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Executive summary
Background and methodology
The Consumer Futures Unit (CFU) of Citizens Advice Scotland is committed to taking an evidence-based approach to
ensuring that policy and decision making within the regulated industries – water, post and energy – is responsive to the
needs and aspirations of consumers. Accordingly, the organisation embarked on a programme of research to trial
different deliberative methods for engaging consumers in these policy areas.
In relation to energy policy specifically, the Scottish Government has designated energy efficiency as a National
1

Infrastructure Priority, and developed a draft Energy Strategy ; an overarching vision setting out the direction of travel
towards a stable, secure, low-carbon economy. A cornerstone of the Strategy is Scotland’s Energy Efficiency Programme
(SEEP); a coordinated programme of work to improve the energy efficiency of homes and buildings in the commercial,
public and industrial sectors across Scotland and decarbonise heat provision over the long term. Details of SEEP are
currently being developed and tested by the Scottish Government, including through a series of stakeholder workshops
and a programme of formal public consultation. The present research study was intended to inform further the design of
the Programme, and in particular, measures to promote minimum standards of energy efficiency in the owner-occupier
market.
Thus the purpose of the research was two-fold:
▪

To explore which deliberative methods were most effective at understanding what matters most to energy
consumers in Scotland, and why – using as an example the owner-occupier market and aspects of new energy
efficiency schemes/policy (Scotland’s Energy Efficiency Programme (SEEP))

▪

To establish what elements of incentives and new regulation would be most likely to encourage homeowners in
Scotland to invest in improving the energy efficiency of their homes.

Based on previous scoping work, three different methodologies were selected for trial in the research: 1) focus groups – to
act as a control method against which the added benefits of more deliberative approaches could be assessed; 2) a
structured dialogue; and 3) a citizens jury.

Topic findings: What elements of incentives and new regulation would be most likely to
encourage home owners in Scotland to invest in improving the energy efficiency of their
homes?’
To provide context for perspectives on the issue of incentives and regulation, the research first considered the overall
salience of home energy efficiency for participants, and perceived barriers and triggers to investing in home energy
efficiency measures.

1
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Overall salience of home energy efficiency
The subject was of varying salience for participants: Of all those who completed a survey questionnaire, just over half
(56%) said that, prior to taking part in the research, they had placed a great deal or a fair amount of importance on the
issue, while 42% said they had placed little or no importance on it.
Still, most participants were acutely conscious of, and in many cases deeply dissatisfied with, what they perceived as the
high and rising bills they received from their gas and/or electricity suppliers. There was evident distrust in suppliers and in
the information they provided to consumers, including in relation to energy efficiency measures.
Spontaneous associations with the term ‘home energy efficiency’ often focused on individual-level behaviours – for
example, turning off lights in rooms that are not in use, and avoiding leaving appliances ‘on standby’ – or on ‘easier’ or
free home improvements, such as loft insulation, smart metering and double glazing. Mention of more difficult and/or
costly measures, such as solid wall insulation and boiler upgrades, was less common. These findings were very much
reflected in participants’ self-reported uptake of different types of measures.
Barriers and triggers to investing in home energy efficiency
Participants identified specific barriers to their investing in home energy efficiency measures. These related primarily to
cost – and specifically the perceived high upfront cost of these and the length of time it might take to recoup these
through energy savings – their limited knowledge and understanding of available measures; and a general lack of interest
in, and/or inertia about, making changes.
In terms of triggers than might encourage uptake of measures, three factors appeared to be particularly significant: first,
testimony of family or friends who had themselves made savings through specific measures; secondly, an immediate
perceptible return on investment in measures and a short (i.e. less than 10 years) timeframe within which these paid for
themselves; and, thirdly, a high level of specificity or tangibility in posed savings and benefits of measures – for example,
the number of days’ worth of energy saved. Notwithstanding the significance of the aforementioned three factors, there
was a clear sense in which these would only really come into play if participants were already considering making
improvements in their homes.
Incentives and regulation
In each of the fora, participants were asked to consider and comment on specific examples of incentives (both financial
and tax-based) and regulation that might be used to encourage investment in home energy efficiency measures.
Generally, the examples received an at best lukewarm response; indeed, several met with outright opposition. This
appeared to reflect the interplay of three underlying considerations in participants’ minds.
First, there was a view that incentives and regulation placed the onus for achieving energy efficiency too much on the
individual and not enough on government and industry. Participants commented that these actors were the main
contributors to the country’s carbon footprint and therefore should bear the burden of reducing it. Secondly, several of
the examples involved committing to a loan/mortgage to fund improvements that would take between 20 and 36 years to
recoup through bill savings. Not only were participants reluctant to accrue debt in this way, but many thought it likely they
would have moved home by the time they were able to recover the full amount. Thirdly, it was commonly noted that the
current pace of technological change was such that, by the time improvements started paying for themselves,
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homeowners would probably be faced with new energy efficiency requirements or standards, meaning an infinite cycle of
improvement work would necessarily ensue.
Financial incentives
The research explored the relative appeal of three specific ways of providing finance for improvements to householders:
an interest-free loan – either with, or without, a cashback grant of 25%; a Pay-As-You-Save (PAYS) loan with payments
recouped through the owner’s energy bill; and an equity loan or ‘green mortgage’ enabling homeowners to borrow
against the value of their home.
In general terms, only a minority of participants in each forum said that any of these loan types would encourage them to
make energy efficiency improvements in their homes. Of the three types, however, interest-free loans and PAYS loans
appeared to hold the greatest relative appeal, and equity loans or green mortgages the least.
Interest-free loans were referred to as “easy finance” on the grounds that they were readily available, relatively
straightforward to apply for and obtain, and came with no added costs. Views on PAYS loans were mixed. On the one
hand, there were participants who liked the fact that responsibility for repaying the loan would transfer with the sale of the
property. Others saw problems with this, however, suggesting, in particular, that it might jeopardise the sale.
In terms of equity loans/green mortgages, participants expressed reluctance to take on this type of second mortgage –
both because they did not want to accrue debt and because they were uncomfortable at the idea of a third party having a
stake in their home, even if there were no direct repayments to be made.
Tax-based incentives
Turing to tax-based incentives, three hypothetical tax scenarios were put to participants: A reduction of £500 in an owneroccupier’s Council Tax for 1 year for moving their home into the next EPC band; a reduction of £100 in an owner2

occupier’s Council Tax per year for 10 years for moving their home up by 2 EPC bands ; and a reduction of £1,000 in a
3

home-buyer’s Land & Buildings Transaction Tax for implementing specific energy improvements, as identified in the EPC
certificate, within 12 months of purchasing a property.
The first of these scenarios proved to be the most popular by some way. Indeed, across the fora, it was consistently the
most well received of all the possible options considered for incentives and regulation. Participants were generally more
amenable to the idea of cashback than to other types of financial incentives as they saw it as a more tangible “guarantee”
of money than, for example, a promise of longer-term bill savings. They also liked the fact that they would receive the
money relatively quickly.
The longer-term saving described in the second Council Tax option held much less appeal. Participants commented that
£100 over the course of a year was a less noticeable saving than £500 in one year, not least when broken down monthby-month, and viewed against the likely cost of any improvements undertaken.

2

This scenario was based upon a proposal included in one of the party manifestos for the 2016 UK General Election
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Land & Buildings Transaction Tax was introduced by the Scottish Government in April 2015 under newly-devolved powers, replacing the previously UK-

wide system of Stamp Duty Land Tax
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Both Council Tax scenarios raised questions as to how homeowners would evidence a move in their EPC rating, who
would assess the evidence and who would pay for this. Additionally, there was spontaneous comment that, in order to be
fair, the scheme would need to reflect individuals’ circumstances, including the value of their property and the extent of
any improvements required to their home.
The third tax-based scenario – a reduction of £1,000 in Land & Buildings Transaction Tax (LBTT) – received very little, if
any, positive endorsement. Participants noted that, compared with the Council Tax scenarios, it fell far short of being
universal, affecting only those who were buying a property. Consequently, they expected that the incentive would have
limited impact in terms of promoting increased energy efficiency at a macro level. That said, several participants
commented that the appeal of the scenario would very much depend on the nature and cost of the improvements
required, and the extent to which these were offset by the LBTT reduction. This prompted suggestion that the reduction
should vary in line with the cost.
Regulation
The potential introduction of regulation for minimum standards of energy efficiency in private homes provoked the most
emotive response from participants across the fora, and often, outright hostility. Indeed, three quarters of all participants
who completed a survey questionnaire said they would oppose a scenario whereby home-buyers were subject to a
£1,000 civil fine for failing to improve the EPC rating of their new property within 12 months of purchase. Two thirds (65%)
said they would ‘strongly’ oppose the scenario.
Across the fora, the scenario was variously described as “bullying”, “controlling”, “robbery” and “a money-making scheme”
for government. Several participants went as far as to suggest that there would be civil unrest – or ”a riot”, as a couple of
4

people put it – if such a measure were implemented. Consistent with the findings of previous research , there was a clear
sense in which participants were protective of the private domain and felt what they do in/with their homes should be
entirely up to them.
Across the fora, and reflecting the core principles agreed at the jury, there was a consensus that any regulatory system
would need to be flexible, perhaps incorporating a level of means-testing, to avoid imposing financial hardship on
homeowners who were unable to afford improvements. At the jury there was also discussion about the idea that the key
way to make the introduction of regulation more palatable to homeowners would be to win the longer-term ‘hearts and
minds’ argument about individual responsibility for energy efficiency, as a wider sustainability and energy security issue.

