telephone interview with PAYS Manager, Energy Savings Trust. (4/6/2010).  

EST. (2010b) Wood Fuelled Heating. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.energysavingtrust.org.uk/Generate-your-own-energy/Wood-fuelled-heating 
[Accessed 08/07/2010].  

Forrester, J. W. (1981) Counterintuitive Behaviour of Social Systems. In: Open Systems Group 
(ed.) Systems Behaviour. 3rd edition. Open University Press, p. 270.  

Geels, F. W. (2002) Technological transitions as evolutionary reconfiguration processes: a 
multi-level perspective and a case-study. Research Policy, 31 (8-9), 1257-1274.  

Geels, F. & Verbong, G. (2007) The ongoing energy transition: Lessons from a socio-technical, 
multi-level analysis of the Dutch electricity system (1960–2004). Energy Policy, 35 (2), 1025-
1037. 

Gluckman, M. (1961) Ethnographic Data in British Social Anthropology. Sociological Review, 9 
(1), 5-17.  

Gomm, R., Hammersley, M. & Foster, P. (2000a) Case study and generalization. In: Gomm, R., 
Hammersley, M. & Foster, P. (eds.) Case Study Method. Sage Publications Ltd, pp.  98-115.  

Gomm, R., Hammersley, M. & Foster, P. (2000b) Cast Study and Theory.  In: Gomm, R., 
Hammersley, M. & Foster, P. (eds.) Case study Method.  Sage Publications Ltd, pp.234-258. 

Green Alliance. (2010) The Renewable Heat Incentive: maximising uptake. Associate 
Parliamentary Renewable & Sustainable Energy Group.  

Gross, R., Heptonstall, P. & Blyth, W. (2007) Investment in electricity generation: the role of 
costs, incentives and risks. London, UK Energy Research Centre.  

Guio, A.C. (2005) Income Poverty and Social Exclusion in the EU25.  Eurostat Catalogue 
number: KS-NK-05-013-EN-N 

Healy, J. D. & Clinch, J. P. (2004) Quantifying the severity of fuel poverty, its relationship with 
poor housing and reasons for non-investment in energy-saving measures in Ireland. Energy 
Policy, 32 (2), 207-220.  

House of Commons Energy and Climate Change Committee. (2010) Fuel Poverty. Fifth report of 
session 2009-10. London, The Stationary Office Ltd. Report number: HC 424-I.  

IC02. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IC02 08/07/2010.  

IC03. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IC03 08/07/2010.  

IC04. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IC04 08/07/2010.  

IC05. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IC05 08/07/2010.  

IC06. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IC06 08/07/2010.  

http://www.energysavingtrust.org.uk/Generate-your-own-energy/Wood-fuelled-heating


78 
 

IC07. (2010) Interview conducted by telephone with IC07 08/07/2010.  

IC08. (2010) Interview conducted by telephone with IC08 28/07/2010.  

IN01. (2010) Phone interview conducted with IN01 26/05/2010.  

IN02. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IN02 28/06/2010.  

IN03. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IN03 28/06/2010.  

IN04. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IN04 28/06/2010.  

IN05. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IN05 28/06/2010.  

IN06. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IN06 29/06/2010.  

IN07. (2010) Interview conducted in person with IN07 29/06/2010.  

Lawlor, E., Kersley, H. & Steed, S. (2009) A bit rich. Calculating the real value to society of 
different professions. London, New Economics Foundation.  

Leggett, J. (2010) I accept George Monbiot's £100 Solar PV bet. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/cif-green/2010/mar/09/george-monbiot-bet-solar-
pv [Accessed 5/5/2010].  

Less, S. (2010) Green Bills. London, Policy Exchange.  

Liddell, C, & Morris, C. (2010) Fuel poverty and human health: A review of recent evidence. 
Energy Policy, 38 (6), 2987-2997.  

Lincoln, Y. & Guba, E. G. (2000) The only generalization is: There is no generalization. In: 
Gomm, R., Hammersley, M. & Foster, P. (eds.) Case Study Method. Sage, pp. 27-44.  

Lipp, J. (2007) Lessons for effective renewable electricity policy from Denmark, Germany and 
the United Kingdom. Energy Policy, 35 (11), 5481-5495.  

Midttun, Atle & Gautesen, Kristian. (2007) Feed in or certificates, competition or 
complementarity? Combining a static efficiency and a dynamic innovation perspective on the 
greening of the energy industry. Energy Policy, 35 (3), 1419-1422.  

Miller, J. & Glassner, B. (2004) The 'Inside' and the 'Outside'. Finding Realities in Interviews. In: 
Silverman, D. (ed.) Qualitative Research. Theory, Method and Practice. Second edition. Sage 
Publications Ltd, p. 125.  

Milner, A. (2008) Valencia. The Solar Industry within the SET-Plan. 5th European PV Industry 
Forum.  

Mingers, J. & Taylor, S. (1992) The use of soft systems methodology in practice. Journal of the 
Operational Research Society, 43 (4), 321-332.  

Mitchell, J. C. (1983) Case and situation analysis. Sociological Review, 31 (2), 187-211.  

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/cif-green/2010/mar/09/george-monbiot-bet-solar-pv
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/cif-green/2010/mar/09/george-monbiot-bet-solar-pv


79 
 

Moniot, G. (2010) A Great Green Rip-Off. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.monbiot.com/archives/2010/03/01/a-great-green-rip-off [Accessed 20/4/2010].  

Morris, R. & Martin, S. (2009) Complexity, Systems Thinking and Practice. In: Stibbe, A. (ed.) 
The Handboook of Sustainability Literacy. Skills for a changing world. Green Books Ltd., pp. 
156-164.  

NAO. (2009) The Warm Front Scheme. London, The Stationary Office. Report number: HC126.  

NERA & AEA. (2009) The UK supply curve for renewable heat: Study for the department of 
energy and climate change. NERA UK Ltd.  

NHF. (2009) Renewable Energy Financial Incentives Consultation. London, National Housing 
Association. Report number: NS.EN.2009.RS.19.  

NHF. (2010) Renewable Heat Incentive. London, National Housing Federation. Report number: 
NS.EN.2010.RS.10.  

OECD. (2008) Growing unequal? Income distribution and poverty in OECD countries. [Online] 
Available from: 
http://www.oecd.org/document/53/0,3343,en_2649_33933_41460917_1_1_1_1,00.html#NE
WS [Accessed 21/08/2010].  

Ofgem. (2010a) Electricity and gas supply market report. London, Ofgem. Report number: 
73/10.  

Ofgem. (2010b) Project Discovery. Options for delivering secure and sustainable energy 
supplies. London, Ofgem. Report number: 16/10.  

Palmer, G. (2010) Income Inequality. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.poverty.org.uk/09/index.shtml [Accessed 29/5/10].  

Preston, I., Moore, R. & Guertler, P. (2008) How Much? The cost of alleviating fuel poverty in 
England Report to the EAGA partnership Charitable Trust. Bristol, Centre for Sustainable 
Energy.  

Renewables UK. (2007) RO six times more effective than NFFO. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.bwea.com/media/news/070127.html [Accessed 20/5/2010].  

Roberts, S. (2008) Energy, equity and the future of the fuel poor. Energy Policy, 36 (12), 4471-
4474.  

Robson, C. (2002) Real world research: A resource for social scientists and practitioner-
researchers. Second edition. , Wiley-Blackwell.  

Rogers, J. C., Simmons, EA, Convery, I. & Weatherall, A. (2008) Public perceptions of 
opportunities for community-based renewable energy projects. Energy Policy, 36 (11), 4217-
4226.  

Rogers, E. M. (1995) Diffusion of innovations, 4th edition.  New York, Free Press 

http://www.monbiot.com/archives/2010/03/01/a-great-green-rip-off
http://www.oecd.org/document/53/0,3343,en_2649_33933_41460917_1_1_1_1,00.html#NEWS
http://www.oecd.org/document/53/0,3343,en_2649_33933_41460917_1_1_1_1,00.html#NEWS
http://www.poverty.org.uk/09/index.shtml
http://www.bwea.com/media/news/070127.html


80 
 

Saunders, R. (2010) What Niches of Economically Viable Operation do Feed In Tariffs Encourage 
for Small Wind Power Generation? MSc. Imperial College.  

Sauter, R. & Watson, J. (2007) Strategies for the deployment of micro-generation: implications 
for social acceptance. Energy Policy, 35 (5), 2770-2779.  

Scarpa, Riccardo & Willis, Ken. (2010) Willingness-to-pay for renewable energy: Primary and 
discretionary choice of British households' for micro-generation technologies. Energy 
Economics, 32 (1), 129-136.  

Silverman, D. (2005) Doing qualitative research: A practical handbook. Second edition. Sage 
Publications Ltd.  

Solar Europe. (2010) Solar Panels Quick Quote. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.solareurope.co.uk/solarpanelquotes.aspx [Accessed 23/6/2010].  

Solo. (2010) Air Source Heat Pump Installation. [Online] Available from: 
http://www.soloheatinginstallations.co.uk/air_source_heat_pump.htm [Accessed 24/6/2010].  

Stake, R. E. (1978) The case study method in social inquiry. Educational Researcher, 7 (2), 5.  

Timms, D. & Hume, D. (2009) MPs briefing. Feed-in tariffs for small scale renewable electricity. 
Friends of the Earth.  

Townsend, P. (1979) Poverty in the United Kingdom: a survey of household resources and 
standards of living. Univ of California Pr.  

Vaughan, A. (09/08/2010) Be wary of 'solar for free' offers, householders told. The Guardian. 
[Online] Available from: http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/aug/09/solar-
photovoltaic-panels-homes [Accessed 14/08/2010].  

Vaze, P. & Mayo, E. (2009) A new energy infrastructure. London, Consumer Focus.  

Walker, G. (2008a) Decentralised systems and fuel poverty: Are there any links or risks? Energy 
Policy, 36 (12), 4514-4517.  

Walker, G. (2008b) What are the barriers and incentives for community-owned means of 
energy production and use? Energy Policy, 36 (12), 4401-4405.  

Walker, G., Devine-Wright, P., Hunter, S., High, H. & Evans, B. (2009) Trust and community: 
exploring the meanings, contexts and dynamics of community renewable energy. Energy Policy 
38 (6), 2655-2663.  

Watson, J., Sauter, R., Bahaj, B., James, P., Myers, L. & Wing, R. (2008) Domestic micro-
generation: Economic, regulatory and policy issues for the UK. Energy Policy, 36 (8), 3095-
3106.  

Wilkinson, R. G. & Pickett, K. (2009) The Spirit Level: why more equal societies almost always 
do better.  London , Allen Lane.  

http://www.solareurope.co.uk/solarpanelquotes.aspx
http://www.soloheatinginstallations.co.uk/air_source_heat_pump.htm
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/aug/09/solar-photovoltaic-panels-homes
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2010/aug/09/solar-photovoltaic-panels-homes


81 
 

Williams, J. (2009) The deployment of decentralised energy systems as part of the housing 
growth programme in the UK.  Energy Policy, article in press.  

Yin, R. K. (2009) Case study research: design and methods, 4th edn, Applied social research 
methods series. , SAGE, Thousand Oaks, Calif.  

  



82 
 

Appendix A:  Poverty & Inequality in the UK 

 

Inequality is at an all-time high in the UK.  Using income after housing costs, the Gini 

coefficient broke through the 40% barrier for the first time ever in 2008 (Palmer, 2010) while 

the highest earning decile eared more than ever and the lowest earning earned less than ever 

in real terms (DWP, 2010b). Indeed this has been the characterising factor of UK income 

inequality of the past decade as shown below in fig A-1.  The UK’s inequality is well above the 

European Union (EU) average, and that of the OECD countries (OECD, 2008), although still 

some way lower than the USA (45% in 2007) (CIA, 2010).   

 

Figure A-1:  Average percentage change in UK income by income decile 1997/8 to 2007/8 after housing costs 
(Palmer, 2010) 
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Figure A-2: EU Inequality measures (Guio, 2005) 

 

 

Figure A-3:  Gini Index for OECD countries (mid 2000s), using disposable income adjusted for household size 
(OECD, 2008)  
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Appendix B:  Details of FITs and RHIs 

FITs in the EU. 

Many EU countries have implemented Feed in Tariffs to provide adequate incentive for 

investment in renewable energy.   All pay a tariff to the generator per unit of electricity 

generated but with a variety of detailed designs.   However the detail of the policy design 

determines the cost of the policy and how that cost is paid for.  Since the EU experience of 

operating these incentives has informed the UK policy makers’ design, it is important to 

understand how the UK design emerged and the impact of it.  Germany, Spain, Denmark and 

Holland were all early adopters of Feed-In Tariffs from the early 1990s (Lipp, 2007) and their 

policy design is informative in the differing approaches taken, and the effects of those 

differences on investment. 