Methodological findings
The CFU’s second purpose in commissioning this research project was to establish the merits of deliberative research for
revealing the preferences, motivations and priorities of Scottish homeowners in relation to energy efficiency in their
homes. Thus, in order to identify what, if any, added value was delivered by taking a specifically deliberative approach
5

(compared with more traditional qualitative research methods) three different methodological approaches were applied
to the same policy questions.

4
5

See for example, ClimateXChange (2014) Home Energy Efficiency.

For the purposes of this research, ‘deliberative’ methods have been defined as qualitative research methods in which participants are supported to
develop informed opinions about a topic through a process of learning, discussion and public reasoning (i.e. deliberation). Deliberative engagements
events are therefore those designed to give sufficient time and space to enable participants to gain new information, discuss the implications of this new
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In the methodology report, each of the methods used is discussed in detail: including its key characteristics, the rationale
for choosing it for this project, and a full description of how it was planned and delivered in this case. The success of each
type of forum is then analysed in relation to how effectively it was able to deliver outputs that addressed the policy
research question, drawing upon the data generated within each forum, participant evaluations, feedback from facilitators
and observers, and the research team’s professional expertise and understanding of the method.
This analysis showed that:
▪

The focus groups addressed all of the elements required to form a response to the research question. The outputs
from the focus groups were also generally consistent with the findings that emerged from the other fora, providing
a strong body of baseline evidence for the research. However, the depth of discussion, and therefore the deeper
understanding of consumers’ reasoning, achieved through the focus groups was limited.

▪

The structured dialogue provided the greatest level of insight into reasons behind homeowners’ preferences and
opinions and provided very clear messages on consumers’ opinions on incentives and regulation. One of the main
strengths of this method which enabled this result was the flexibility of the general deliberative format. This allowed
a wide range of techniques to be used throughout a session to build up the participants’ knowledge and gradually
increase the demands being placed on them for deliberation towards conclusions.

▪

The citizens jury produced the clearest collective outputs and robust evidence of homeowners’ individual thought
processes and the outcomes of a process of public reasoning, not just in relation to identifying a preference from
among given options, but also in balancing the entangled relationship between social/environmental responsibility
and individual choice. Through this it demonstrated that the citizens jury was a particularly effective method for
enabling a diverse cross-section of the wider public to work together to answer a specific policy question through
an intensive process of learning, dialogue and negotiation.

Comparative analysis of methods
A comparative analysis was then undertaken, designed to determine which of the different deliberative research methods
was most effective. To facilitate this evaluative assessment the CFU established a range of criteria for ‘effectiveness’ at the
outset of the project against which the value of each method could be compared and conclusions drawn. These were:
a) the suitability of the method to the topic area and the specific policy question;
b) the accessibility of the consultation to participants;
c) the method’s ability to provide information in accessible and relevant ways regarding the complexities of the sector;
d) its ability to engage participants with the topic;
e) its capacity to draw out meaningful dialogue and deliberation;
f) the quality, depth and complexity of qualitative and, to the extent possible, quantitative data gathered;
g) delivering outputs that capture consumer insight in ways that are relevant and useful to policy making;
knowledge in relation to their existing attitudes, values and experiences and in light of the opinions of others, and form a considered view or conclusion,
which may (or may not) be different from their original view.
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h) being replicable and affordable.
Conclusions
As evidenced in the findings section of this report, all of the methods used to consult with consumers were able to
address the policy research question effectively, and to provide the CFU with clear insight into what elements of incentives
and new regulation would be most likely to encourage homeowners in Scotland to invest in improving the energy
efficiency of their homes.
The focus groups, structured dialogue and citizens jury also all proved to be accessible to participants, as attested to by
the demographically diverse participants (in terms of age, gender and working status) who took part and their overall
levels of satisfaction with their experience. Participants in all of the different fora also generally found the topic itself
engaging, accessible and relevant and thus were able to use their own experiences as consumers to contribute effectively
to the discussion.
In order to involve participants in an informed conversation, able to yield useful outputs for the CFU and policy makers,
participants also needed not only to be provided with background information on how home energy efficiency is
measured and the various types of energy efficiency improvements available, but also specific and quite detailed
information about a range of financial incentive models, possible tax-based incentives and a plausible regulation scenario.
The sheer amount of information which needed to be conveyed to participants, to enable them to contribute to the
discussions in an informed way, was a challenge for the process design, facilitators and participants in this research.
The design of each forum approached this challenge in a different way, in response to the constraints and opportunities
offered by the specific method: the focus groups by providing only that information strictly necessary to contribute to the
discussion, the structured dialogue by providing information in short, focused blocks designed to inform the next round of
discussion, and the citizens jury by concentrating the provision of information into the first day and using topic experts to
present different perspectives on the need for home energy efficiency.
There were, however, limits to what was able to be achieved by using a focus group format, and not simply due to the
limited time available for the discussion. Traditional focus groups are primarily a form of consultation in which participants
take part as individuals, albeit in a group context. The discussion structures used in a focus group will therefore generally
concentrate on the collation of individual responses and the reactions to the opinions of others. Although an explicitly
deliberative component was included in the discussion guide for these focus groups to enable fairer comparison, the
outputs produced in the sessions lacked the negotiated quality and purposeful consideration of the views of others which
were evident in the outputs produced in the other fora.
The structured dialogue and citizens jury both produced much more detailed outputs for analysis, including a range of
materials that were generated by the participants themselves. In the structured dialogue, the range of activities, and the
time for more in-depth discussions in small groups, provided the greatest level of insight into the reasons behind
homeowners’ motivations and preferences in relation to incentives. The jury’s deliberations, however, do give a much
more detailed and richer understanding of the reasoning behind participants’ ultimately negative response to regulation.
Deliberative methods are, on the whole, usually more expensive to deliver than more traditional qualitative consultations.
This is not simply because they will usually involve participants in longer discussions, but also because they will generally
require more planning and higher levels of facilitation. Further, the skills needed to plan and facilitate effective deliberative
engagement events are more specialised, and therefore contractors will tend to charge more for these services.
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When well designed and delivered, deliberative formats will usually provide a greater depth of insight into consumer
preferences and priorities, and give a fuller understanding of the reasons underpinning participants’ opinions. This can be
particularly valuable when the research question calls for consideration of wider public benefits or an assessment of
priorities for service provision on behalf of communities. Thus, while a full-day structured dialogue, or a citizens jury,
demand significantly more resources to deliver than a focus group, this is balanced by the additional insight and
understanding they are able to provide.
As demonstrated by the discussions above, however, while the structured dialogue and citizens jury methodologies clearly
provided added depth and quality to the outputs able to be produced by a focus group, each did so in different ways.
Determining which method has been most effective, and therefore of most value for future engagement with consumers,
will therefore come down to which aspects of the findings the CFU and its stakeholders find most useful for influencing the
development of policy and practice in relation to the energy sector in Scotland.

8
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1 Introduction
The Consumer Futures Unit (CFU) of Citizens Advice Scotland is committed to taking an evidence-based approach to
ensuring that policy and decision making within the regulated industries – energy, post and water – are responsive to the
needs and aspirations of consumers. Over recent years the organisation has undertaken a considerable amount of
primary research to capture consumers’ opinions on matters of interest. To date, however, much of this research has been
undertaken using ‘traditional’ methods such as polling, surveys, focus groups and in-depth interviewing. The CFU is now
interested in expanding this repertoire of methods in order to gain a deeper understanding of consumers’ preferences,
motivations and priorities. In particular, it wishes to establish the merits of deliberative research for its areas of work.
Given that there are a range of deliberative methods that could be used to understand what consumers think – and that
these tend to be more costly than more traditional quantitative and qualitative approaches – the CFU has identified a
need to understand in the first instance:
1. which deliberative methods are most appropriate to engage the public in their policy context?
2. what additional benefits deliberative research brings over and above a standard focus group?
To answer these questions, the organisation first commissioned Involve and Ipsos MORI to undertake a meta-analysis and
scoping exercise into deliberative public engagement in the regulated industries. The specific objectives of this work were
to identify what deliberative research had hitherto been conducted in the UK and further afield in the regulated industries;
and what, if any, lessons could be drawn for the CFU’s own work.
6

The report of the meta-analysis and scoping exercise concluded that, whilst there were examples of various deliberative
methods being used effectively, very often the success of these came down to careful planning, focused objectives,
creative process design, nuanced targeting, and how well the process was integrated into decision-making structures,
rather than the specific method chosen. That said, the report also presented some general observations about the relative
suitability of different methods for different purposes; and it identified a number of cross-cutting practical considerations
that are key to the success of any deliberative research study; for example, the importance of securing the participation of
a representative sample of consumers.
Based on these findings, the CFU embarked on a programme of research to trial different deliberative methods for
engaging consumers in energy, post and water policy. It commissioned Involve and Ipsos MORI to undertake the research.
This report covers the findings from the energy strand of the research only. More information on, and findings from, the
post and water strands can be found in separate, dedicated reports.

6

Ipsos MORI/Involve (2017) Meta-analysis and scoping exercise into public participation in the regulated industries, to be published shortly
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Energy policy background
The Scottish Government has designated energy efficiency as a National Infrastructure Priority, and developed a draft
7

Energy Strategy ; an overarching vision setting out the direction of travel towards a stable, secure, low-carbon economy.
A cornerstone of the Strategy is Scotland’s Energy Efficiency Programme (SEEP); a co-ordinated programme of work to
improve the energy efficiency of homes and buildings in the commercial, public and industrial sectors across Scotland and
decarbonise heat provision over the long term. Under SEEP, interventions will be launched in various stages over a 15 to
20-year period, from April 2018. The Scottish Government’s target is that by 2035, the energy efficiency and heating of
our buildings will have been transformed so that, where technically feasible and practical, buildings are near zero carbon.
SEEP will also be the main delivery mechanism for supporting energy efficiency measures for consumers, and will be a
successor to the current UK-wide Energy Company Obligation (ECO) scheme.
Previous programmes have been relatively successful in encouraging take-up of loft and cavity wall insulation, with these
measures being widely available at no cost to consumers. Further, the combination of targeted programmes and ongoing
replacement means that around half of all boilers are now more efficient (and therefore cheaper to run) condensing
boilers. However, there remain significant minorities of homes in Scotland that could benefit from lower-cost measures, or
in which higher-cost measures are needed. The Scottish Government is currently developing proposals for the next
generation of energy efficiency programmes. There remain challenges, though, in engaging those who have not yet
installed lower-cost measures, and in supporting those so-called ‘able to pay’ consumers whose homes need higher levels
of investment.
Details of SEEP are currently being developed and tested by the Scottish Government, including through a series of
8

stakeholder workshops and a programme of formal public consultation, ongoing until the end of May 2017 . Running
alongside consultation on SEEP, the Scottish Government is carrying out a separate consultation on regulation of
9

minimum standards of energy efficiency in the private rented sector (until June 2017) and stated in the Programme for
Government 2016/17 that it plans to consult on ‘phased regulation of other existing buildings to bring them up to higher

energy efficiency standards as well as look at financial incentives’10.
No such regulations are currently in place for the owner-occupier market. In its current consultation on the rented sector,
the Scottish Government clarifies that it ‘is separately considering the role of minimum standards in improving the least

efficient owner-occupied properties, alongside other possible interventions such as the use of grants and loans or other
incentives. We will consult on proposals to improve the energy efficiency in the owner-occupied sector from winter
2017/18’.
The CFU commissioned this research to inform the Government’s decision making on the design of SEEP. By gathering
consumer insights into issues surrounding the energy efficiency of owner-occupied homes, the CFU aimed to ensure that
the voice of the consumer was at the heart of this area of policy-making.

7
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https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/energy-and-climate-change-directorate/scotlands-energy-efficiency-programme/
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https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/better-homes-division/energy-efficiency-programme/
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http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0050/00505210.pdf
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Purpose and objective of the energy trial
The purpose of the research was twofold:
▪

To explore which deliberative methods were most effective at understanding what matters most to energy
consumers in Scotland, and why – using as an example the owner-occupier market and aspects of new energy
efficiency schemes/policy (Scotland’s Energy Efficiency Programme (SEEP))

▪

Through the use of deliberative methods, to establish what elements of incentives and new regulation would be
most likely to encourage homeowners in Scotland to invest in improving the energy efficiency of their homes.

The wider objective of the research was to improve the ways in which consumers are engaged in policy and strategy
decisions, and to influence the development of SEEP.

Trial process design
Prior to commissioning the research, the CFU ran a stakeholder workshop among Scottish Government policy officials
involved in Scotland’s new Energy Strategy and in the development of SEEP, as well as relevant CFU staff and other
stakeholders, aimed at assessing from an energy policy perspective the relative merits of different deliberative methods
identified in the meta-analysis and scoping exercise. This exercise generated a shortlist of methods that scored most
highly and were deemed most suitable to provide consumer insights into Scottish Government energy policy, and SEEP
specifically. Subsequently, the CFU invited Ipsos MORI and Involve to select which methods to trial, based on the two
organisations’ own judgements about which were most appropriate in the context of SEEP policy research questions and
objectives; and what was achievable within the available study budget without compromising quality. The methods chosen
were: focus groups (for control purposes); a structured dialogue; and a citizens jury.
In the end, two control focus groups, one structured dialogue and one citizens jury, each made up of a cross-section of
homeowners, were conducted. Locations were chosen to reflect a mix of urban and more rural areas, and by extension,
housing types. Table 1.1 below summarises the timings, scale and duration of each forum.
Table 1.1: summary of trial components
Forum
Focus group A
Focus group B
Structured dialogue
Citizens jury

Date
14 February 2017
7 March 2017
18 February 2017
8 & 11 March 2017

Location
Motherwell
Perth
Motherwell
Perth

Duration
c2 hours
c2 hours
c6.5 hours
Day 1: c3 hours;
Day 2: c6.5 hours

Target attendees
8
8
25
15

Actual attendees
10
7
24
18

Recruitment of participants
Recruitment of participants was undertaken by Ipsos MORI’s experienced in-house team of recruiters, using a face-to-face
(door-to-door and in-street) free-find approach. The team was provided with a specially designed screener questionnaire
to help them identify eligible participants. Quotas were set to ensure a representative pool of consumers in terms of sex,
age, working status, social grade, ethnicity (structured dialogue and jury only), dwelling type and attitudes to energy
efficiency. All recruits were homeowners and responsible (at least in part) for paying their household’s energy bills.
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Individuals who worked in market research, media, advertising, journalism, the energy sector or for Citizens Advice
Scotland, and those who had attended a group discussion or event in the previous 12 months, were excluded from the
research.
To allow for the possibility of some drop-out in advance of the fora, an over-recruitment margin of c.25% was set. In
practice, this meant 10 people were recruited to each focus group, 30 to the structured dialogue and 20 to the citizens
jury.
All participants received a monetary incentive for taking part in the trial, the level of which was set to reflect the time
commitment involved. Focus group participants were given £30, structured dialogue participants £60 and citizens jury
participants £150 – £50 for attending the first sitting and £100 for attending the second.
Discussion guides and facilitation
The fora were structured around discussion guides designed by Involve in consultation with relevant CFU specialists, and
with some assistance also from other stakeholders such as the Scottish Government and Energy Saving Trust. The guides
were designed to address a common set of themes and questions as far as possible, whilst being tailored to reflect the
varying length and methodological characteristics of the different deliberative fora being trialled. All facilitation of the fora
was undertaken by staff from Ipsos MORI and Involve.
Evaluative framework
To assist with the assessment and comparative analysis of the different methodologies, an evaluative framework was
established for the project before fieldwork began. It was designed to draw on evidence from participant evaluations,
feedback from observers and facilitators, and to provide an interpretative analysis of the effectiveness of the specific
process designs in practice. The framework offers an appraisal of the strengths and limitations of each method and
provides a comparative analysis of their deliberative value and usefulness in addressing the research question. A separate
assessment of the relative value of each method in relation to the additional information on consumer preferences and
reasoning that they provided was also undertaken, led by an arms-length evaluator.

Interpreting qualitative data
Unlike survey research, qualitative social research does not aim to produce a quantifiable or generalisable summary of
population attitudes, but to identify and explore the different issues and themes relating to the subject being researched.
The assumption is that issues and themes affecting participants are a reflection of issues and themes in the wider
population concerned. Although the extent to which they apply to the wider population, or specific sub-groups, cannot be
quantified, the value of qualitative research is in identifying the range of different issues involved and the way in which
these impact on people.
Deliberative approaches in particular, add value because of their ability to gain greater insight into what may lie behind
people’s opinions. They can also reveal how people's views can develop and change as they are given new information or
through discussions with others on an issue. It should be noted, however, that, as participants’ views are developed
through deliberation, the outcomes cannot necessarily be taken to be representative of the views of the wider public who
have not experienced the deliberative process.
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Structure of the report
The next chapter of the report sets out the topic-based findings of the research; namely those aimed at addressing the
question: ‘What elements of incentives and new regulation would be most likely to encourage homeowners in Scotland to

invest in improving the energy efficiency of their homes?’ Chapter Three considers the methodological learnings and,
specifically, which deliberative methods were most effective at understanding what matters most to energy consumers in
Scotland, and why.
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2 Topic findings: Home energy efficiency
This chapter explores consumer perspectives on the research question: ‘ What elements of incentives and new regulation

would be most likely to encourage homeowners in Scotland to invest in improving the energy efficiency of their homes?’
To provide context for these perspectives, the chapter begins by considering the overall salience of home energy
efficiency for participants and perceived barriers to investing in home energy efficiency measures. It then moves on to
outline factors, or ‘triggers’ that may encourage increased engagement with home energy efficiency, before exploring the
principles by which any incentives or regulations aimed at encouraging investment in home energy efficiency should be
judged. The chapter explores participants’ views on specific examples of both real and hypothetical financial incentives, tax
incentives, and regulation designed to encourage homeowners to invest in improving the energy efficiency of their
homes.

Overall salience of home energy efficiency and spontaneous associations
The subject of home energy efficiency was of varying salience for participants. Of all those who completed a survey
questionnaire, just over half (56%) said that, prior to taking part in the research, they had placed a great deal or a fair
amount of importance on the issue, while 42% said they had placed little or no importance on it (Figure 2.1).
Figure 2.1: Overall salience of home energy efficiency

These mixed results by no means reflected any indifference over the cost of energy, however. Most participants were in
fact acutely conscious of, and in many cases deeply dissatisfied with, what they perceived as the high and rising bills they
received from their gas and/or electricity suppliers. Perhaps related to this, and consistent with findings from wider
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research , there was evident distrust in suppliers and in the information they provided to consumers, including in relation
to energy efficiency measures. Several people commented that the information was usually overly complex – some went
as far as to suggest obsfucatory – and therefore difficult for consumers to evaluate. Generally, there was a view of
suppliers as primarily focused on “furthering their own interests” rather than those of consumers.

“If they made things simpler for us; just explained things simpler so that the ordinary person
understands it and you can make an informed judgment from there.”
(Female focus group participant, Motherwell)
Spontaneous associations with the term ‘home energy efficiency’ often focused on individual-level behaviours – for
example, turning off lights in rooms that are not in use, and avoiding leaving appliances ‘on standby’ – or on ‘easier’ or
free home improvements, such as loft insulation, smart metering and double glazing. Mention of more difficult and/or
costly measures, such as solid wall insulation and boiler upgrades, was less common (Figure 2.2).
Figure 2.2: Home energy efficiency – spontaneous associations (structured dialogue)

These findings were very much reflected in participants’ self-reported uptake of energy efficiency measures, as Figure 2.3
illustrates.