The table below shows how tariff designs have been applied across Europe.   Tariffs can be 

varied from fixed price at one extreme where a fixed rate is paid per unit generated, to a 

premium price at the other end where a certain premium over the market price is paid.  The 

spot market gap model lies somewhere in between where the difference between market rate 

and a tariff level is paid. 
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Tariff Type Variant Examples Effects 

Fixed Price 

Tariff  

Banded by 

technology with 

locational 

adjustments to 

account for poor 

resource. 

Tariffs Front end 

loaded. 

Investment subsidies 

and low interest 

loans provided to 

small generators 

Germany,  High uptake due to high certainty of tariff level 

and therefore payback. 

Low interest loans and investment support 

increases policy reach.  Front end loading 

reflects loan repayments better and aids 

payback rates. 

No accounting for market dynamics i.e. same 

reward for generating at times of high and low 

demand.  Combined with locational 

adjustment, may have resulted in investment in 

unsuitable generation. 

Spot Market 

Gap 

Funded directly by 

Government through 

taxation. 

Holland Good certainty over tariff level 

Some reward for generating at high demand 

when spot price exceeds tariff level.   

Direct funding through taxation seen as less 

regressive than through electricity bills since 

costs shared according to income rather than 

electricity usage. 

Premium 

Price Model 

Constant bonus over 

market price. 

Investment Subsidies 

(30%) 

Denmark 

(since 2001) 

Can result in windfall when prices high over 

long periods, or substantial losses if prices 

crash.  Inherent price uncertainty, and low 

premium has greatly reduced installation rate 

compared to previous fixed price Tariff from 

700 turbines at peak in 2000 to less than 20 in 

2004. 

Encourages investment in technologies that 

best fit market by rewarding generation at high 

demand when spot price higher.   

Likely to result in smaller amounts of 

generation that better meets demand.  . 

Premium 

Price Model 

Variable Premium Spain Better certainty in prices over basic premium 

model means investment sensitivities can be 

established. 

Encourages generation at times of demand by 

linkage to market prices. 

Eliminates windfall profits and heavy losses by 

establishing floor and cap on premium with 

sliding scale in between. 

Spain has established  11% RE generation  

Complex system with high transaction costs, so 

favours large installations. 

Table B-1 – FIT design & effects in EU.  (Lipp, 2007; Couture & Gagnon, 2010)
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UK FIT design 

 

Table B-2:  UK Feed in Tariffs by technology scale and age (DECC, 2010d; p47) 



87 
 

 

 

 

UK RHI tariff proposals 

 

 

Table B-3:  Proposed RHI Tariffs by Technology & Scale (DECC, 2010g: pp46-47) 
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Appendix C:  case study details 

MOZES:  background information:  MPT project presentation 
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Chale community project background:  EMF presentation. 
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Semi-structured interview questionnaire 

 

Intro: 

Who I am and why we’re here 
Purpose and nature of the research 
Assurance over anonymity & confidence. 
No right or wrong answers – it’s opinion based so please let me have it! 
Feel free to interrupt, check understanding, criticise etc 
Ask permission to tape record the interview. 
 

Interview Content  

1.  How and why did you get involved in the project and what is your role? 

- What do you see as the objectives of the programme? 

- How and why did this project come about? 

- Who do you deal with primarily? 

- How are you feeling about it at the moment? 

 

2.  What opportunities do you see in this project (or others like it that you know of)? 

- Benefits? 

- For you personally? 

- For the community? 

- Financial? 

- Social?  Cohesiveness?  Inclusion?  Participation? 

- Awareness of energy use / issues? 

-  

3.  ORGANISERS:   What are the main barriers that you are coming across that either reduce 

the amount that you’d like to do, or are slowing things down? 

RESIDENTS:  What are the barriers that you see to the project getting extended further? 

- Financial? 

- Participation? 

- Support from other organisaitons? 

- Relationships within project? 

- Information? 

- Skills? 

 

4.  How have the project’s finances worked out in your opinion? 

- Where has funding come from? 

- How does it work for the residents? 

- How do FITs affect results? 
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- What needs to happen for more projects like this to be successful? 

 

5. How have you worked and communicated with other project participants?  Eg installers, 

project coordinators, housing associations, LA, banks? 

- Have you felt well informed? 

- Have you felt able to communicate openly?  If so why, and with who? 

- Has the project been easy to be a part of? 

- Communication – how is this managed to all stakeholders, residents, participants 

 

6. How do you view renewable energy and how it’s being used in this project? 

- Advantages and Disadvantages? 

- Opinion of FiTs, RHIs?  And role in this project? 

- Why isn’t more of this kind of project happening? 

 

7. What would it take to extend this project much further? 

- Money? 

- People resources / Skills? 

- Local participation? 

- Information? 

 

End of Interview; 

Thanks for participating 

Check anonymity requirements 

Future contact details? 

Sense checking writeup 
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Example briefing document for interviewees: 

 

Chale Green Case Study Research:  
Briefing Document for Participants. 

Firstly, thank you very much for agreeing to meet with me and help with my research.  The 

Chale Green project is really exciting and will, I’m sure, provide a very interesting case study 

with your help.  Having said that, I appreciate that you are giving up your valuable time to 

help and I’m very grateful to you for doing that.  Below are a few details about the research 

to help you understand what I’m trying to do; 

What’s it about? 

I’m running a short research project looking into the effects of the latest government financial 

incentives (called Feed in Tariffs and Renewable Heat Incentives) for small scale renewable 

energy installation projects in lower income areas. 

This project is part of a Masters in Environmental Technology that I’m doing this year at 

Imperial College in London.  Chale Green will be one of two case studies (the other in 

Nottingham) that I hope to be able to use to illustrate the effect that the incentives are having, 

as well as identifying barriers that are experienced in projects like this, and the opportunities 

that these projects bring. 

What’s involved? 

I want to talk to a number of people from all aspects of the project in order to understand a 

variety of perspectives and viewpoints.  These ‘interviews’ shouldn’t be thought of as anything 

formal – they will be an hour long discussion about your perspectives and opinions on the 

project.  They should be stress free (I hope) and you should feel no pressure to be producing 

anything other than your viewpoint on things – there are definitely no right or wrong answers 

in this.  I’m simply interested in what your views and perspectives are, so there’s nothing to 

worry about! 

Where and when will the meetings take place? 
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I hope to talk to everyone during the week commencing 5th July in Chale Green.  Katie from the 

Ellen MacArthur Foundation will be arranging the detailed schedule.  If you can’t make a time 

when I am in the area, I may ask to call you and talk by phone instead. 

What will I want to talk about? 

There are a number of areas that I’d like to talk about when we meet.  Most questions will be 

designed simply to enable to talk about your experience openly on a few subject areas.  I’ll 

want to talk about; 

- Your role and how you got involved in the project 

- The opportunities you see for projects like this in Chale Green 

- Your opinions and experience of renewable energy 

- The financial benefits / impacts you expect from the project 

- Your experiences of working with other groups in the project 

- Your view on the barriers to the project being successful 

What will happen to the information? 

What you tell me will form part of a Thesis that I’ll be writing and which will be published at 

the end of the year.  I will ask you how you would like to be acknowledged in that report, and 

you can choose to remain completely anonymous if you prefer.  I will also ask to audio - record 

our meeting so that I have a record of what has been said.  These will not be used for any 

other purpose than for me to check back when I come to analyse the information.  If you have 

strong concerns about this,  let me know.    

 

If you have any further concerns or questions, I’m very happy to answer them.   You can 

email me at rws09@imperial.ac.uk.  Otherwise I really look forward to meeting you and 

talking to you about the project in a couple of weeks. 

 

Rob Saunders 

16/6/10 

  

mailto:rws09@imperial.ac.uk
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Nottingham case study interview summaries 

To preserve anonymity, where people talked about themselves, their name has been replaced with ‘X’.  
Where they have talked about others, their names have been replaced with ‘Y’. 

IN01 was an informal phone interview for which no recordings or records were made. 

Summary of interview  IN02 

How and Why got Involved in the project. 
Found out about it and put herself forward for participation via neighbourhood watch meeting which 
she regularly attends.   Attracted to it because of energy saving potential, bill reductions and because it 
was being done for free.  She didn’t know much about it at the time, but it’s been installed very quickly 
since then (about 3 months) and has dealt mostly with British Gas installers in that time.  She’s with 
British Gas already for electricity supply so didn’t have to swap supplier. 

What Benefits seen in the project? 
Saving Energy and power, Financial benefit to her, People, be able to use more energy for same cost, 
Schools installation a good thing. 

What Downsides to it? – None 

Barriers? 
Cost,  (£9000 per installation), have to have south facing roofs, application forms quite complicated and 
needed significant amount of information – neighbours may have been put off by that to some extent.  
Maybe could have been upfront about the information required to alleviate fears.  Now many 
neighbours would like one too, having seen it on the roof. 

Information 
Very happy with the level of information got, though no awareness of Feed in Tariffs.  British Gas 
provided basic information sheet and instructions if anything goes wrong. 

How have all the parties worked together? 
It’s all worked very well.  Happy to leave all the detail to the installation experts who all did a great job.  
No mess made at all. 
Offer was considered as trustworthy because made through neighbourhood watch which she trusts, 
having been to many meetings over the years.    Little contact directly with Meadows Partnership Trust  
- all through British Gas. 
Information has been adequate for her needs-  mostly through British Gas. 

What’s  view of Renewable Energy? 
It’s a very good thing that she’d like to see more of.  However, wouldn’t have supported the wind 
turbine proposal on the green because of noise, spoiling the view, and uncertainty about who was going 
to benefit from it in terms of supply of the power. 

How could this have been paid for if not free? 
If she’d had to take up one of the options that needed some money paying rather than getting it free, 
she would not have been happy taking a loan of any sort.  She’d have borrowed the money from her son 
instead.  The idea of paying weekly loan payments, or loans generally is not a good one. 
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Summary of Interview IN03 

How did they get involved in the project? 
Got a letter from MPT / MOZES offering Solar PV installation on roof to 55 houses in the Meadows..  
Expecting 30% cost reduction.  Phoned up to take part and then panels installed very quickly.   British 
Gas involved from then on.   Already a British Gas customer so didn’t need to change although that was 
a condition of participation.   Surveyor report to check infrastructure then panels installed very quickly 
by teams from Hartlepool and Skegness.   Installation very clean and well done.  Nottingham City Homes 
not involved after giving the details of south facing roofed NCH homes in their control.   

Benefits / Opportunities 
30% reductions and significant benefits to the area expected for kids to do, community benefits.  
Opportunity for local skills to be used – Nottingham Council often seems to contract jobs from outside 
of Nottingham.  Participation has jumped on the road once theirs went in – and it was understood that it 
was free.  5 on total on the street expected. 
Community investment – expecting youth centres investment,  pensioners day centres – which are big 
issues in the Meadows.  Unclear about exactly what projects will be funded by the project. 
Cleaner energy -  need to ‘do our bit’ for the future and so we don’t leave a mess for our grandchildren.   
Lower electricity bills  - currently putting in £6 per week compared to £10 normally on card meter.  Have 
an electric shower which uses a lot.  Good advice on use of electricity from British Gas – do electrically 
intensive activities during the daytime eg ironing, showering. 

Barriers 
The way the letter first made was ignored by many – unaddressed letter seen as junk by many. 
Consumer box not suitable in many houses – had to be changed by council at £500 cost. 
Visual eyesore (some people think). 
People think it’s going to cause a real mess to install it (although the reality is not like this) 
Having to change to British Gas in order to do it – could put people off because expectation that the 
panels get removed if they change supplier to get cheaper prices. 
Cost – British Gas paying for 55 houses.  They won’t pay for everything. 
Some people taking ‘wait and see’ attitude or waiting for other things to happen  -eg Meadows 
regeneration, or turning the houses round – although this doesn’t affect installation in reality. 
Safety issues – talk of a fire caused by a panel in Nottingham somewhere. 

Relationships in the Project 
No issues – all very smoothly done.  Scaffolding there a little too long, but they’re already with British 
Gas so no issues 

View of Renewable Energy 
Very positive- have energy saving light bulbs everywhere. 
Would look at a roof wind turbine (from B&Q for example – only £1200) if didn’t get a free PV. 
Would support the Meadows wind turbine - if it benefits the place where we live then its good!. 

Information 
Good, although face to face meetings would have been better especially at beginning – to have had 
personal explanation. 
Initial offer was just an open letter like junk mail.  Mary went to the one stop shop to check that it was 
real and could be trusted.  £50 voucher in the original letter is no longer offered – info should be correct 
first time round. 
Information from British Gas has been very good. 

Financing 
70/30 split of benefits.  30% of electricity generated is theirs – and 70% back to to MOZES for other 
projects. 
If hadn’t got a free one, would have considered taking a low interest loan from Credit Union.   Mary’s 
mother already uses them so well trusted.  Better than banks or other loaners because not for profit.  
Always hidden charges with banks – they’re just out to make money. 
Never get anything on  HP – you end up paying so much more than the purchase price. 
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Overall perspective 
Feeling good about it – and would recommend to others & think more people should have it done. 
About time we did more for the future and for our kids’ future.  If we don’t change we’ll end up very 
polluted in this country like China is for example. 
Would like to know more about what’s being done with the money in terms of investment in new 
projects in the Meadows. 
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Summary of Interview  IN04:  NB two interviewees denoted a. and b. 

How did they get involved in the project? 
04a:  Lottery bid for meadows OZONE, and representative needed on the budget board.  X  was 
volunteering for MPT at the time and could find the time to represent the Meadows as a resident.  That 
bid failed, but by then she was involved –especially via schools.  When bid failed, group of them decided 
to carry it on and try to set up an ESCo (MOZES).  Money for feasibility study via Brodie’s (Lawyers) and 
then started to try to find further funding.  Regularly supported by NEA and by Alan Simpson who was 
MP at the time.  Enabled bringing together very talented group and access to high level discussions.  
Funding from big green challenge – got to last 10 and £25,000 which was used to fund Ian Nicholson 
energy assessor and to set up green loans fund.  But didn’t win the $1m for the wind turbine from that  
04b: Came from BR in HR.  Business background and got involved in setting up what became MPT and 
first chair of Meadows board as a resident.  Visit to Aberdeen CHP company who were using Brodie’s to 
set them up – set the chain of events in motion in the setup of a Meadow’s ESCo. 

Benefits / Opportunities 
To be innovative and leaders in this area – be the community that forges ahead. 
To lift the area – the effect of rows of houses with PV panels as an eco-neighbourhood.   The 
opportunity to rebrand the area, to change the perception of it. 
Have been in the right place at the right time in terms of funding, but needs to be taken to a new level in 
terms of how its structured for the longer term as a viable business. 
Very exciting and fantastic opportunity for the Meadows.  Sufficient participation to make it go.  
Awareness of green issues – first seen via consultation on Ozone – amongst the local population who 
weren’t very aware of it previously. 
Working with schools and getting he awareness into kids who will be the adults of the Meadows shortly. 
Aspiration of the Meadows- trying to change the perceptions of the Meadows-  an opportunity to raise 
our heads, be proud of ourselves. 
Meadows to be the first zero carbon community.  Use to springboard other local entrepreneurial 
spinoffs  - example of Stride in Leicester.  Re-localisation of industry in places like Meadows.    And ideas 
like a green taxi business using Electric Vehicles powered by Solar. Need a very open mind and to be 
able to consider all options at this stage – eg taking warmth out of the trent that’s put in at Radcliffe 
power station.  Take Jesse Boot as an example to use – who gave the embankment to Nottingham. 
Need to be open, ready and with good connections.  Alan Simpson is an expert! 
Opportunty to break intergenerational unemployment by breaking the cycle.  Setting up of internships 
and apprenticeships.  Opening up of the minds of the young to the opportunities.  Youth Shadow board 
at MPT as an example. 

Barriers 
Capacity of MOZES  - at full stretch with just a group of voluntary directors.  Really need a managing 
director like MPT have to run it. 
Have had to go where the funding is – and with the zig zag strategy implications of that. 
Narrow or dormer windows inhibiting installations 
Electrical infrastructure not always complete. 
Solar Panel supply limits – considered setting up own factory in the Meadows.   
Funding – and how to develop relationships with the energy companies.  So far we’re a model that has 
won loads of money.  Which is great, but where’s the business model behind it?  You can carry on being 
fortunate in winning money, but how sustainable?  And how much can be accumulated via FITs before 
Housing Associations and Local Authorities are doing it too.  Maybe we can’t rely on that as a source of 
funding. 

What’s needed to set this kind of thing up? 
Enthusiasm, commitment and community above all else.  The Meadows is a very well defined 
community geographically.  MOZES blessed with very technically gifted group of people committed to 
the ethos of an ESCo. 
Pleased with the way its going right now, although under-capitalised as a ‘business’.  Don’t know where 
the next funding is coming from, and therefore very difficult to set up a real ‘strategy’ because the next 
funding may come from someone who wants you to do something different. 
Big questions coming up:  Should MOZES supply people power?   Or do we continue to partner with 
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BGas and let them do the supply with MOZES  the persuaders.   Alan S convinced MOZES should not be a 
supplier, but RG convinced that supplying could enable the ESCO to reach a critical scale, and to 
implement things like rising block tariffs that traditional suppliers just can’t or don’t want to do.  At a bit 
of a crossroads in terms of next steps. 
Social entrepreneurship is needed – eg STRIDE in Leicester 

Relationships in the Project 
British Gas relationship has been fine, but they only want to do what they want to do, not necessarily 
what MOZES want to do.  Relationship has been very practical to now-  had to fit a lot of PV ina short 
time, but maybe now we need to set up a different structure.  Kudos for BG as a participant after 
relationships with E.on and Scottish and southern didn’t go anywhere.  But now their feet are under the 
table rather inflexible – for example ideas of energy learning centres or an examplar terrace to 
demonstrate how much can be saved if everything is done together. 
British Gas and all the other energy companies have structures that MOZES doesn’t necessarily fit into 
easily.  Took a lot of education when E.On approached them.  British Gas have done Green Schools and 
Green streets as initiatives so a little more on the ball.  But community decision making structures etc 
very different from companies.   Much more decentralised, democratic, made as a community.    BGas 
learning from residents in a lot of a cases who are very practical doers rather than people used to just 
employing someone else to do for them. 
Board has council and housing association representation but not too much involvement. 

Information & Info Sharing 
Early days – only just finding our where they are.  Haven’t really grasped this yet.  Quite unique 
according to Brodies who specialise in community ESCos.  A few emerging, but often regeneration led.  
Also a few community projects, but not in low income areas so much.  No-one doing the same thing and 
therefore more difficult to share info at the moment. 

Financing 
Green loan fund via credit union.  Diverse takeup of the offer for various things – insulation, draught cut 
out, low energy appliances etc.  Only application requirement is that they are meadows residents.  
Funding underwritten by grants – and 1% savings paid enables operational float for the project. 
There was talk of a Meadows credit union, but the Nottingham one was then found and does the job. 
Where PV panels installed for free, FITs revert to MOZES for new renewables projects.  On 50:50 deal, 
FITs go to the households. 
FITs have greatly improved cost benefit of PV especially – as well as increase in costs of energy and that 
has helped greatly.   Too early to assess how big an impact this will have.   And with the combination 
with increasing fuel prices they could be a very wise investment in the future. 

Overall perspective 
Very exciting! 
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Summary of Interview  IN06 

How did you get involved in the project? 
Was aware of the project because on local residents association.  MOZES leafleted every house in the 
Meadows and inviting them to a meeting.  Those interested were asked to complete a form and a panel 
decided who was successful.  Forms involved no. in house, status, income, whether south facing roof.  
Had to agree to go with British Gas – swapped to them as one of the conditions.  But no problems – in 
fact better because got a dual fuel discount.  Tied in for 12 months to them. 
Form was about 3 months ago – panel fitted a month ago.  Fitted by Solar Technologies  from British Gas 

Benefits / Opportunities 
Able to take advantage of the panels’ output by running equipment when generating.   That’s been fine 
– no problems.   Just do the washing ironing and hovering on a sunny day.   
Makes you a bit more aware of what you’re using when and energy use generally.   Now got energy 
efficient lightbulbs everywhere and eco-kettle. 
Current savings are £10 per week vs almost £20 normally according to J’s measurements. 
Excess production goes back to Mozes and to enable more solar panels to be produced. 
Effect on Meadows – poor reputation, but very strong community.   And a lot of people in the meadows 
and a lot of new people who love the area.  Small area that means you get to know everyone and its 
compact nature makes it good for this kind of scheme.  

Barriers 
Wait and see attitude from some – don’t like taking on new things. 
South Facing roofs needed. 
Loft conversions, windows in roof get in way. 
Suspicion of £4k loans needed to buy the 50/50.  Gets in the way of other investments on the house 
where capital or loans needed. 
Uncertainty over whether staying in the house or moving on means that can’t be certain about reaping 
the benefit of the investment. 
Wouldn’t have taken up the £4000 option if she’d had to-  too expensive. 

View of Renewable Energy 
It’s the future.  Gas & Electricity prices are going to continue going up, so if you can get energy from the 
Sun, then it’s better for the future because it’s clean and green.   So it’s non polluting and we should 
take advantage of all renewable technologies eg solar thermal panels, wind and water. 
Would have supported the wind turbine on the green.  MOZES don’t quite have the money at the 
moment, but would have supplied cheaper electricity to a certain no. of houses.  Had read up on villages 
installing them in the countryside, but there’s some opposition to it in the Meadows because of noise 
and visual aspects.  J not worried by these and sees them as the future.  Many people are just afraid of 
the new. 
Has heard of Feed In Tariffs – the money that goes back to MOZES from the solar panels.  Has been 
mentioned in the information. 
No disadvantages of Renewable Energy given. 

Information 
Has read up on it in magazines. Trusted the information given that the installation is mess free.  Panels 
belong to British Gas.  Unclear what happens if they want to move suppliers of electricity. 
Initial meeting gave a lot of information.   Contract signed as member of pilot project to ensure that 
they;d participate in research or media stories.  Expected to be involved. 
Lots of information supplied about the Green Streets Project. 
Information sheet supplied with the panel.  Generally well informed, and the information is there if you 
want to find it. 

Financing 
MOZES applied to British Gas as a community to get involved in Green Streets.  Purely funded by BGas  
as far as she knows.   
Local governments and councils should be backing these schemes more – eg to set up partnerships with 
Bgas to put panels on all south facing social housing.  Government role to facilitate funding, working 
with Energy Suppliers. 
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What would it take to do this elsewhere? 
A small pocket of people willing to be involved.  Someone willing to lead the way and apply for funding.   
Educating people about new technologies s – how things work, what’s involved, and to get some 
commitment out of people and encourage involvement.  
Leader in Meadows has really been J *Managing Director+ in MPT.  She’s taken the MPT with her on the 
MOZES journey.   Essential that that leader is from the community – can be dismissive of outside 
influence.  J has been in MPT for years and therefore has the trust of the community. 
Would also have trusted British Gas to have run it – because well informed about these issues anyway. 

Overall perspective on project 
Wonderful opportunity to be involved in something like this – very glad to be involved. 
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Summary of interview IN07 

How did you get involved in the project? 
Role is project manager for Solar Technologies – installs PV, Thermal and Wind.  Subsidiary of British Gas 
– taken over 2 years ago.  Employs about 20 installers, 3 proj mgrs plus backoffice staff.  Mostly 
commercial customers – schools, LAs, Health authorities, but some houses like MOZES.  Normally 
domestic installations handled by British Gas but because the domestic side of business quite immature, 
ST took the MOZES project. 
British Gas New Energy made the partnership with Jacky Dobson after DECC money grant was won.  
British Gas are not funding  the PV project at all although the Green Streets project is running in parallel 
– but this is all insulation, boilers etc. DECC money is funding all the panels and installations. 
Sees the objectives of MOZES project as to relieve fuel poverty, use feed in tariff as rolling funding for 
future PV installations.  From British Gas point of view – great thing to be involved with – good money, 
but as kudos for tackling fuel poverty. Works in tandem with CESP, not part of B Gas’s CESP programme.    
Meadows is not a CESP site.  Can’t use this kind of project for CERT commitments either as completely 
separate income and revenue streams.  Other objective to raise awareness of renewable technologies – 
and what they do.  Can be a huge benefit when combined with media coverage. 