12

For example, Ipsos MORI’s tracking study, Customer Engagement with the Energy Market, conducted on behalf of Ofgem, has consistently found that

more people distrust than trust suppliers to ‘be open and transparent in their dealings with customers’ (though the gap has narrowed a little over the last
few years).
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Figure 2.3: Self-reported uptake of home energy efficiency measures

Of course, participants lived in a range of property types, which may have had some impact on the extent to which they
would need to, or could, install energy efficiency measures. Those who took part in the Motherwell structured dialogue
lived in the type of properties that might be expected in such an urban area, with over half (55%) living in either a terraced
house or a multiple occupancy building such as a four-in-a-block, tenement or flat, while the remainder (45%) lived in a
detached or semi-detached house. None of the participants reported living in a house over 100 years old; instead 46%
reported their house was between 10 and 50 years old, and 17% that their home was less than 10 years old.
Among citizens jury participants, who were from a mix of urban and rural areas, most lived in a detached or semidetached house (84%). In terms of the age of these properties, this ranged from 28% living in a house over 100 years old,
to 33% in a home less than 10 years old.

Barriers to investing in energy efficiency measures
Participants identified specific barriers to their investing in home energy efficiency measures. These related primarily to
cost; their limited knowledge and understanding of available measures; and a general lack of interest in, and/or inertia,
about making changes.
Cost
Participants’ dissatisfaction over rising energy bills was commonly manifest in a reluctance to countenance “forking out”
more money to invest in home energy efficiency improvement measures, even if doing so might save them money on
their bills in the long term. This reluctance was a recurring theme of the discussions and one that underpinned reaction to
the specific incentives and regulations considered in the research.

16
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“If you felt as if you were actually getting value through the gas and electricity then you might
be more likely to make the improvements and become more efficient. But, right now, I'm sorry,
that's like my biggest outgoing, my gas and electric.”
(Female focus group participant, Motherwell)
There was specific spontaneous reference to the “high” upfront cost of many energy efficiency measures, a perspective
that was also evident in the survey questionnaire (See Figure 2.4). Participants commonly surmised that these costs would
not always be recouped through bill savings, particularly in cases where the homeowner did not remain in their property
long-term. Reflecting this, they often commented that more grants or subsidies ought to be available to assist consumers
in making improvements.

Figure 2.4: Attitudes towards the cost of home energy improvements
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Knowledge and perceptions of measures
It was common for participants to say either that they did not know much about the range of home energy efficiency
measures that existed, or, conversely, that there was so much information ‘out there’ that they did not know where to start
or whom to believe. There was particular distrust in supplier-provided information and this often led participants to be
sceptical about claimed benefits of measures. Further, there was repeated reference to suppliers’ perceived “hard sell”
approach, which was widely deemed off-putting.

“I'm fed up with somebody telling me I need a new boiler. I just tell them I'm not interested,
because it annoys me actually.”
(Female focus group participant, Perth)
Lack of interest and inertia
For other participants, home energy efficiency improvements were just not something to which they gave a great deal, if
any, thought, particularly when compared with other day-to-day priorities. This appeared to contribute to a general sense
of inertia on the matter (Figure 2.5).
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Figure 2.5: Relative priority attached to home energy improvements

“[In] the grand scheme of things, you have to have some incentive within yourself to want to
do it at an individual level.”
(Female focus group participant, Perth)

Triggers
In the focus groups and structured dialogues, various broad approaches to encouraging increased engagement with
home energy efficiency were explored and tested, using scenario-based exercises. From the ensuing discussions, three
factors emerged as particularly significant in structuring participants’ engagement with the approaches:
1. The source of information or recommendations on home energy efficiency, and the relative veracity of different
sources.
2. The length of time it would take to recoup upfront costs of improvements.
3. The specificity or tangibility of savings and benefits.
13

In terms of the first factor, and as previous research has found, participants generally said that they would be more
inclined to invest in improvements if someone they knew personally – whether a neighbour, friend or family member –
had done so with positive results. Other potential sources of information and recommendations, including the
Government, independent assessors, the media and suppliers, were deemed less trustworthy – though, relatively speaking,
there was a tendency to trust Government more than suppliers or the media. There was scepticism over the notion of
13

See, for example, Citizens Advice (2016), Driving Installation of Energy Efficiency Measures: Customer Research Findings
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‘independent’ assessors, with participants commenting that most assessors would be likely to have some connection with
government or suppliers, or, at the very least, a vested interest in encouraging home improvement measures.

“I would [trust] neighbours, because they're the only one without a hidden agenda, everyone
else is either been paid; for example, the newspaper could be paid for an article. The
government has got their own agenda, the energy company want to make money and the
assessment people probably want to make money.”
(Male focus group participant, Motherwell)

“I would believe [my neighbour more] than a guy from Scottish Gas or somebody…’cause she
would go, ‘There’s my money I’ve saved’ and I would believe her.”
(Female dialogue participant, Motherwell)
In terms of the length of time it would take to recoup upfront costs of improvements, participants were generally receptive
to the idea of making improvements that would deliver some immediate returns – in other words, a perceptible decrease
in their bills – and take less than a decade to pay for themselves. A few of the scenarios posed an upfront cost of £1,000
and savings of £200 per year, and these were generally favoured over scenarios involving higher upfront costs and longer
recoupment periods. In part, and reinforcing findings noted earlier, this reflected assumptions about the average length of
time people tended to remain in one home.

“A lot of people would sell their house within 15 years, but not within five. For most people,
you’re still going to be there.”
(Female dialogue participant, Motherwell)
While participants in the citizens jury were not presented with the scenario cards, they were asked to identify and then
rank factors that would motivate them most to invest in the energy efficiency of their homes. As shown below, and
consistent with the comments of their focus group and structured dialogue peers, the most important factors related to
the cost and affordability of the measures themselves, followed by the length of time taken to see a return on the
investment made.
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Figure 2.6: Factors that would make jury participants more likely to invest in the energy efficiency of their
homes

In terms of the specificity or tangibility of savings and benefits, one scenario posed improvements that would result in a
reduction in home energy consumption ‘equivalent to the amount of energy it would take to run an average house for 29
days’. This figure clearly caught participants’ attention, with several people commenting spontaneously how real and
relatable it was. Scenarios that included less definitive information about costs or savings generally met with a more
lukewarm or sceptical response.
Participant 1 (reading out scenario): “‘Independent trusted research claims that energy prices

are going to rise significantly over the next ten years…’”
Participant 2: “It’s not guaranteed though. So I just think you can put a jumper on to keep

warm. I wouldn’t go and spend thousands of pounds on the off chance.“
(Male and female dialogue participants, Motherwell).
The relative appeal of scenarios posing clear and immediate cost savings reflected a wider finding of the research: that
financial considerations were generally much more important than environmental ones in shaping reaction to the issues
discussed.
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Notwithstanding the significance of the factors noted above, there was a sense in which these would only really come into
play were participants already considering making improvements in their homes.

“Seeing it happen for your neighbour would convince me more than anything else to go for it.
If I was thinking about it [already] that is.”
(Male focus group participant, Motherwell)

Principles for judging measures aimed at encouraging home efficiency improvements
Before discussing the pros and cons of specific financial incentives and regulations aimed at encouraging home energy
efficiency, participants in the citizens jury were invited to identify criteria against which any such incentives or regulations
should be judged. This exercise was only carried out in the citizens jury, and therefore provided a more detailed and richer
understanding of the rationale behind views of incentives and regulation than was possible in the other fora. The output
from their discussion is shown in Figure 2.7.
Figure 2.7: Agreed principles for judging incentives and regulation aimed at encouraging home energy
efficiency improvements
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At the most general level, there was a consensus that incentives and regulation should be flexible and responsive to
individuals’ circumstances. Specifically, it was argued that incentives should be means-tested and targeted at those in
greatest need of financial support, who would otherwise be unable to make improvements, or whose homes required the
most difficult or expensive improvements. Similarly, it was suggested that any regulatory system must take account of
consumers’ ability to pay so that poorer members of society are neither forced to make improvements, nor penalised if
they failed to do so.

“Incentives should be for people in need…and each situation should be assessed on its own
merit.”
(Female jury participant, Perth)
In terms of other principles, participants felt that the effectiveness of any incentives would depend on the cost of the
energy improvements that required to be made and, specifically, that where high upfront costs were involved, a relatively
small financial incentive would not be particularly attractive. Consistent with existing practice, they therefore suggested
that incentives should be proportionate to the cost of the improvements required, perhaps by being set at a percentage
of the total cost of the improvements, and that the level of incentive should be relative to the likely impact of the
improvement measure, with higher incentives offered for measures that would have the most significant impact on
reducing energy demand.
In respect of regulation, there was a view that this would need to be:


easily enforceable so as not to necessitate the creation of an unwieldy administrative system that could ultimately
cost the taxpayer;



reward-focused, providing some form of recognition, over and above an improved Energy Performance
Certificate (EPC) rating, for homeowners who made improvements – for example, a kite mark, that might make
their property more attractive to future potential buyers;

“There could be a quality standard; a ‘gold stamp’ or something, for people that are the high
achievers to make their place more sellable. If you're going to try and tie people into doing
certain things, there has got to be a nice wee package there with a reward and a list of benefits
to go along with the regulations.”
(Female jury participant, Perth)


trialled and assessed for effectiveness, then refined as required.