Benefits / Opportunities 
Raising awareness 
Monetary benefit – this area needs a hand and needs different revenue streams.  Energy prices are only 
going to go one way…. Maybe need to quantify how much is saved over the course of the project in the 
Meadows.  Huge individual benefits to those on low incomes. 
Jobs-  going to need to expand installers hugely over next 3 yrs (9 installation teams to 350 in 3 years 
expected) 

Barriers 
Planning is always an issue- long process generally, although not such an issuie in the Meadows where 
it’s a permitted development to put on PV. 
People a bit frightened of new technologies – lack of confidence in it working.  Lack of participation 
because of this despite all the information given out, meetings, letters etc,  Seeing is believing in this 
kind of project. 
Aesthetics can be an issue. 
Lack of Installer skills locally – only one who lives on the Meadows.  Rest come from Hartlepool.  Often 
get from related industry like roofing who has H&S background and then trained on details of 
installation.  Or electricians who are trained on roof working.  This level of recruitment needed likely to 
cause an issue over next 3 years although might not be a game stopper – they have a training academy 
in Wales now. 
DNOs may provide a barrier if their substations can’t take large amounts of negative flow.  Currently not 
a big issue but Central Networks (E.on) are doing a lot of monitoring to make sure their systems can 
manage.  It may be that there is no issue, but equally there may be with larger amounts of PV.  There 
have been issues in Germany. 
Would like to be involved earlier in the process- before funding granted so they can advise and help 
earlier on. 

Information 
British Gas approach has been not to provide too much information-  worked with MPT to understand 
what ie needed and what’s just too much.  Haven’t attempted to explain the details of the installation or 
give a huge instruction manual. 
MPT will manage any issues that arise, so no need to have masses of info.   
B Gas will manage the FIT Green Homes team – they will pay the FIT to the MOZES team or households 
with their own panels. 
B ritish Gas branding generates high trust eg on boiler suits, vans etc.  Solar Technologies  uses it as an 
endorsement for trust purposes. 
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Financing 
FIT can only be a positive thing for renewable energy in making payback times reasonable. 
FITs in the context of these kinds of projects – capital outlay still a problem.  If you’ve got to borrow 
money then you need low interest loans to make it work.  IF you haven’t got the finance, then could 
maybe build into the CESP or CERT schemes and take the FIT until its paid back and then pas FIT onto 
them.   That meets the Centrica objectives  of British Gas. 
RHIs  - same viewpoint on it.  Solar thermal for example will be greatly benefiited by RHI.  NO downside 
to FITs or RHIs.  RHIs should be funded (via customer’s bills) in same way as FITs.  Can’t see another way 
of doing it other than further levys on supplier profits – which seems unlikely. 
Special rates are being given on this project. 

Where will this project go from here? 
Would like to see the reality of FIT recycling into new installations 
Would like to keep involvement with MPt – expect to be partners over next 10 – 15 years with MPT and 
to use that learning with other partners in similar projects. 

How have all the parties interacted? 
Dealt mostly with the low income families themselves.  Also worked with NCH where electrical upgrades 
needed. 
E.ON (DNO) have treated them as any other supplier – no issues with them as supply competitor. 
There has been no legal need to switch to BG in order to qualify for PV, but it’s easier to manage the FIT 
if they are.  MOZES may have insisted on it, but that hasn’t come from British Gas.    There are a few 
who haven’t changed. 
Panels belong to MOZES, not British Gas.  Doesn’t really matter to residents who owns them because 
they benefit them 

What would it take for more of these projects to exist? 
New funding scheme eg upfront capital funding 
Supplier in partnership with community to install and take FiT as payment? 
Doesn’t have to be a supplier – anyone could do it with capital, but they’d have to take the whole FiT as 
payment – otherwise not enough profit in it.  
May need to roll in with CESP or CERT obligations – do insulation projects as first priority maybe and add 
these later. 
In more mixed income areas, maybe offer different finance solution.  But Solar technologies and British 
Gas aren’t charities, so need to get value out of projects.   
Potential for three businesses – one LA partnership, one commercial and one private domestic. 

How is RE viewed? 
Very high profile – communicated via intranet system mostly 
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Chale case study interview summaries 

To preserve anonymity, where people talked about themselves, their name has been replaced 
with ‘X’.  Where they have talked about others, their names have been replaced with ‘Y’. 

IC01 was an informal phone interview concerning the project background, for which no 
recording was taken and no detailed records kept. 

Summary of Interview  IC02 

How did you get involved? 
Been interested in Renewable Energy – believes it’s the future, so when heard of this project went along 
to the meeting to see what it could offer.  Decided to find out more and build on his knowledge of 
Renewable Energy.   Wanted to get more involved. 
Initial meeting organised by footprint trust, EMF and South Wight Housing Group back in January.  First 
meeting for whole of Chale and very well attended by residents.  Had it up at the school in the gym and 
standing room only.  Surprised him that so many came – thinks people motivated by curiosity over what 
was on offer.  ‘Saving Money’ was a key phrase used, and many from Spanners Close put their names 
down.  Footprint trust came in to talk to people. 
Eaga heat guys came in and checked out dwellings to size things up and looked at insulation, windows 
etc and installed if needed.  Some of properties had been cavity wall insulated and some hadn’t.   When 
solar panels go in , loft insulation to be increased to 11in. 

What do you think the objectives of the project are? 
Gives the planet a chance to recover itself by not drawing from oil and gas.  Slows down pollution we’re 
putting up there.  Whereas before just about money, now more information on CO2 production etc  - if 
can do this while saving money then why not? 
Further reaching projects planned. 
Extra money in pocket at the end of the week. 

What opportunities are there in the project? 
PV being offered to everyone in Spanners Close with South Facing Roof. 
New PVs are more compact than old ones for smaller roofs. 
Skills training that X and 6 others are receiving is a great opportunity to re-skill and  set themselves up in 
the renewable energy business.  Has really boosted the confidence of some of them – eg fellow trainee 
whose only qualification ever was a PSV licence now has BPEC in RE.   
Unemployment is a big issue in Spanners Close since 80s when a lot of companies just folded overnight.  
Starting to see the effects of the financial crisis too now – so bill reduction really important.   
Varying levels of social issues and disability.  Drug and alcohol use is significant, and social housing often 
provides independence for those that would otherwise have nowhere else to go and may end up in 
care.  This project has been good for getting people talking and involved a bit more.  It’s helped to bring 
down barriers and change pre-formed opinions of people.  

What barriers do you see for the project? 
Upheaval of installation 
Don’t want strangers in our house 
Some just won’t open their doors to people. 
Other social problems (eg alcohol) makes people’s decisions slow or chaotic, or makes installation 
difficult.  Socially dysfunctional households can make getting things done difficult. 
Offer had been that only those who were having Air Source HP (ASHP) could have windows done.  But 
some didn’t want these and happy with storage heaters.   Had to persuade the organisers that they have 
to work with the residents and not get their backs up otherwise they won’t let you do anything.  Now 
better – and trying to talk them into taking the whole package. 
Trees shielding some roofs from direct sunlight. 
Maybe not enough m2 on all roofs to be able to fit panels. 
A lot of people initially said can’t see how the savings are going to work.   
Funding in the future?  H&S course recently done is the last government funding for training like that.  
Had to do before beginning of april before it was stopped.  Waiting for the new government to declare 
its hand in this one. 
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What’s your view of the financial aspects of the project? 
Told at first meeting  of 30 – 40% saving on bills guidance.  Gone up now to 40 – 60% reduction.  
Mostly on ‘key meters’ so see how much is being spent easily – can go from £35/week right up to £85 
per week for one couple with kids.  Guy on £35/week cut his bill in half in first week (ASHP only in 
summer so no heating going on).  The stories of savings need to roll out to make it clear what the 
success is.  But need to sign up 23

rd
 July or won’t be done.  Going round knocking on doors again.   Have 

about 75% signed up already, expect to get 40% of remainder in next 2 weeks  
Feed in Tariffs mentioned but not much.  Key meters don’t run backwards.  Smart meters needed to 
allow measurement back into system.   Needs to be sorted out further and installed asap. 
Everything has been provided completely free.  No finance involved for householders. 
X understands funding as government sponsored with some from EMF and SWH.  Funding for the future 
a bit up in the air. 

What’s your opinion of how the different parties have worked together? 
Starting to work together really well.  Like any project like this start off by falling over each other, but 
now working really well.   
Y is organising everything on the ground and sorts out any issues with contractors.   
Residents could have done with some more information.  Just little booklet about the system from Eaga.   
‘Idiots guide’ done by X – explains the basic fault finding and trouble shooting.  Sometimes people need 
a few visits to explain the system again – X facilitates this because residents feel OK asking him whereas 
they aren’t comfortable with asking Eaga directly. 
Local skills development part of project – 6 of them trained on RE BPEC course.  H&S course also 
completed.  Risk Assessment, First Aid and Eaga Academy training coming up.  Role open ended from 
there  - whether to go off individually or to stay as a team with all the different skills that they have 
together and set up as RE installers. 

What are the key things necessary for a project like this to work? 
Logistics not planned very well ahead of time.  It’s all been done on the fly too much.  Get the project up 
and sorted before you send the contractors in – all the measurements and equipment in place.  This is a 
learning project for everyone – and finding our way through it as we hit problems.   Eg contractors 
turning up an hour before anyone around in the office – lost productivity of 10 guys x 75 mins per day is 
a lot of labour.  It’s all happened too quick and so things haven’t always worked out how it should have 
done. 
X privileged by working with residents and with the organisers.  Must listen to the residents and do a 
‘risk assessment’ on them.  Listen first and assess how to talk to them about it.  Need to vary your 
communication.  They were trying to talk to everyone the same, but some people need to hear things 10 
times before it sinks in, but some get it straight away. 
Minimise ID cards – people link it to ‘authority’ and being checked up on.  Need to reassure residents 
that people aren’t there to check up on them or root through their belongings. 
Some kind of mediation between organisers and residents is important.  X playing that role of trusted 
person linked to the project that the residents feel they can approach.  Sees himself as mediator 
between the two groups.  Seems to work quite well – a lot of the people don’t know the organisers from 
Adam, so liaising between the two makes life a lot easier. 
Don’t be afraid of the unknown – needs a can-do entrepreneurial approach that doesn’t allow barriers 
to stop you.  You just go around them instead. 

How do you feel about the project at the moment? 
Feels brilliant about the whole thing at the moment. 
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Interview with IC03 

How did you get involved? 
X is chairman of Chale parish council, chair of SWHA, board member of southern housing group and 
chair of steering group of the project. 
Parish Council had produced a parish plan with raised issues with village character retention.   Planning 
went towards a village design statement.  Consultation on this showed people very aware of the 
environment – spontaneous mention of IoW area of outstanding national beauty.   Largely about space, 
views, openness, hedges, boundaries.  Also got strong message the people very interested in 
Renewables and Sustainability.  Wind split – some in favour of local turbines, but significant minority 
strongly against large turbines (last is X’s assumption based on anecdotal feedback).   Turbine 
benefitting the community is viewed better (view based on comments at Annual Parish Meeting). 
Y picked up on DECC LCCC offer and thought Chale might be a good place for it because off gas grid, 70’s 
social housing.  He put application together but needed a voluntary sector partner – so EMF got 
involved, supported by parish council.   South Wight housing had already started to put together  a 
number of projects in SWHA stock (Biggest social housing provider on island at about 3000 units) and 
keen to support the application.  
A lot of components came together (Oct 09) with a lot of enthusiastic people getting involved.  DECC 
told them just before Christmas that they’d got it.  Details and dictated timescales told after Christmas.  
Timescales:  Phase 1 had to be committed by end of March!  Normally, where they are now would be 2 
years in to a project like this... 

What do you think the objectives of the project are? 

Financial – people can keep warm in the winter. 
Community integration.  Spanners Close is still the new community inflicted on the rest of Chale.  At one 
point it was ‘semi-sink’.  Still  has a reputation here and across the island. Those in the housing consider 
themselves part of the community and many have lived there for 30 years, but not seen like that by the 
rest of the community.  
Warmer Chale Footprint programme  - to take advantage of funding already there  

What opportunities are there in the project? 

Timescales have been positive in some ways – the idea that nothing will ever happen has been proved 
very wrong by the speed of it.  Their reaction has been very positive.  They know they have a raft of 
upheaval through the summer, but after that they know it’s over and by the winter it’s in and they can 
keep warm.  X has been in houses round here in winter that are incredibly cold because once the 
credit’s gone on the key meter, it’s gone. 
Heating ASHP & PV work very well together – opportunity for good combination of technologies. 
Southern housing looking at how to roll out across their 25000 houses in the south-east of UK. 

What barriers do you see for the project? 

Biggest problem is having to spend DECC money so fast – it’s unbalanced the project.  Would have liked 
to have spent time engaging the population.  But had to stand up and say – well actually you’re going to 
get this – doesn’t matter if you’d like something different – you can say yes or no.  This is far from ideal 
and isn’t engagement.....   
All activity and focus on social housing in Spanners Close, but this risks alienating others in the rest of 
the community.  So looking to find ways (eg through Eon) to include those in need in the broader 
community.  
Turbine planning issues - Turbine profits going to the community may get over people’s complaints 
about visual impact of turbines.  All RHI’s and small number of FIT’s from Spanners installations going 
into community fund will also help. 
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What’s your view of the financial aspects of the project? 

They are exploring a community turbine via a social lender (combined with a grant maybe).  Social 
lending - funded by trusts who are willing to accept lower rate of return.   FITs would be used to pay 
back to social lender.  Profits would go into community sustainability fund. 
RHIs would normally go to householder, but this can’t happen because it’s a state subsidy to SWHA if 
treated like that – so goes into community fund. 
EAGA take FITs because all PV is being installed for free.  Panels remain in ownership of Eaga for 25 
years – and they maintain them too.  A few PVs supplied to community ownership.  Have persuaded 
EAGA to roll out to all social housing on IoW – thousands  of installations.  Win-win situation where 
EAGA are making money, and social housing benefits.   SWH don’t have the capital to do this on their 
own – and social housing funding is under extreme stress at the moment. 
Panels belong to SWH at the end of 25 years.  None of the Spanners housing is former local authority 
stock,so not subject to right to buy.  Single tenure housing on Spanners. 
Social housing providers trying to look at how to do this-  what’s the best deal, but don’t have capital to 
install on their own and take the FITs themselves.  A time of insecurity of funding in social housing.  75% 
of those probably on some form of housing benefit- but new government planning to review this shortly 
and could weaken the financial position of housing associations (HAs). 
DECC funding going entirely on ASHPs. 

What’s your opinion of how the different parties have worked together? 
There is sufficient commonality in the varying objectives of the partners to ensure major differences of 
view have not arisen.  This is possible because of the community led nature and the steering and 
working groups both focussing on the outcomes for the community. 

What are the key things necessary for a project like this to work? 

Funding aside; 
Need people who see the need for change but in a way that makes sense locally. 
This has always been a self sustaining community – historical involvement in the ‘free trade’ on the 
island throughout the community!  History of self reliance – lots of voluntary organisations.  Chale show 
attracts 20000 people run by the 600 in the village.   If something needs to be done, then someone will 
do it.  Very important because it’s easier to engage and talk to people via the voluntary organisations.  
Don’t need to find people – you can talk to them in existing groups.  
Talk to people about making their lives better – not about reducing their carbon footprint.  Don’t make 
people guilty – it’s not sustainable that approach.   Make it attractive for people to get them involved.  
Make people feel positive about changing their lives. 
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Discussion Summary with IC04 

How did you get involved? 
*X’s organisation+ are a small environmental charity on the Isle of Wight.  Aim is to reduce the Carbon 
footprint of IoW.  Set up 2003 after footprint or IoW done showing 2.5 times footprint of island being 
used.  Funding determines what they get involved in to a significant degree.  
Work in schools to educate on sustainability and water use, with communities via warmer homes lottery 
funding.  Meetings with EMF and support for the bid where Footprint trust aim of changing behaviour 
was seen as a big part of the success of the bid by DECC.  Funded by the project but doubles up with 
what’s going on in the rest of the island anyway.  Aim to use an informal approach – aim to listen first to 
what people want, and then signpost to the available funding for eg insulation, efficient appliances.  
Also focus on water as well as energy.  Most of their angle is about saving money – see that as the way 
in to people. 

What do you think the objectives of the project are? 
Support all the technology that’s going in so that it’s used properly.   

What opportunities are there in the project? 
May not be money saving – but will stay warmer at same cost.  
Many houses around the island get very cold in the winter – and underlying health problems really 
problematic in these circumstances. 
People really interested in energy use – in Spanners and in Wider Chale – need longer to talk to them 
than others in the island generally. 
Breaking perceptions of social housing – it allows them a voice and breaks barriers.    Unfortunately 
because all DECC funding going into Spanners, might reinforce barriers with wider Chale.  

What barriers do you see for the project? 
Didn’t get the opportunity to see everyone beforehand and really understand what they do at the 
moment and get a good baseline.  Of dozen that they went into – most didn’t use night storage heaters 
because too expensive.  Most of savings calculated were based on the assumption that they are used – 
so savings may not be significant although people will be warmer and more comfortable.  Many use 
solid fuel stoves with free wood – or portable heaters that are more controllable than storage heaters.   
X is concerned about lack of Carbon savings as a result, but also concerned that what’s promised in 
terms of savings may not materialise.  But don’t know how much offset the PV will provide – remains to 
be seen. 
Sometimes getting the energy when we don’t need it via PV. 
Little benchmarking or early visits in the winter – so unable to quantify how cold houses are. 
Visits difficult to conduct sometimes – difficult to predict length of time. 

What’s your view of the financial aspects of the project? 

What’s your opinion of how the different parties have worked together? 
Many different organisations involved, and there are cultural differences between how they work.  *X’s 
organisation] is very people centred and informal in the way they work.    Look for small cheap solutions 
and are a bottom up organisation.     Different groups are far from fighting with different objectives, but 
different approaches take some getting used to sometimes.  Some want to focus on good news, some 
more about getting the technology in than how its gone about.  Tended to stick to own areas – we stick 
to the ‘behavioural change’ bit. 

What are the key things necessary for a project like this to work? 
Funding –  
Community led ideally – agreed upfront on what trying to achieve.  Very difficult to achieve to get a very 
disparate group to agree on something like this. 
More planning time – could have gone in and found out much more about energy use first, rather than 
having to assume things like storage heater use.  Find out what people are spending on energy already.  
Although, maybe ignorance is bliss – might not have been able to declare the savings if they’d known 
that storage heaters weren’t being used. 
Super- insulation would have been the other way to go.  Very expensive but could have been all that 
needed because then very little heat needed at all.  Couldn’t be done on half million available.   
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Discussion with IC05 

How did you get involved? 
X was working with Renewable Energy (RE) company and looking for ways into working with Social 
housing.    Came to visit and broke his heart to see people living in six layers of clothing, sharing one 
room, not being able to use the heating etc.  Put a proposal together but then all went quiet until EMF 
appeared so proposed this with Ellen as a possible project.  She saw it as a good thing for the foundation 
to be doing and went ahead with the application.  

What do you think the objectives of the project are? 
1.  Reducing fuel poverty – that was orginial aim.  No FP stats, but 87% on some benefit.  Some 

people paying up to 50% of income on fuel.  Upto £6 / day on energy meters. 
2. 50% reduction in carbon and cost – though jury is out on whether that’s going to happen – may 

see improvement in quality of life through better heating rather than C or £ savings. 
3. Bringing two halves of community closer.  Not limited to Spanners Close  - rest of the 

community important too, though mainly reasonably affluent outside Spanners Close.  Criticism 
when govt spends money over where they’re spending it and why – and some of that about 
this spend in Spanners Close.   But its an ideal area for funding because of the message it can 
give and the impact is high here.  But trying to work broader as well –minibus scheme, 
behaviour change and advice etc. 

4. Commuity Interest Company projects through FIT funding.  Not necessarily energy related, but 
in line with parish plan.  

5. Phase 1 – Spanners Close.  Phase 2 – Wider Chale.  Phase 3 – Wind Turbine. 

What opportunities are there in the project? 
Whole area is off gas grid.   So big benefits from RE.   
FITs will be a big promoter of possibilities of RE technology in wider community.  Currently don’t have a 
package for the wider community but looking at a RE guide for Chale combined with package from 
installers as a follow on from Spanners.  And if we can land further funding, then might be able to do 
some of that in wider community. 

What barriers do you see for the project? 
Lack of understanding of technologies and combination of technologies and how FIT works, ROI. 
FIT lack of understanding – need simpler information than DECC website.  Needs a simple guide.  Even 
installers don’t understand it well and fully.  RHI will be an incredible motivator when it comes.  But the 
message just isn’t getting out about how good an incentive this is.  EST advert shows a case study in 
what kind of returns can be got, but there’s far too little of it.  A lot of installers have got it wrong on 
their sites.  Spanners Close residents don’t need to know about FITs, but to some degree the best way of 
understanding RE is a knowledge of FITs – knowing you can earn £1k a year with PV is exciting but 
there’s no PR on it!  If people knew and could do their own simple calcs on it they’d understand it -  
(Pension companies are filling fields with Panels at the moment!) 
People struggle to understand the technologies and their combinations – how they can work together 
and what the relative benefits are.  Spanners combination is very good, but generally knowledge is poor.   
Combination of PV & ASHP is excellent. 
Technology integration not always easy – trying to integrate HPs, Solar thermal and other RE, but getting 
them to work together is almost impossible because the controls don’t exist. 

What’s your view of the financial aspects of the project? 
Funding via DECC as the major grant.   
Lots of other fringe grants as well.   Feel very hamstrung having to spend so much resource shopping for 
cash in this way. 
Only FITS provide a sustainable funding stream.  No obvious capital grants now LCB phase 2 has gone.     
Needs bill footing by eg HA or CIC to do it via FITs or wind turbine as revenue stream.  Borrow money eg 
via social lender to buy wind turbine and use revenues to fund more projects in the community.  Seek to 
pay off capital slowly to allow surplus revenue.     
Currently no planning for wind turbine – that’s phase 3. 
No real funding plan for Wider Chale phases other than CESP funding for those on Benefits. 
Govt generally good at capital funding but not revenue.  Eg can take Leader grant for a turbine but then 
can’t have the FITs.  Some stupid rules in place – clearly overlooked in setting them up.   
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What’s your opinion of how the different parties have worked together? 
Very good.  All cooperative with no friction or conflicts.  DG’s experience in managing large projects in 
the past have helped here.  Choosing the right people is important and having everyone pulling in the 
same direction.   Combination of drive with enthusiastic people well meaning  people is working well. 
All major targets hit so far.  PR and comms strategy hasn’t really taken off yet, but that will come.   
Biggest challenge has been promoting the behaviour across rest of Southern housing group. 
SWH has done a phenomenal job on communication – actually talking to residents.  Community meeting 
to launch project, Chale Community drop – in with info boards etc, and Chale contacts who are 
educated about the project are able to go out and talk to people.  Newsletter and website enable 
progress to be communicated.  Twitter & Facebook also.  Nitty gritty of who’s getting installed next has 
been most problematic because of the speed of the thing and therefore things change quickly. 

What are the key things necessary for a project like this to work? 
Making a manual or body of learning to communicate to other areas of the social housing world.  Like a 
training module talking about the principles and methodology of it to spend a half day training others on 
what to do differently, key learnings. 
More time would be advisable – extra 6 months would have been highly preferable.  DECC timeline was 
frustrating by had to spend £20m by end march. 
Biggest surprise was that when people offered something like this for free and it’s going to save 50% of 
their bills and they’re saving the planet as well  - why do they still say no?  Expects to end up with 90-
95% of Spanners Close participating but have to acknowledge that it’s invasive and people don’t want to 
have posple in their homes.   
Tried to solve this by getting good news stories out early, used Chale contacts to knock doors, and 
sometimes, just leave people alone for long enough to make their own decisions.  
PV should be easier to get people to agree to compared to ASHPs because much less invasive. 
A local charity, a delivery group and a steering group forms a good structure.  Steering group is more 
visionary and thinks about needs of wider community including residents of the area.  Delivery group 
reports to the steering group. 
There’s no easy path in this kind of project.  Behavioural work is often the biggest challenge – the 
hardware can be the easy bit, but how to get it used wisely is more tricky.    
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Discussion with IC06 

How did you get involved? 
Oct 09:  Y  approached X as a consultant for EMF looking for a HA partner for a project.  As projects 
officer, already doing a lot of sustainability projects and interested in the project.  Lots of paperwork 
involved in applying for the grant.  X put a feasibility study together based on a hierarchy of needs.  
Insulate first, replace windows.  Best thing to do was externally clad with superinsulation, but was going 
to cost £0.8m.  With this in place, could have left it at that because would have needed so little heat 
input. 
Produced a 1

st
, 2

nd
 and 3

rd
 option.   