Reaction to specific examples of incentives and regulation: cross-cutting themes
In each of the fora, participants were asked to consider and comment on specific examples of incentives (both financial
and tax-based) and regulation that might be used to encourage investment in home energy efficiency measures.
Generally, the examples received an at best lukewarm response; indeed, several met with outright opposition. This
appeared to reflect the interplay of three underlying considerations in participants’ minds.
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First, and consistent with the findings of wider research by Ipsos MORI , there was a view that incentives and regulation
placed the onus for achieving energy efficiency too much on the individual and not enough on government and industry.
Participants commented that these actors were the main contributors to the country’s carbon footprint and therefore
should bear the burden of reducing it.

“Reverse the pressure to be on the government because, at the end of the day, it’s them that’s
causing the problem. They’re in tow with big business and it’s big business not individuals that
are causing the issue here.”
(Male dialogue participant, Motherwell)
Second, several of the examples involved committing to a loan/mortgage to fund improvements that would take between
20 and 36 years to recoup through bill savings. As discussed above, this was something that most participants found
instantly off-putting. Not only were they reluctant to accrue debt in this way, but many thought it likely they would have
moved home by the time they were able to recover the full amount.

“I won't be staying in my house for any more than 15 years so it's pointless for me.”
(Female focus group participant, Perth)
Third, it was commonly noted that the current pace of technological change was such that, by the time improvements
started paying for themselves, homeowners would probably be faced with new energy efficiency requirements or
standards, meaning an infinite cycle of improvement work would necessarily ensue.

“It’s a never-ending cycle: ‘You need to do this; you need to do that.’ Ten years down the line,
‘Oh, you need to upgrade that.’ So it’s money, money, money.”
(Male dialogue participant, Motherwell)
Participants commonly said that the only circumstances under which they might find the incentives or regulations more
appealing would be if they were already considering making the improvements concerned. Even then, however, they
thought it likely the timescales for recoupment would ultimately put them off.
The minority of participants who reacted more positively to one or more of the examples tended to be people who had a
pre-existing interest in, or felt a moral commitment towards, the environment.

“We have got to be responsible for our environment and this is just a little step in what we're
trying to do.”
(Female jury participant, Perth)

“Nobody ever said you've got all these rights for free, there is responsibilities with them as well.
I can't come round to your house and set up camp in your front garden however much I
would like to….. there are responsibilities, we have to take responsibility, the earth is dying.”
(Male jury participant, Perth)

14

See, for example: Ipsos MORI (2013) The Key Issues for Scotland’s Environment. http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/media/80432/ipsos-mori-

public-priorities-for-scotlands-environment.pdf
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Financial incentives
Financial incentive schemes, such as dedicated loans, are one means by which consumers might be encouraged to make
home energy improvements. In the survey questionnaire, participants were asked about their general level of willingness
to borrow money to pay for improvements. As Figure 2.8 shows, the results were mixed and fewer than a third of people
responded positively.
Figure 2.8: General willingness to borrow money to pay for home energy improvements

The research explored in more detail the relative appeal of three different ways of providing finance for improvements to
householders:


an interest-free loan – either with, or without, a cashback grant of 25%;



a Pay-As-You-Save (PAYS) loan with payments recouped through the owner’s energy bill;



an equity loan or ‘green mortgage’ enabling homeowners to borrow against the value of their home.

In general terms, only a minority of participants in each forum said that any of these loan types would encourage them to
make energy efficiency improvements in their homes. Of the three types however, interest-free loans and PAYS loans
appeared to hold the greatest relative appeal, and equity loans or green mortgages the least (Figure 2.9).
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Figure 2.9: Relative appeal of different financial incentives

Interest-free loans
In the jury, participants were asked to suggest and then rank financial incentives that would be most likely to encourage
them to invest in improving the energy efficiency of their homes. A range of incentives were suggested, but interest-free
loans were the most popular. Jurors referred to them as “easy finance” on the grounds that they were readily available,
relatively straightforward to apply for and obtain, and came with no added costs (Figure 2.10).
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Figure 2.10: Spontaneous suggestions for financial incentives to encourage home energy improvements
(citizens jury)

In the focus groups and structured dialogue, participants were presented with scenarios illustrating what an interest-free
loan might look like in practice (along with similar scenarios for PAYS loans and green mortgages) – with details such as.
the level of the loan, the repayment terms and the length of time it would take for savings to cover the cost of
improvements. (The full text of the scenarios is provided in Appendix A).
The interest-free loan scenario was for a loan of £6,000 that needed to be paid back within 10 years. The high value of
this loan and the longer repayment period, including the fact that repayments were higher than the expected level of bill
saving, meant it held little appeal for participants: as noted previously, they were generally reluctant to commit to a loan
for this length of time (even if the improvement measures may ultimately add value to their homes), not least on the basis
that they may have moved home by the time they could recoup the benefits.
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“It may push you because you think actually I'm going to look for a new boiler, therefore I'm
going to look for the best boiler I can get at the best price. I still wouldn't take a loan out if
that's going to knock me, I'm going to have to take [it] with me if I move to another house.”
(Female focus group participant, Perth)

“Again, it’s the time limit and that. Who’s got a 10 year plan?”
(Male dialogue participant, Motherwell)
At the same time, there was a suggestion that the scenario would be more appealing were the projected savings more
equivalent to the repayment amount and the loan tied to the property, rather than the individual homeowner.

“Say your bills were 200 a month and this brought your bills down to 100 a month, and your
repayment was 100 a month…you're breaking even, so then you would do it because then it
makes sense.”
(Male focus group participant, Motherwell)

“Fair enough if you sell your house within the first five years you're liable for the rest of it but
people’s circumstances change and they may have to move out and then you're stuck with this
repayment for another ten years. Maybe if you sell your house after seven years or something
like that you could [transfer it to the new owner.]”
(Male focus group participant, Motherwell)
In the structured dialogue, a second scenario posed an interest-free loan of £2,500 that would have to be paid back in five
years. Participants generally responded positively to the relatively low level of the loan and to the idea of paying it back
within a short timeframe. They also recognised that the types of measures they could achieve for this level of investment
could potentially increase the value of their home.

“If you needed a new boiler and needed new glazing and stuff like that then it's a great deal.”
(Female focus group participant, Motherwell)
Pay-As-You-Save loans
Views on PAYS loans were mixed. On the one hand, there were participants who liked the fact that responsibility for
repaying the loan would transfer with the sale of the property. Others saw problems with this, however, suggesting, in
particular, that it might jeopardise the sale. Notwithstanding these different perspectives, across all of the fora, there was a
consensus that the repayment term in the illustrative PAYS scenario (25 years) was much too long.

“[You would have to say to the new owner], ‘I’ve got this [loan]; it’s ongoing, you need to take
it on.’ In your mind immediately, you’re like, ‘No thanks.’”
(Male dialogue participant, Motherwell)

“Twenty-five years. Your mortgage would be paid off in 25 years and you're still paying a loan
for energy bill? No.”
(Female focus group participant, Motherwell)
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Equity loan / ‘green mortgage’
The equity loan/green mortgage was the least popular of the three incentive types by some way. Participants expressed
reluctance to take on this type of second mortgage – both because they did not want to accrue debt and because they
were uncomfortable at the idea of a third party having a stake in their home even if there were no direct repayments to
be made.
In the illustrative scenario for this incentive type presented in the structured dialogue, which suggested it could be a way
of financing more substantive and expensive types of improvements such as solid wall insulation, the length of time cited
for savings to cover the cost of improvements (20-36 years) was also seen as off-putting.

“I'm not too keen on this one…I'm not too keen on the sound of somebody else owning my
boiler unit or my central heating.”
(Female jury participant, Perth)

“It’s a long time to speculate. A heck of a long time.”
(Male dialogue participant, Motherwell)

Tax incentives
15

Previous research has found that greater impact could be achieved by linking incentives to policies with which
consumers already interact, notably tax. Accordingly, three hypothetical tax scenarios were put to participants:


A reduction of £500 in an owner-occupier’s Council Tax for 1 year for moving their home into the next EPC band;



A reduction of £100 in an owner-occupier’s Council Tax per year for 10 years for moving their home up by 2 EPC
16

bands ;


17

A reduction of £1,000 in a home-buyer’s Land & Buildings Transaction Tax for implementing specific energy
improvements, as identified in the EPC certificate, within 12 months of purchasing a property.

As Figure 2.11 illustrates, the first of these scenarios proved to be the most popular by some way. Indeed, across the fora,
it was consistently the most well received of all the possible options considered for incentives and regulation.

15

See, for example, ClimateXChange (2014) Home Energy Efficiency
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This scenario was based upon a proposal included in one of the party manifestos for the 2016 UK General Election

17

Land & Buildings Transaction Tax was introduced by the Scottish Government in April 2015 under newly-devolved powers, replacing the previously

UK-wide system of Stamp Duty Land Tax
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Figure 2.11: Relative appeal of different tax incentives

Consistent with their comments about the relative appeal of different types of loan, described above, participants were
generally more amenable to the idea of cashback than to other types of financial incentives as they saw it as a more
tangible “guarantee” of money than, for example, a promise of longer-term bill savings. They also liked the fact that they
would receive the money relatively quickly (i.e. within a year).

“It's free cash; who doesn't like that? And if you have got a house down at the lower end of
those EPC ratings you may not need to do very much.”
(Male jury participant, Perth)

“I see it as a reciprocal benefit. The fact that it’s immediate as well.”
(Male dialogue participant, Motherwell)
The longer-term saving described in the second Council Tax option held much less appeal. Participants commented that
£100 per year over the course of several years was a less noticeable saving than £500 in one year, not least when broken
down month-by-month, and viewed against the likely cost of any improvements undertaken.