1.  ASHP & PV 
2. ASHP only 
3. PV only 

CHP was not viable within the cost.  GSHPs dearer than ASHPs – and too expensive.  ASHPs in air to 
water configuration appeared best option.  Underfloor heating system would have been more efficient, 
but more upheaval and cost. 
Tendered for ASHPs and heard about Eaga’s clean energy programme involving giving away 000’s of PV 
installations.  Three local companies ply Eaga and Mark group tendered with intention that if the big 
companies won, they used some local installation (although in the end didn’t have expertise or 
resources to do it).  Eaga won which was great – they could do PV and ASHP.  Lower costs from Eaga 
allowed them to buy PVS – and Eaga agreed to match fund the FIT off those 5 PVs  - sold on good PR 
from doing it.   
Big role (for HA) in tenant liaison on the project. 

What do you think the objectives of the project are? 
Reduce Fuel Poverty.  Throughout the island, 80% of SWH residents in fuel poverty.  Expect>50% in 
Spanners. 
Social Sustainability – Make a place where people want to live because the whole community and 
environment will be good for them.   Ideas of growing things in the green spaces around the place.  This 
project early days but a start on this.  Tackling perception that the housing association don’t do anything 
for them after taking over from a different organisation that weren’t very active.  Enables engagement 
with the community – and with key individuals who can act as a mediator for this end. 
We’ve got to change behaviour towards better sustainability and use saving money as a motivator.  
Don’t talk about saving CO2 at the moment – creates scepticism, but do talk about making your house 
cheaper to heat. 
Over the years, responsibility has been taken away from residents and we need to encourage it to go 
back to the community. 

What opportunities are there in the project? 
PV installation nothing to do with the project, just fortuitous that they can take advantage of them being 
here anyway.  Eaga also signed up to fit elsewhere on the island on SWH – 150 panels fitted so far.  
Chale project gets 1% of FITs on all panels across island.  All happened because of this project so right 
that it should benefit from it. 
We’ve learned a lot from the project.   New bathrooms going in to allow dual flush, restrictors, putting 
taps wall end so that can put in a shower if wanted.  Need to think and do things when put in so you 
don’t have to go back and re-work it later.  Eg for mobility issues, put the right bath in originally.  On an 
estate, you can base yourself there to make sure you do this stuff first time. 
Change the perception of Spanners Close which has bad reputation on the island. 
Skills training in the community really important and exciting.  Vince also training SWH officers in RE 
understanding so that they can be aware of issues and opportunities as they are out and about in the 
communities. 
Local contractors don’t currently have the skills in general, but no reason why they shouldn’t have with 
some training – couldn’t use them initially though on project as desired. 
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What barriers do you see for the project? 
Time.  LCCC grant far too fast.  Had to get project on the ground in two months!  Should take 6 months 
min. normally to plan properly.  Even to get feasibility study takes longer than that. 
Time didn’t allow great engagement though tried to do as much as possible.  As time goes on finding 
more and more ways to communicate, but it is key.  Letters through the letterbox always run the risk of 
going straight in the bin.  Celebrity involvement has helped get people to meetings.  Ellen has been a 
really motivating factor. 
Lots of hidden costs that are racking up.   Probably exceeding grant already – so money will need to be 
found from elsewhere somehow. 

What’s your view of the financial aspects of the project? 
Funding (DECC) is paying for the technology itself, but not covering the peripherals like site office (£12k).   
Didn’t pay for taking out old heaters, decorating vouchers to residents etc.  Have played with the figures 
in the HA to redivert funds from existing plans for heating upgrades etc to cope with this. 
Into the future, FITs will help enable communities to carry on investing.  HA may need to have to 
provide after service.    Recycling of FITs could be a sustainable way of funding projects into the future.  
Uncertainty over RHIs and whether they will happen, but if they come through then it would be brilliant 
and enable carrying on of their ethos into the future. 

What’s your opinion of how the different parties have worked together? 
X proposed the steering committee and the delivery group structure.  All have different expertise in 
different areas, but all must want to do it – not just as another job.  Enthusiasm really important – 
you’ve got to want to get involved.  Picking the right mix of skills important. 

What are the key things necessary for a project like this to work? 
People like Y {IC02} are invaluable.  And another couple like him have emerged out of the woodwork.  
He’s a hub of the community. 
People from the community must steer it and drive it.  Steering must be done by people who really care 
about the community.   
Must have the recipients on board in the management structure. 
People involved must be driven by a collective vision.  Just doing it as another job is not good enough. 
Keep on thinking outside the box all the time.   
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Discussion Summary with IC07. 

How did you get involved? 
X is operations manager with Eaga.  Contracts were awarded for ASHP’s  and handed over to X for 
installation.  He’s responsible for all aspects of the project from Eaga’s standpoint, including H&S.  This 
project is quite unique in X’s opinion, given the number of ASHPs being put in one consolidated area – 
doesn’t know of any other project quite like it going on at the moment.   Eaga install in all types of 
housing and buildings including social housing.  Eaga employs about 4.5k people and has 3.5 – 5k 
subcontractors on their books.  They are a FTSE 250 company.  In addition to the 5 PV systems being 
installed for the programme, Eaga’s clean energy programme is also  providing PV in Spanners Close and 
the FITs are taken by Eaga as payment.  Relatively new programme for social housing only (c3 mths old) 
but experiencing high uptake on PV especially.  RHI expected to do a similar job for Heat Pumps. 

What do you think the objectives of the project are? 
For tenant – reduce energy bills and CO2 emissions.  Improve reliability and control of their heat. 
For Eaga – involvement in such a project is a big thing – delighted to be involved in such a large project 
and be able to demonstrate that they can deliver value for money, the skills and ability that they are 
able to bring to a project like this.  

What barriers do you see for the project? 
People aren’t used to change so needs education to get the best out of projects like this.  Often people 
need to see results elsewhere before they’ll consider it for themselves.  It’s like the iphone – once 
you’ve seen it being used by other people, everyone wants one. 
No specific barriers from Chale Green – could do this project anywhere. 

What’s your view of the financial aspects of the project? 
FITs and RHIs are fantastic.  In the end it all boils down to funding and these make the job a lot easier by 
providing security in investment. 
RHI funding is vitally important, to allow access to the installation of renewable technology, but source 
of that funding not clear yet. 

What’s your opinion of how the different parties have worked together? 
Communications have been excellent – very regular.  Project Management is Eaga’s bread and butter so 
no issues there even at this scale.   
Worked with SWH on providing information.  Training of key individuals in the community to be able to 
help out where needed.  Freephone number included in package to report issues or ask for help.   SWH 
and Eaga are working on the aftercare and maintenance package. 

What are the key things necessary for a project like this to work? 
Communication has been really important.  Eaga’s skills in working with people, is key, as we are going 
into their homes and making changes.  We educate and help all throughout the process, to ensure we 
receive 100% satisfaction that the tenant knows what and why we are doing to their home. 
Assurance of a quality installation, hence why Eaga asked for an independent Mitsubishi inspection to 
give quality assurance. 
Education of tenants important in preparing them to use the equipment correctly. 
Examples of success are important to communicate as quickly as possible.  Eaga’s reputation in this area 
is important and this project gives them a good story to tell so it’s important that it’s done well. 
Secure funding. 
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Discussion IC08 

How did you get involved in the Chale Project? 
X was in the middle of setting up the Ellen MacArthur Foundation when received email about the DECC 
LCCC grant from the Energy Savings Trust.  Aim to reduce energy use and emissions as part of climate 
change initiative.  Plus large weighting for mixed communities – different economic, housing including 
social housing.  Many studies seem to have been done in community Renewable energy projects, but 
very few if any in social housing – mostly seem to be in middle class communities with relatively high 
income and low unemployment.  Chale in contrast has 87% unemployment and low incomes. 
DECC grant applied for, engaging with the community as they did this as part of the process.   First thing 
was to set up the right structure with community at the heart of it.  Steering committee set up with 
chair of parish council, residents, owner of local store, EMF and footprint trust representatives.    Below 
that and reporting into it is the delivery team.  Set up like this due to learnings from other projects that a 
community on own can struggle to get decisions taken.  Therefore delivery group members each have 
their own area of action, very fast moving structure, almost commercial like a company who are 
accountable to the steering team in getting things done.  Structure with community at heart plus an 
action oriented delivery team resulted in a successful bid for the 500k grant. 

What do you think the objectives/ opportunities of the project are? 
Idea is that it’s a scalable project.  Core is that the community benefits financially, but big long term 
vision is that this is a blueprint project that can be transferred to other similar projects elsewhere in the 
UK in other Housing associations – using RE to benefit the community and then using that as a starting 
point to engage the community in other activities such as training in RE skills and getting people back 
into jobs, building links with the broader community, giving advice on energy use, and other non-energy 
activities such as allotment building. 
It’s nothing about being green/ eco – it’s very functional and about protection against fuel poverty and 
rising fuel costs, not a lifestyle choice project.  Very clear about engaging people on this basis rather 
than eco messaging.  For example, the most watched programme in the world is Top Gear – you can’t 
engage Top Gear viewers with an eco message so talk about rising costs, energy security instead.  
Everyone has their button to push – need to find it, but only 20-30% of people really buy the whole eco 
message and want to go and live on a smallholding somewhere. 

What barriers do you see for the project? 
People thinking things are too good to be true.  Eg CERT insulation scheme – people are very suspicious 
about being given something beneficial for free.  Sometimes a small cost makes people more accepting.  
Generally small resistance in Chale  - due to community involvement and chair of parish council 
involvement amongst others. 
Lack of knowledge about RE equipment – eg ASHPs.  Lack of experience because they’re new.  Lack of 
real info from Manufacturers on real performance.  There’s info at one level, but below that you just 
need to get on and try it out.  Can’t always rely on manufacturers data to be representative of real 
operation.  Understandable at this stage and expected to get easier with more installations. 
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What’s your view of the financial aspects of the project? 
Looking at how FIT and RHI affects fuel poverty, the only people that can benefit from renewable energy 
are where external organisations eg HA’s or other external property owning company can see the 
benefit of putting that in, and then the residents can benefit from reduced bills.  Individuals renting 
properties from Housing associations won’t be able to afford this.   
The EAGA type deal is the other way of doing it. 
DECC money has to be used for capital and installation costs for ASHPs.  Solar PV through EAGA clean 
energy programme.  EMF have put in £100k for project management of the project. 
Into the future, the RHIs from the ASHPs will pay into a community fund for new projects.   How 
Scaleable to other communities?  SWHG are looking into it and keeping a close eye on Chale as a pilot 
project.  If they can see the advantages directly then maybe they can fund directly and take RHIs as 
payment in future. 
PV deal with EAGA:  EAGA looking to install PV on as many south facing roofs as possible in return for 
FITs giving them 8% return.  So they can raise finance from a bank to purchase them with this guarantee 
as the benefit for them.  Residents get reduced b ills.  Can look at this in two ways – EAGA getting a 
profit from this could be looked at as a bad thing because it’s profit that could be benefitting the 
community, but there’s no way that it could happen any other way – so at least they are getting some 
benefit from it.  The panels revert to SWHG ownership after 25 yrs along with the FITs.  Only way for 
FITs to benefit householders directly is to pay for the PV directly, but just too much to achieve.  This 
way, residents benefit by £150-200 per year reduced bills.  Only question to be asked is why HA’s aren’t 
considering investing themselves – lots of pension funds are doing it. 
Knock-on effect of the deal and PR around it is that 200 houses around the island have had PV installed 
around the island, and the same deal is being offered to the wider Chale community outside Spanners 
Close.  You’d pay £500 – and then EAGA install it free and take FITS.  Payback for you in a couple of years 
on £200 saving per year – plus ownership after 25 years. 
EAGA plan is nationwide – putting in 100,000’s of PV across housing, schools, churches. 
EMF responsible for funding of the project overall 

What’s your opinion of how the different parties have worked together? 
EMF role is to bring parties together in the project – eg HA’s, other charities, community.  And to 
publicise what’s happening and use as a blueprint for elsewhere. 
EMF are also working on education programme nationally for secondary schools focussing on science 
technology engineering and maths.  Chale will be a great case study looking at all of these aspects. 

What are the key things necessary for a project like this to work? 
Firstly, need to have a very clear idea of what you’re trying to achieve. 
Buy-in from whole community to those aims.  Agreed plan of how to get there. 
Structure of steering group / board of directors at the heart of the community plus delivery group to 
micromanage the plan.  Don’t want too many people involved in the nuts and bolts of delivery.   
Feedback from many projects is that small independent body of people needed for the delivery group – 
allowed to get on with things. 
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Thematically tabulated interview comments  from Nottingham 

(comments not already in predetermined categories) 

Interv
iewee Comment Theme Subtheme 

IN02 Costs Barrier Financial 

IN06 
Uncertainty over whether staying in the house or moving on means that 
can't be certain about reaping the benefit of the investment. Barrier Financial 

IN07 

. Works in tandem with CESP, not part of B Gas's CESP programme.    
Meadows is not a CESP site.  Can't use this kind of project for CERT 
commitments either as completely separate income and revenue streams Barrier Policy 

IN07 
Planning is always an issue- long process generally, although not such an 
issuie in the Meadows where it's a permitted development to put on PV. Barrier Policy 

IN07 

DNOs may provide a barrier if their substations can't take large amounts of 
negative flow.  Currently not a big issue but Central Networks (E.on) are 
doing a lot of monitoring to make sure their systems can manage.  It may be 
that there is no issue, but equally there may be with larger amounts of PV.  
There have been issues in Germany. Barrier Policy 

IN03 
People think it's going to cause a real mess to install it (although the reality 
is not like this) Barrier Privacy 

IN02 South Facing Rooves Barrier Technical 

IN03 
Consumer box not suitable in many houses - had to be changed by council 
at £500 cost. Barrier Technical 

IN03 

Having to change to British Gas in order to do it - could put people off 
because expectation that the panels get removed if they change supplier to 
get cheaper prices. Barrier Technical 

IN03 Safety issues - talk of a fire caused by a panel in Nottingham somewhere Barrier Technical 

IN04 Narrow or dormer windows inhibiting installations Barrier Technical 

IN04 Electrical infrastructure not always complete Barrier Technical 

IN04 
Solar Panel supply limits - considered setting up own factory in the 
Meadows Barrier Technical 

IN06 South Facing roofs needed Barrier Technical 

IN06 Loft conversions, windows in roof get in way. Barrier Technical 

IN07 Aesthetics can be an issue Barrier Technical 

IN07 
Would like to be involved earlier in the process- before funding granted so 
they can advise and help earlier on. Barrier Technical 

IN07 

There has been no legal need to switch to BG in order to qualify for PV, but 
it's easier to manage the FIT if they are.  MOZES may have insisted on it, but 
that hasn't come from British Gas.    There are a few who haven't changed. Barrier Technical 

IN04 
Board has council and housing association representation but not too much 
involvement. Barrier Technical 

IN06 

Able to take advantage of the panels' output by running equipment when 
generating.   That's been fine - no problems.   Just do the washing ironing 
and hovering on a sunny day.   Behaviour  Behaviour  

IN06 
Makes you a bit more aware of what you're using when and energy use 
generally.   Now got energy efficient lightbulbs everywhere and eco-kettle. Behaviour  Behaviour  

IN03 

Have an electric shower which uses a lot.  Good advice on use of electricity 
from British Gas - do electrically intensive activities during the daytime eg 
ironing, showering. Behaviour  Behaviour  

IN04 Very exciting! 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Attitude 

IN02 
People, be able to use more energy for same cost, Schools installation a 
good thing. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IN03 
30% reductions and significant benefits to the area expected for kids to do, 
community benefits.   

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IN03 
Community investment - expecting youth centres investment,  pensioners 
day centres - which are big issues in the Meadows.  Unclear about exactly 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 
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what projects will be funded by the project. 

IN04 
To be innovative and leaders in this area - be the community that forges 
ahead. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IN04 

To lift the area - the effect of rows of houses with PV panels as an eco-
neighbourhood.   The opportunity to rebrand the area, to change the 
perception of it. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IN04 
Working with schools and getting he awareness into kids who will be the 
adults of the Meadows shortly. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IN04 
Aspiration of the Meadows- trying to change the perceptions of the 
Meadows-  an opportunity to raise our heads, be proud of ourselves 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IN04 

Opportunty to break intergenerational unemployment by breaking the 
cycle.  Setting up of internships and apprenticeships.  Opening up of the 
minds of the young to the opportunities.   

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IN06 

Effect on Meadows - poor reputation, but very strong community.   And a 
lot of people in the meadows and a lot of new people who love the area.  
Small area that means you get to know everyone and its compact nature 
makes it good for this kind of scheme 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IN06 
Wonderful opportunity to be involved in something like this - very glad to be 
involved. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IN02 Saving Energy and power, Financial benefit to her,  
Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN03 
Lower electricity bills  - currently putting in £6 per week compared to £10 
normally on card meter.   

Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN06 
Current savings are £10 per week vs almost £20 normally according to J's 
measurements. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN06 
Excess production goes back to Mozes and to enable more solar panels to 
be produced. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN07 to relieve fuel poverty 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN07 use feed in tariff as rolling funding for future PV installations 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN07 good money (for BG...), but also as kudos for tackling fuel poverty 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN07 

Monetary benefit - this area needs a hand and needs different revenue 
streams.  Energy prices are only going to go one way…. Maybe need to 
quantify how much is saved over the course of the project in the Meadows.  
Huge individual benefits to those on low incomes. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN07 Supplier in partnership with community to install and take FiT as payment? 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN07 
Potential for three businesses - one LA partnership, one commercial and 
one private domestic 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IN04 

Early days - only just finding our where they are.  Haven't really grasped this 
yet.  Quite unique according to Brodies who specialise in community ESCos.  
A few emerging, but often regeneration led.  Also a few community 
projects, but not in low income areas so much.  No-one doing the same 
thing and therefore more difficult to share info at the moment. Information Blueprint 

IN02 Very happy with the level of information got Information Equipment 

IN02 Happy to leave all the detail to the installation experts Information Equipment 

IN02 Information has been adequate for her needs-  mostly through British Gas. Information Equipment 

IN03 Information from British Gas has been very good. Information equipment 

IN06 

Has read up on it in magazines. Trusted the information given that the 
installation is mess free.  Panels belong to Britiish Gas.  Unclear what 
happens if they want to move suppliers of electricity. Information Equipment 

IN06 
Information sheet supplied with the panel.  Generally well informed, and 
the information is there if you want to find it. Information Equipment 

IN07 

British Gas approach has been not to provide too much information-  
worked with MPT to understand what ie needed and what's just too much.  
Haven't attempted to explain the details of the installation or give a huge 
instruction manual. Information Equipment 
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IN07 MPT will manage any issues that arise, so no need to have masses of info.   Information Equipment 

IN07 
Panels belong to MOZES, not British Gas.  Doesn't really matter to residents 
who owns them because they benefit them Information Equipment 

IN06 

Initial meeting gave a lot of information.   Contract signed as member of 
pilot project to ensure that they;d participate in research or media stories.  
Expected to be involved. Information Idea Sell 

IN06 Lots of information supplied about the Green Streets Project. Information Idea Sell 

IN03 
£50 voucher in the original letter is no longer offered - info should be 
correct first time round. Information Information 

IN03 
Good, although face to face meetings would have been better especially at 
beginning - to have had personal explanation. Information Information 

IN03 Very positive- have energy saving light bulbs everywhere. RE Views RE Views 

IN07 
Other objective to raise awareness of renewable technologies - and what 
they do.  Can be a huge benefit when combined with media coverage. RE Views RE Views 

IN07 Raising awareness RE VIews RE Views 

IN02 

wouldn't have supported the wind turbine proposal on the green because of 
noise, spoiling the view, and uncertainty about who was going to benefit 
from it in terms of supply of the power RE Views RE Views 

IN03 
Cleaner energy -  need to 'do our bit' for the future and so we don't leave a 
mess for our grandchildren. RE Views RE Views 

IN03 
Would support the Meadows wind turbine - if it benefits the place where 
we live then its good!. RE Views RE Views 

IN03 
Would look at a roof wind turbine (from B&Q for example - only £1200) if 
didn't get a free PV. RE Views RE Views 

IN03 
About time we did more for the future and for our kids' future.  If we don't 
change we'll end up very polluted in this country like China is for example. RE Views RE Views 

IN04 
Awareness of green issues - first seen via consultation on Ozone - amongst 
the local population who weren't very aware of it previously. RE Views RE Views 

IN06 

It's the future.  Gas & Electricity prices are going to continue going up, so if 
you can get energy from the Sun, then it's better for the future because it's 
clean and green.   So it's non polluting and we should take advantage of all 
renewable technologies eg solar thermal panels, wind and water RE Views RE Views 

IN06 

Would have supported the wind turbine on the green.  MOZES don't quite 
have the money at the moment, but would have supplied cheaper 
electricity to a certain no. of houses.  Had read up on villages installing them 
in the countryside, but there's some opposition to it in the Meadows 
because of noise and visual aspects.  J not worried by these and sees them 
as the future.  Many people are just afraid of the new. RE Views RE Views 

IN07 
(RE is...) Very high profile (in BG...) - communicated via intranet system 
mostly RE Views RE Views 

IN03 Visual eyesore (some people think). RE Views RE Views 

Table C-1: Themed comments from MOZES project 
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Thematically tabulated interview comments  from Isle of Wight  

Interv
iewee Comment Theme Subtheme 

IC05 

Biggest surprise was that when people offered something like this for free 
and it's going to save 50% of their bills and they're saving the planet as 
well  - why do they still say no?  Expects to end up with 90-95% of 
Spanners Close participating but have to acknowledge that it's invasive 
and people don't want to have posple in their homes Barrier Belief 

IC05 

Tried to solve this by getting good news stories out early, used Chale 
contacts to knock doors, and sometimes, just leave people alone for long 
enough to make their own decisions Barrier Belief 

IC06 

Time didn't allow great engagement though tried to do as much as 
possible.  As time goes on finding more and more ways to communicate, 
but it is key.  Letters through the letterbox always run the risk of going 
straight in the bin.  Celebrity involvement has helped get people to 
meetings.  Ellen has been a really motivating factor. Barrier Belief 

IC07 

People aren't used to change so needs education to get the best out of 
projects like this.  Often people need to see results elsewhere before 
they'll consider it for themselves Barrier Belief 

 

People thinking things are too good to be true.  Eg CERT insulation scheme 
- people are very suspicious about being given something beneficial for 
free.  Sometimes a small cost makes people more accepting.  Generally 
small resistance in Chale  - due to community involvement and chair of 
parish council involvement amongst others Barrier Belief 

IC04 
Unfortunately because all DECC funding going into Spanners, might 
reinforce barriers with wider Chale. Barrier Community 

IC05 
Criticism when govt spends money over where they're spending it and 
why - and some of that about this spend in Spanners Close. Barrier Community 

IC02 A lot of people initially said can't see how the savings are going to work Barrier Participation 

IC02 Upheaval of installation Barrier Privacy 

IC02 Don't want strangers in our house Barrier Privacy 

IC02 Some just won't open their doors to people. Barrier Privacy 

IC02 

Other social problems (eg alcohol) makes people's decisions slow or 
chaotic, or makes installation difficult.  Socially dysfunctional households 
can make getting things done difficult Barrier Privacy 

IC04 

Many different organisations involved, and there are cultural differences 
between how they work.  Footprint trust are very people centered and 
informal in the way they work.    Look for small cheap solutions and are a  
bottom up organisation Barrier Relationships 

IC04 

Different groups are far from fighting with different objectives, but some 
want to focus on good news, some more about getting the technology in 
than how its gone about Barrier Relationships 

IC02 Maybe not enough m2 on all roofs to be able to fit panels. Barrier Technical 

IC02 
a learning project for everyone - and finding our way through it as we hit 
problems Barrier Technical 

IC02 
It's all happened too quick and so things haven't always worked out how it 
should have done Barrier Technical 

IC04 

Didn't get the opportunity to see everyone before hand and really 
understand what they do at the moment and get a good baseline.  Of 
dozen that they went into - most didn't use night storage heaters because 
too expensive.  Most of savings calculated were based on the assumption 
that they are used - so savings may not be significant although people will 
be warmer and more comfortable.  Many use solid fuel stoves with free 
wood - or portable heaters that are more controllable than storage 
heaters.   X is concerned about lack of Carbon savings as a result, but also 
concerned that what's promised in terms of savings may not materialise.  
But don't know how much offset the PV will provide - remains to be seen Barrier Technical 
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IC04 Sometimes getting the energy when we don't need it via PV Barrier Technical 

IC04 
Little benchmarking or early visits in the winter - so unable to quantify 
how cold houses are Barrier Technical 

IC04 

More planning time needed - could have gone in and found out much 
more about energy use first, rather than having to assume things like 
storage heater use.  Find out what people are spending on energy already.  
Although, maybe ignorance is bliss - might not have been able to declare 
the savings if they'd known that storage heaters weren't being used Barrier Technical 