“Even your solid wall insulation is five thousand to ten thousand. Even though they are giving
you like £100 off your Council Tax; it's total crap. It is not viable, there is too much outlay for
the money that you're getting paid back.”
(Female jury participant, Perth)
Both Council Tax scenarios raised questions as to how homeowners would evidence a move in their EPC rating, who
would assess the evidence and who would pay for this. Additionally, there was spontaneous comment that, in order to be
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fair, the scheme would need to reflect individuals’ circumstances, including the value of their property and the extent of
any improvements required to their home.

“For somebody in a big house, £500 isn’t going to make a big impact on their Council Tax,
whereas somebody in a small flat, £500 is a big enough thing…it needs to be, not a lump sum,
but linked to the amount that you've actually paid.”
(Male jury participant, Perth)

“It depends on how much work you are going to have to do to get it up to the next EPC
rating.”
(Female structured dialogue participant, Motherwell)
At the same time, and despite the scenario specifying that rebates would be paid through the Scottish Government’s
investment in SEEP, there was evident concern about the likely impact of Council Tax reductions on the quality of local
service provision – particularly at a time when council budgets were already stretched. To some extent, this perhaps
reflected low knowledge and understanding of the respective remits of the Scottish Government and local authorities,
18

evident in much wider research by Ipsos MORI .

“I would want to know how they can make that up. If every single person in that area [was
given the reduction], that’s thousands and thousands and thousands. Where’s it coming from?”
(Female dialogue participant, Motherwell)

“Ten years ago probably would have just taken [the first Council Tax scenario] and now we're
so cynical about where it's coming from, what services are going to get cut.”
(Female focus group participant, Perth)
In the Perth focus group, there was an added, rural dimension to concern about the Council Tax scenarios. Participants
expressed a view that, whereas people living in urban areas may be able to make relatively small improvements to their
homes in order to qualify for the reduction, many rural dwellers may not find it so easy as their properties were often
older or without central heating or mains gas.
The third tax-based scenario – a reduction of £1,000 in Land & Buildings Transaction Tax (LBTT) – received very little, if
any, positive endorsement. Participants noted that, compared with the Council Tax scenarios, it fell far short of being
universal, affecting only those who were buying a property. Consequently, they expected that the incentive would have
limited impact in terms of promoting increased energy efficiency at a macro level.
That said, several participants commented that the appeal of the scenario would very much depend on the nature and
cost of the improvements required, and the extent to which these were offset by the LBTT reduction. This prompted
suggestions that the reduction should vary in line with the cost.

“We thought maybe a staged tax incentive; the more you do, the more you get back. Reward,
reflects the improvements.”
(Male jury participant, Perth)

18

See, for example, Ipsos MORI (2015) Glasgow Household Survey 2015 (conducted on behalf of Glasgow City Council)
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Another suggestion was that the length of time allowed to make improvements (one year) should be increased,
particularly given that people who have just bought a new home will be likely to have limited disposable funds to spend
on energy improvements.

Regulation
The potential introduction of regulation for minimum standards of energy efficiency in private homes provoked the most
emotive response from participants across the fora, and often, outright hostility. Indeed, three quarters of all participants
who completed a survey questionnaire said they would oppose a scenario whereby home-buyers were subject to a
£1,000 civil fine for failing to improve the EPC rating of their new property within 12 months of purchase (the full text of
the scenario is provided in Appendix C). Two thirds (65%) said they would ‘strongly’ oppose the scenario (Figure 2.11).
Figure 2.11: Attitudes towards regulation

Across the fora, the scenario was variously described as “bullying”, “controlling”, “robbery” and “a money-making scheme”
for government. Several participants went as far as to suggest that there would be civil unrest – or ”a riot”, as a couple of
19

people put it – if such a measure were implemented. Consistent with the findings of previous research , there was a clear
sense in which participants were protective of the private domain and felt what they do in/with their homes should be
entirely up to them.

19

See for example, ClimateXChange (2014) Home Energy Efficiency.
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“See if they bring this out and they make it law, it’ll be bigger than the Poll Tax.”
(Male dialogue participant, Motherwell)

“The general feeling we got was the subjugation factor. Your house is your castle and there
should be a barrier there.”
(Male, dialogue participant, Motherwell)
Particular concern was expressed about what the scenario might mean for low-income and other vulnerable groups
(including the elderly and people with disabilities or serious illnesses) who might struggle to afford the required home
improvement measures. In reality, vulnerable groups already qualify for free measures – and also may be less likely to be
home-buyers than other groups. Nonetheless, it is important to note that there was a clear sense in which participants
thought it unethical for government to risk imposing a financial burden on groups likely to have existing difficulties in
making ends meet, suggesting some reassurances around this point would be required.

“There is people that can’t pay their bills from one month to the next. That would just be
putting them even further into debt, that's just ridiculous.”
(Female focus group participant, Motherwell)

“You have a lot of people who are elderly who haven't got a disposable income to do that.
You then, in turn, would force that person to make those changes on a pension, then on top of
that that would then come down to family.”
(Female focus group participant, Perth)

“You don't know what your life is going to be like, you could be diagnosed with anything and
you can’t work. So basically are you going to get fined for that?”
(Female jury participant, Perth)
Questions were also raised around the practicalities of implementing the measure. Specifically, participants asked about
the likely repercussions of failing to pay the fine and whether this might result in a criminal conviction. This, in turn,
prompted speculation that effective enforcement would require a significant administrative operation, which would place a
burden on the relevant authorities and potentially the taxpayer. These concerns echoed the view of participants in the
citizens jury that any form of regulation should be “easily enforceable”.

“So, okay, they fine you a thousand for not bringing it up to standard. So what happens three
months down the line and you’re still not up to standard? Are you going to pay another
thousand?”
(Male dialogue participant, Motherwell)

“The local authority is going to have to perform a duty that they’ve never done before, so
they’re going to have to have staff and what have you…Where are we getting the money for
this? What’ll happen is, you’ll increase the tax in order so that you can administer this.”
(Female dialogue participant, Motherwell)
A less commonly expressed concern was that regulation could have significant unintended consequences on the housing
market as the requirement to reach the minimum standard within 12 months might make people less inclined to buy or
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sell property. Generally, the timescale for making improvements was regarded as too short, not least given that homebuyers will have many other outgoings associated with the purchase to consider.

“I just think this is going to cause huge problems for first time buyers…In one sense the
government are saying, ‘We’ll help first time buyers, we want first time buyers, we want to help
the builders…’ That's not going to do them any favours at all.”
(Female focus group participant, Perth)

“It could cause the housing market to kind of stagnate, and then it means that there’s no
movement, people are not going to move.”
(Female dialogue participant, Motherwell)
In the citizens jury, participants became more opposed to the proposition of regulation through the course of the
discussions. Whilst as a whole this group were more open to the idea of regulation than participants in the other fora, as
their discussions progressed, and they began considering the detail of the specific regulation scenario presented, they
moved towards a more negative positon.
Among the minority of participants who expressed any level of approval for the scenario, there was a suggestion that
regulation may be a “necessary evil” if the government is to promote the level of domestic energy efficiency required to
meet its emissions reduction targets. Further, there was reference to the fact that minimum standards already existed in
the social housing sector and were being consulted on for private landlords, so should also be pursued in respect of the
owner-occupied sector – to ensure both parity and the long term comfort, and affordability of heating and running, of
these homes. It was also felt that the proposal to introduce regulation for the lowest-rated homes initially was reasonable,
although there was less appetite for a progressive standard that moved up the EPC scale with time.

“Forget about going up in increments, that’s just costing everybody too much money. I
wouldn’t bother with it. Just set a level for everybody”.
(Male dialogue participant, Motherwell)
Across the fora, participants were asked to consider whether the prospect of regulation through a minimum standard of
energy efficiency would have an impact on the attractiveness of the financial incentives previously discussed. The strength
of their opposition to regulation was such that they found it difficult to judge the idea relative to the financial incentive
option. Regardless of the attractiveness or otherwise of various financial incentives, the dominant position was one of
opposition towards regulation.
Across the fora, and reflecting the core principles agreed at the jury, there was a consensus that any regulatory system
would need to be flexible, perhaps incorporating a level of means testing, to avoid imposing financial hardship on
homeowners who were unable to afford improvements. At the jury there was also discussion about the idea that the key
way to make the introduction of regulation more palatable to homeowners would be to win the longer-term ‘hearts and
minds’ argument about individual responsibility for energy efficiency, as a wider sustainability and energy security issue.

Conclusions
Despite the clear consumer case for making homes more energy-efficient – and the clear concern among consumers
about levels of existing bills – overall the research suggests that the Scottish Government and partner organisations may
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face significant challenges in attempting to develop incentives and/or regulations that will encourage homeowners in
Scotland to invest in the types of substantive improvements that will be necessary to help meet the targets set out in
Scotland’s Climate Change Plan.
Across the fora, there was limited appetite for most of the financial incentives, tax incentives and regulation considered.
None of the forms of loans discussed received much support from homeowners as a motivating factor for investing in
home energy efficiency improvements. Across all of the fora there was clear antipathy towards accruing debt to any
significant level, particularly given that home energy efficiency was of low salience to many people. It was, however,
acknowledged that the availability of schemes like this could make it easier to undertake improvements for homeowners
who are already considering doing so.
The tax scenarios presented did not fare much better as an incentive, with the only real exception being in the case of the
scenario posing a reduction of £500 in an owner-occupier’s Council Tax for one year for moving their home to the next
EPC band. This measure comprised several features that appeared to chime with the public’s general orientation towards
matters of finance and home economy specifically; namely:


the limited upfront costs to the consumer – participants appeared generally reluctant to countenance the idea of
paying more than two to three thousand pounds for home energy improvements;



the consumer was directly rewarded for making changes – such direct rewards were deemed more important
than indirect ‘rewards’, such as a warmer home or long-term savings;



the reward was received relatively quickly – there was a clear sense in which participants took a fairly short-term
approach to financial matters, often on the basis that people’s circumstances can change quickly and ‘you never
know what’s around the corner’;



the reward could be received for relatively little effort – it was felt that moving into the next EPC band may not
require a significant amount of improvements, although this would depend on individual circumstances.

Given the relative appeal of these features, they should be strongly considered in any future strategy or system of
incentives aimed at increasing home energy efficiency among owner-occupiers.
Views of regulatory approaches were more negative than for both financial and tax-based incentives. Still, the research
provided some important lessons about the way in which people engage with the idea of regulation which might inform
future approaches. These centred on:


the level of financial support that would need to be given to people to make them consider these types of
investment when it is not high on their priority list, particularly the so-called ‘able to pay’ consumers whose
homes need higher levels of investment and/or for which higher-cost measures are needed. There is a clear
tension here between, on the one hand, giving enough to cover the specific improvements required in each case
and, on the other, people’s reluctance to get into long-term debt.



negativity around perceived government interference in the private domain (as distinct from their more accepting
attitudes towards regulations for social housing and/or private tenancies, to protect vulnerable householders).
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the perceived importance of regulation being introduced slowly and in targeted ways – i.e. starting from a focus
on the lowest EPC levels and/or only being relevant at point of sale - rather than being imposed on all private
housing.



the fact that, in the jury, when the group were initially discussing the prospect of regulation following the
presentation (which had positioned it as good for the long-term future of the housing stock, the environment and
ultimately beneficial for people in relation to their overall health and comfort in their homes), while there was
concern about specific details and the need for flexibility, there was little to no outright opposition. It was instead,
only after discussing the option in more depth, including the cost and length of time it would take to recoup the
investment through bill savings, that people became more opposed. Therefore it seems that clear measures
would need to be in place to mitigate these concerns before any proposals regarding regulation would be
palatable.

In short, whilst the research sought to identify what balance of incentives and new regulation would be most likely to
encourage homeowners to invest in improving the energy efficiency of their homes, the findings suggest that people are
not ‘there’ yet and there is an a priori need to convince them of the case for domestic energy efficiency and the
responsibilities of property owners in this regard.
Still, the research also pointed to wider considerations shaping public engagement with the home energy efficiency
agenda, which may prove instructive in terms of winning ‘hearts and minds’.
First, financial considerations were clearly of greater salience to participants than environmental ones. As such, any
messaging on home energy efficiency should focus heavily on potential bill savings – articulating as clearly as possible
what these savings might look like for particular groups of homeowners. Of course such messaging should sit alongside a
redoubling of ongoing efforts to raise public awareness of climate change and the role of different actors, including
government, business and the consumer, in tackling it. Participants themselves were clear that, ultimately, the only way of
really making incentives and regulation palatable would be by winning the ‘hearts and minds’ argument about
environmental sustainability as a whole – in others words, by getting to a position where making home improvements has
acquired the same ‘social norm’ status that recycling increasingly has in the public consciousness.
Secondly, the backdrop of rising energy prices and corresponding increases in consumer bills, which clearly contributed to
reluctance on the part of participants to consider ‘forking out’ further expense for home energy improvements. Arguably,
this further underscores the need to focus messaging on potential bill savings – but also perhaps to work with suppliers to
keep costs down and consider how they themselves might incentivise update of improvement measures; for example, by
subsidising improvements as a reward for customer loyalty.
Thirdly, and related to the previous point, the perceived veracity of different actors in the energy sphere and, in particular,
low levels of trust in suppliers, as well as ‘independent’ assessors, the media and to a lesser extent Government. As
previous research has suggested, it may be that messaging on home energy improvements would best be delivered by
other actors – perhaps third-sector organisations such as the Energy Savings Trust. Participants’ very positive reaction to
presentations given by the EST at the different fora provides some testimony of the likely value of such as approach. That
said, wider research by Ipsos MORI suggests that CAS itself has extremely high public approval levels and, as such, may
also be an appropriate source.

Ipsos MORI and Involve| Consumer Participation in Energy Policy

36

On a separate but related point, the trust which participants appeared to place in informal sources of information on
energy efficiency measures, such as neighbours, provides a case for messaging that is as locally-grounded as possible and
perhaps incorporates case studies showing the extent to which real people, with whom members of the public can readily
identify, have saved on their bills through particular improvement measures.
In terms of engaging consumers who have not yet installed lower-cost measures, there is a clearly a job of communication
to be done. People were often unaware of the range of such options that were available or, indeed, of the fact that some
of these were free of charge. Again, the positive reaction to the presentation by EST which covered these (and more
expensive measures), as well as participants’ greater enthusiasm about the idea of making changes having participated in
the fora (See Chapter 3 for more on this) suggests there is an untapped and probably receptive audience for messages
about these measures. There is clearly also a need to raise awareness of existing support available through Scottish
Government programmes. As with messages on more expensive or difficult measures, these messages might best be
provided by third-sector agencies and should focus, wherever possible, on ‘real world’, case studies to which people can
easily relate.
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3 Methodological findings
The CFU’s dual aim in undertaking this research project was to trial the effectiveness of different deliberative research
methods for identifying and understanding what matters most to Scottish energy consumers. In order to do this, 3
different methodological approaches were used to consult consumers on a live policy issue – in this case, aspects of the
Scottish Government’s Energy Efficiency Programme.
This methodology report sets out to assess the relative effectiveness of these 3 approaches in order to draw conclusions
about:
-

their suitability for addressing this type of policy question;

-

how well they were able to deal with the complex subject matter related to the policy area;

-

how effectively they engaged consumers with the issues;

-

what, if any, added value was delivered by taking a specifically deliberative approach (compared with more
traditional qualitative research methods);

-

how well each method was able to deliver outputs that are useful to, and usable by, policy makers; and

-

whether they offer a cost-effective and replicable way of engaging consumers with energy issues in the future.

The report begins by providing an overview of the rationale behind the choice of methods and the approach to
recruitment and delivery, before discussing each method in detail: describing its key characteristics and how this
manifested in practice during the specific workshops on energy efficiency measures with homeowners. The report draws
20

upon the discussion guides prepared for the workshops, participant evaluations , facilitator and observer feedback, data
generated within the fora, and the team’s professional expertise, to assess the effectiveness of each method.

Overview of the methods and why they were chosen
At the outset of the project the team from Ipsos MORI and Involve agreed 3 methodological approaches with the CFU
that would be used to undertake the consumer research, and each applied to the same policy research question: ‘What
elements of incentives and new regulation would be most likely to encourage homeowners in Scotland to invest in
improving the energy efficiency of their homes?’
a) Focus group – to act as a control method and provide baseline evidence of homeowners’ views, against which
the added benefits of using a more deliberative approach can be compared;
b) Structured dialogue – a flexible deliberative format that, when well designed, prioritises dialogue between
participants and is able to deliver evidence of consumer values, preferences and priorities;
20

While the report presents quantitative results from the participant evaluations in graph form, these should be taken as illustrative only and, due to the

small number involved not accorded any statistical significance.
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c) Citizens jury – an intensive process with a small, but representative, sample of homeowners focusing on the
examination of policy options and subsequent deliberation about their preferred balance of regulations and
incentives. This method is a proven format for enabling detailed, informed and productive deliberation among
a diverse group of people who have not previously engaged with a subject. The dedicated time given to
information-sharing, questioning the evidence, listening to the perspectives of others and finally negotiating
consensus means that participants in a jury process are able to deliberate effectively on complex topics in
considerable detail.
These methods were chosen because they are all effective and proven methods for exploring a policy question where
there are a number of different options for implementation. Also, they are significantly different enough from each other
to allow for critical comparison in a way that will address the CFU’s primary research question – which methods are most
suited to engaging consumers in exploring what motivates homeowners to undertake energy efficiency improvements in
their homes?
In order to address the specific policy research question, each forum was designed to take participants through a process
that:
 Gauged their initial responses to the topic and awareness of home energy efficiency measures;
 Situated the question within a wider policy context and highlighted what makes this an important issue
currently;
 Provided information about less familiar energy efficiency measures and how home energy efficiency is
measured;
 Explored barriers and motivations in relation to investing in home energy efficiency improvements, in order to
prepare for the consideration of incentive options;
 Enabled them to learn about and then appraise how financial support to homeowners is (or has been) made
available in Scotland for investment in home energy efficiency;
 Assessed the pros, cons and overall appeal of potential tax-based incentives to determine whether such
incentives would motivate homeowners more than, or differently from, other financial incentives;
 Introduced the idea of minimum standards of energy efficiency for owner-occupied homes (including an
exemplar model for implementation) and explored the acceptability of regulation for homeowners, including
how it could be made more or less palatable; and
 Allowed conclusions to be drawn on the balance between incentives and regulation that would be most
acceptable to homeowners.

Implementation
The fora were all designed to involve homeowners, responsible (at least in part) for paying their household’s energy bills,
from a mixed range of dwelling types from across the Motherwell and Perth areas. These locations were chosen to ensure
that a mix of rural and urban areas was represented across the research project.
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The fora were all scheduled outside standard ‘office hours’ (i.e. during the evenings and weekends) to make them as open
as possible to working participants. The venues chosen for the focus groups and structured dialogues were selected to
ensure they would be easy to get to for participants: in a central location in each area, with parking available and close to
public transport where possible.