IC05 
Lack of understanding of technologies and combination of technologies 
and how FIT works, ROI Barrier Technical 

IC05 
Nitty gritty of who's getting installed next has been most problematic 
because of the speed of the thing and therefore things change quickly Barrier Technical 

IC05 

More time would be advisable - extra 6 months would have been highly 
preferable.  DECC timeline was frustrating by had to spend £20m by end 
march Barrier Technical 

IC06 

Time.  LCCC grant far too fast.  Had to get project on the ground in two 
months!  Should take 6 months min. normally to plan properly.  Even to 
get feasibility study takes longer than that Barrier Technical 

IC06 
Lots of hidden costs that are racking up.   Probably exceeding grant 
already - so money will need to be found from elsewhere somehow Barrier Technical 

 

Lack of knowledge about RE equipment - eg ASHPs.  Lack of experience 
because they're new.  Lack of real info from Manufacturers on real 
performance.  There's info at one level, but below that you just need to 
get on and try it out.  Can't always rely on manufacturers data to be 
representative of real operation.  Understandable at this stage and 
expected to get easier with more installations Barrier Technical 

IC02 Trees shielding some roofs from direct sunlight. Barrier Technical 

IC04 

Meetings with EMF and support for the bid where Footprint trust aim of 
changing behaviour was seen as a big part of the success of the bid by 
DECC 

Behaviour 
Change 

Behaviour 
Change 

IC04 
People really interested in energy use - in Spanners and in Wider Chale - 
need longer to talk to them than others in the island generally 

Behaviour 
Change 

Behaviour 
Change 

IC05 

There's no easy path in this kind of project.  Behavioural work is often the 
biggest challenge - the hardware can be the easy bit, but how to get it 
used wisely is more tricky 

Behaviour 
Change 

Behaviour 
Change 

IC06 

We've got to change behaviour towards better sustainability and use 
saving money as a motivator.  Don't talk about saving CO2 at the moment 
- creates scepticism, but do talk about making your house cheaper to heat 

Behaviour 
Change 

Behaviour 
Change 

IC06 
Over the years, responsibility has been taken away from residents and we 
need to encourage it to go back to the community 

Behaviour 
Change 

Behaviour 
Change 

IC03 

Timescales have been positive in some ways - the idea that nothing will 
ever happen has been proved very wrong by the speed of it.  Their 
reaction has been very positive.  They know they have a raft of upheaval 
through the summer, but after that they know it's over and by the winter 
it's in and they can keep warm.   

Benefit / 
Opportunity Belief 

IC03 
Southern housing looking at how to roll out across their 25000 houses in 
the south-east of UK. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Blueprint 

IC06 We've learned a lot from the project We've learned a lot from the project 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Blueprint 

IC08 Idea is that it's a scalable project 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Blueprint 

IC08 

big long term vision is that this is a blueprint project that can be 
transferred to other similar projects elsewhere in the UK in other Housing 
associations 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Blueprint 

IC08 

EMF role is to bring parties together in the project - eg HA's, other 
charities, community.  And to publicise what's happening and use as a 
blueprint for elsewhere 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Blueprint 

IC05 

Making a manual or body of learning to communicate to other areas of 
the social housing world.  Like a training module talking about the 
principles and methodology of it to spend a half day training others on 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Blueprint 
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what to do differently, key learnings 

IC02 Feels brilliant about the whole thing at the moment. 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC03 

Community integration.  Spanners Close is still the new community 
inflicted on the rest of Chale.  At one point it was 'semi-sink'.  Still  has a 
reputation here and across the island. Those in the housing consider 
themselves part of the community and many have lived there for 30 
years, but not seen like that by the rest of the community. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC04 
Breaking perceptions of social housing - it allows them a voice and breaks 
barriers 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC05 

Bringing two halves of community closer.  Not limited to Spanners Close  - 
rest of the community important too, though mainly reasonably affluent 
outside Spanners Close 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC05 

its an ideal area for funding because of the message it can give and the 
impact is high here.  But trying to work broader as well -minibus scheme, 
behaviour change and advice etc. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC05 
Commuity Interest Company projects through FIT funding.  Not 
necessarily energy related, but in line with parish plan. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC06 
Social Sustainability - Make a place where people want to live because the 
whole community and environment will be good for them 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC06 

This project early days but a start on this.  Tackling perception that the 
housing association don't do anything for them after taking over from a 
different organisation that weren't very active.  Enables engagement with 
the community - and with key individuals who can act as a mediator for 
this end 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC06 
Change the perception of Spanners Close which has bad reputation on the 
island 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC08 

using RE to benefit the community and then using that as a starting point 
to engage the community in other activities such as training in RE skills 
and getting people back into jobs, building links with the broader 
community, giving advice on energy use, and other non-energy activities 
such as allotment building 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC08 

Knock-on effect of the deal and PR around it is that 200 houses around 
the island have had PV installed around the island, and the same deal is 
being offered to the wider Chale community outside Spanners Close.  
You'd pay £500 - and then EAGA install it free and take FITS.  Payback for 
you in a couple of years on £200 saving per year - plus ownership after 25 
years. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC02 Further reaching projects planned. 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Community 

IC02 

Skills training that X and 6 others are receiving is a great opportunity to re-
skill and  set themselves up in the renewable energy business.  Has really 
boosted the confidence of some of them - eg fellow trainee whose only 
qualification ever was a PSV licence now has BPEC in RE.   

Benefit / 
Opportunity employment 

IC02 

Unemployment is a big issue in Spanners Close since 80s when a lot of 
companies just folded overnight.  Starting to see the effects of the 
financial crisis too now - so bill reduction really important.   

Benefit / 
Opportunity employment 

IC02 

Local skills development part of project - 6 of them trained on RE BPEC 
course.  H&S course also completed.  Risk Assessment, First Aid and Eaga 
Academy training coming up.  Role open ended from there  - whether to 
go off individually or to stay as a team with all the different skills that they 
have together and set up as RE installers 

Benefit / 
Opportunity employment 

IC06 

Skills training in the community really important and exciting.  Vince also 
training SWH officers in RE understanding so that they can be aware of 
issues and opportunities as they are out and about in the communities 

Benefit / 
Opportunity employment 

IC02 
Told at first meeting  of 30 - 40% saving on bills guidance.  Gone up now to 
40 - 60% reduction.  

Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 

IC02 

Mostly on 'key meters' so see how much is being spent easily - can go 
from £35/week right up to £85 per week for one couple with kids.  Guy on 
£35/week cut his bill in half in first week (ASHP only in summer so no 

Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 
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heating going on).   

IC03 Financial - people can keep warm in the winter 
Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 

IC03 
Warmer Chale Footprint programme  - to take advantage of funding 
already there 

Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 

IC05 

Reducing fuel poverty - that was orginial aim.  No FP stats, but 87% on 
some benefit.  Some people paying up to 50% of income on fuel.  Upto £6 
/ day on energy meters 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Financial 

IC05 

50% reduction in carbon and cost - though jury is out on whether that's 
going to happen - may see improvement in quality of life through better 
heating rather than C or £ savings 

Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 

IC05 Whole area is off gas grid.   So big benefits from RE 
Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 

IC06 
Reduce Fuel Poverty.  Throughout the island, 80% of SWH residents in fuel 
poverty.  Expect>50% in Spanners 

Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 

IC07 
For tenant - reduce energy bills and CO2 emissions.  Improve reliability and 
control of their heat 

Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 

IC08 Core is that the community benefits financially 
Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 

IC02 Extra money in pocket at the end of the week. 
Benefit / 
Opportunity financial 

IC03 
 X has been in houses round here in winter that are incredibly cold 
because once the credit's gone on the key meter, it's gone. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Health 

IC04 May not be money saving - but will stay warmer at same cost 
Benefit / 
Opportunity Health 

IC04 
Many houses around the island get very cold in the winter - and 
underlying health problems really problematic in these circumstances 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Health 

IC08 

EMF are also working on education programme nationally for secondary 
schools focussing on science technology engineering and maths.  Chale 
will be a great case study looking at all of these aspects 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Other 

IC02 

Varying levels of social issues and disability.  Drug and alcohol use is 
significant, and social housing often provides independence for those that 
would otherwise have nowhere else to go and may end up in care.  This 
project has been good for getting people talking and involved a bit more.  
It's helped to bring down barriers and change pre-formed opinions of 
people.  

Benefit / 
Opportunity 

social 
inclusion 

IC03 
Heating ASHP & PV work very well together - opportunity for good 
combination of technologies. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Technical 

IC05 
PV should be easier to get people to agree to compared to ASHPs because 
much less invasiv 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Technical 

IC05 

A local charity, a delivery group and a steering group forms a good 
structure.  Steering group is more visionary and thinks about needs of 
wider community including residents of the area.  Delivery group reports 
to the steering group. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Technical 

IC06 

Need to think and do things when put in so you don't have to go back and 
re-work it later.  Eg for mobility issues, put the right bath in originally.  On 
an estate, you can base yourself there to make sure you do this stuff first 
time 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Technical 

IC07 
Communications have been excellent - very regular.  Project Management 
is Eaga's bread and butter so no issues there even at this scale. 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Technical 

IC07 
Assurance of a quality installation, hence why Eaga asked for an 
independent Mitsubishi inspection to give quality assurance 

Benefit / 
Opportunity Technical 

Interv
iew Comment Category Sub Category 

IC05 

SWH has done a phenomenal job on communication - actually talking to 
residents.  Community meeting to launch project, Chale Community drop - 
in with info boards etc, and Chale contacts who are educated about the 
project are able to go out and talk to people.  Newsletter and website 
enable progress to be communicated.  Twitter & Facebook alsop Information Engagement 
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IC06 Big role (for HA) in tenant liaison on the project Information Engagement 

IC07 
Education of tenants important in preparing them to use the equipment 
correctly Information Engagement 

IC02 

Residents could have done with some more information.  Just little 
booklet about the system from Eaga.   'Idiots guide' done by X - explains 
the basic fault finding and trouble shooting.  Sometimes people need a 
few visits to explain the system again - X facilitates this because residents 
feel OK asking him whereas they aren't comfortable with asking Eaga 
directly. Information Equipment 

IC07 

Worked with SWH on providing information.  Training of key individuals in 
the community to be able to help out where needed.  Freephone number 
included in package to report issues or ask for help.   SWH and Eaga are 
working on the aftercare and maintenance package. Information Equipment 

IC07 

Communication has been really important.  Eaga's skills in working with 
people, is key, as we are going into their homes and making changes.  We 
educate and help all throughout the process, to ensure we receive 100% 
satisfaction that the tenant knows what and why we are doing to their 
home Information Equipment 

IC03 

Talk to people about making their lives better - not about reducing their 
carbon footprint.  Don't make people guilty - it's not sustainable that 
approach.   Make it attractive for people to get them involved.  Make 
people feel positive about changing their lives Information Idea Sell 

IC04 Aim to use an informal approach - aim to listen first to what people want Information Idea Sell 

IC04 
Most of their angle is about saving money - see that as the way in to 
people Information Idea Sell 

IC05 

Currently don't have a package for the wider community but looking at a 
RE guide for Chale combined with package from installers as a follow on 
from Spanners Information Idea Sell 

IC08 

It's nothing about being green/ eco - it's very functional and about 
protection against fuel poverty and rising fuel costs, not a lifestyle choice 
project.  Very clear about engaging people on this basis rather than eco 
messaging.  For example, the most watched programme in the world is 
Top Gear - you can't engage Top Gear viewers with an eco message so talk 
about rising costs, energy security instead.  Everyone has their button to 
push - need to find it, but only 20-30% of people really buy the whole eco 
message and want to go and live on a smallholding somewhere Information Idea Sell 

IC02 
Been interested in Renewable Energy - believes it's the future, so when 
heard of this project went along to the meeting to see what it could offer. RE Views RE Views 

IC02 Save Money - first and foremost. RE Views RE Views 

IC03 

Also got strong message the people very interested in Renewables and 
Sustainability.  Wind split - some in favour of local turbines, but significant 
minority strongly against large turbines (last is X'sy assumption based on 
anecdotal feedback).   Turbine benefitting the community is viewed better 
(view based on comments at Annual Parish Meeting) RE Views RE Views 

IC02 

Gives the planet a chance to recover itself by not drawing from oil and 
gas.  Slows down pollution we're putting up there.  Whereas before just 
about money, now more information on CO2 production etc  - if can do 
this while saving money then why not? RE Views RE Views 

Table C-2:  Themed Comments from Chale Community Project 

 

 