21

Recruitment
Participants for all of the fora were recruited using a using a face-to-face (door-to-door and in-street) free-find approach
by Ipsos MORI’s experienced in-house team of recruiters. Quotas were set to ensure a representative pool of consumers
in terms of sex, age, working status, social grade, ethnicity (structured dialogue and citizens jury only), dwelling type and
attitudes to energy efficiency.
To allow for the possibility of some drop-out in advance of the fora, an over-recruitment margin of c.25% was set. Overall,
however, the level of attendance at the fora was very high, as illustrated in the table below.
Table 3.1: summary of recruitment and attendance numbers at the fora
Forum
Focus group A
Focus group B
Structured dialogue
Citizens jury

Location
Motherwell
Perth
Motherwell
Perth

Number recruited
10
10
30
20

Target attendees
8
8
25
15

Actual attendees
10
7
24
18

Design and delivery
The fora were structured around discussion guides designed by Involve in consultation with relevant CFU specialists, and
with some assistance from other stakeholders such as the Scottish Government and Energy Saving Trust.
Whilst each guide was designed to address a common set of themes and questions (as noted above), these were not,
however, presented in the same sequence in each forum. Instead the order and degree of focus given to the different
elements varied in relation to the inherent characteristics of each method. Further, to enable a fair comparison between
methods, particular attention was paid in each process design to using techniques and formats that would capitalise on
the unique qualities and strengths of the specific method (rather than simply repeating the same exercise with different
groups and for different amounts of time).
All of the fora were facilitated by a team of staff from Ipsos MORI and Involve.

21

Across these fora 91% of participants agreed that the venue was easy to get to and 93% agreed the venue was suitable for their needs on their post-

event evaluation forms.
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Focus groups
Key characteristics of a focus group
Focus groups are essentially guided discussions with a small group of people who are selected to be a demographic
cross-section of the population that is being consulted. They are normally one-off sessions (lasting 1-2 hours) although
several may be run simultaneously in different locations on the same topic.
Focus groups originated in market research to test responses to new products or packaging but are increasingly being
used in social research to explore public reactions to policy proposals or public services. The principle behind a focus
group is that the responses from the small sample can be used to predict the reactions/response that could be expected
from the wider population.
In practice, a group of people (usually between 6 and 15, but typically 8) are brought together with a facilitator who uses a
discussion plan to guide the conversation through a number of steps; in most cases beginning with general impressions
on the topic and becoming more specific as the discussion progresses. When the topic under discussion is unfamiliar to
people, or there are complex options to be deliberated on, the facilitator may also introduce written or visual stimuli to the
group to inform the discussion.
Throughout a focus group, questions will usually be asked to the group as a whole, with the purpose being to stimulate
discussion rather than simply collect individual responses. In this way, they are able to produce data and insights that
would be less available without the interaction found in a group setting, where listening to others talk about their
experiences can stimulate memories, ideas, and opinions in participants. This is sometimes described as the group effect
where members engage in "a kind of ‘chaining’ or ‘cascading’ effect; [where] talk links to, or tumbles out of, the topics and
expressions preceding it."

22

Participants
17 participants took part in the focus groups – 10 in Motherwell and 7 in Perth.
Table 3.2: Demographic profile of focus group participants

Gender
Age group
Working status

Motherwell
Male x 5
Female x 5

Perth
Male x 1
Female x 6

18-54 x 7
55+ x 3
Working full-time x 6
Working part-time x 3
Not in employment x 1

18-54 x 3
55+ x 4
Working full-time x 2
Working part-time x 2
Not in employment x 3

Across the 2 focus groups, 25% reported living in a detached home, 38% in a semi-detached house and 31% in a terraced
property, meaning a reasonable spread of housing types were being considered by participants across these discussions.

22

Lindlof, T. R., & Taylor, B. C. (2002). Qualitative Communication Research Methods, 2nd Edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
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Overview of the focus groups
Motherwell and Perth were chosen as the focus group locations in order to correspond with the locations of the
structured dialogue (Motherwell) and citizens jury (Perth). Each session ran for 2 hours on a weekday evening (6:308:30pm) and an outline of the session is provided below.
Table 3.3: Session plan for the focus groups
Time
10 mins

Title
Welcome

Type of activity
Introduction from
facilitator

25 mins

Views on
energy
efficiency

Facilitated discussion
(with prompts given
regarding measures
that were not
spontaneously raised)

10 mins

Measuring
energy
efficiency

Information
presentation (by
facilitator using a
sample EPC handout)
Comfort break
Prioritisation / Cardsorting exercise
(using a list of
motivations derived
from previous
consumer research)

5 mins
10 mins

Motivations to
invest in
energy
efficiency

15 mins

Financial
incentives

Response to options
(using handouts
detailing models of
financial incentives)

10 mins

Tax-based
incentives

Response to options
(using handouts
detailing 2 options for
varying Council Tax)

25 mins

Exploring
regulation

Response to a
scenario (using a

Purpose
To:
 Introduce the topic and the purpose of the discussion;
 Allow participants to introduce themselves;
 Establish how the evening will work.
To:
 Capture participants’ initial responses to the idea of home
energy efficiency;
 Explore what measures participants have taken to improve
the energy efficiency of their homes, and why;
 Expand participants’ awareness of the types of measures
that were available;
 Identify what may have stopped them undertaking or
considering other measures (barriers).
To:
 Introduce participants to Energy Performance Certificates
(EPCs) and how home energy efficiency is measured;
 Provide a common reference point for the next discussions.
To:
 Explore where the strongest motivation to invest in energy
improvements comes from e.g. short-term bill saving, longterm investment, reducing ‘carbon footprint’;
 Explore which sources of information are most trusted /
persuasive e.g. friends/family, energy suppliers,
government, independent advisors;
 Agree as a group which factors are most motivating.
To present a scenario for home energy efficiency improvements
using familiar and trusted measures (Appendix A) in order to:
 Explore which form of financial support, from a choice of 3
currently (or previously) available in Scotland, participants
preferred and why;
 Rank these options in order of preference.
To:
 Explore what participants like and dislike about 2
speculative options for Council Tax rebates as a reward for
making energy efficiency improvements to your home
(Appendix B);
 Determine whether these types of offers would provide an
incentive to people to invest in improvements;
 Determine participants’ preferred option and why.
To:
 Explore participants’ initial response to the idea of minimum
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plausible model of
regulation)





5 mins

Final thoughts

Individual written
survey

5 mins

Closing

Concluding remarks
from facilitator

standards for energy efficiency being introduced for owneroccupied homes;
Introduce a plausible model of regulation at point of
purchase to explore the advantages and disadvantages of
this model (Appendix C);
Explore participants’ responses to the idea of the minimum
standard rising over time;
Ask participants to suggest alternatives for how regulation
for owner-occupiers could be made more acceptable to
homeowners.

To:
 Capture individual opinions and conclusions following the
discussion;
 Provide an opportunity for participants to add any thoughts
or comments they had not made during the discussion.
To:
 Clarify how the information gathered during the session will
be used;
 Give participants the option of requesting a copy of the
summary report;
 Ask participants to complete an evaluation of the event to
support this section of the report.

As shown in the outline above, over the course of the 2 hours, approximately 15% of the time was needed for practical
matters, including introductions and setting the context of the session. Of the remaining time, approximately 30% was
used for providing information to participants about the subject as a whole and the specific options they were being asked
to appraise, and the remaining 55% used for discussion and evidence-gathering.
The amount of information provided to participants was intentionally limited to the information it was assessed as essential
for them to have in order to participate in the discussions in an informed way – meaning that there was not a lot of scope
for participants to learn about the wider policy drivers or significantly increase their knowledge about the range of energy
efficiency improvement options that were available for homeowners. Simple, familiar technologies were therefore used to
illustrate the incentive options, so that time was not expended in less productive discussions and questions on the efficacy
of less familiar types of measures. While the group in Perth seemed to pick up the concepts quite quickly and were able to
engage in the conversations very effectively, the facilitator’s feedback suggested that the group in Motherwell seemed to
struggle more with the unfamiliar topic initially. One of the observers however noted that once discussions got under way
there was ’very good engagement by participants and very quick understanding, and thought, about the issues and

complexities’.
The design of the session followed a quite traditional focus group structure, moving from overall impressions to
responding to specific stimuli in relation to resonance and preferences. An explicitly deliberative component was included
by asking the group as a whole to rank the persuasiveness of varying motivating statements and financial incentives. As a
whole however, the session focused on exploring individual preferences and the rationales behind these choices and, as
noted by one observer, there was a ‘general sense of people giving first responses’.
The inclusion of an individual survey at the end of the focus group not only provided the analysts with quantitative data to
inform the report but also enabled the apparent ‘view of the group’ to be compared with participants’ individual
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responses. This form of quality assurance can help to ensure that, particularly when there is limited time for discussions,
the outputs from the consultation have not been unduly influenced by a single voice or tainted by group norming
(wherein participants will publically agree with a popular opinion rather than risk conflict).

Participants’ evaluation of the fora
Overall, participants evaluated their experience of taking part in the focus groups very positively – with 100% agreeing,
and 47% strongly agreeing, that they would take part in something like this again.
Figure 3.1: Participant evaluation of the overall experience of taking part in a focus group

100%

75%

35%

41%

47%

59%

53%

53%

50%

25%

0%
I enjoyed taking part in this.

I felt comfortable taking part I would take part in something
in the discussions.
like this again.
Agree

Strongly Agree

Source: combined focus group participant evaluation forms (17)

It is also worth noting that 94% (i.e. all but 1 of the 17 participants) agreed that they enjoyed taking part in this, suggesting
that the experience of the event, rather than strictly the financial incentive, was a motivating factor in willingness to be
involved in discussions like this in the future. Comments from the evaluation forms when asked ‘what was the best thing
about this session?’ reinforce this conclusion:

“Being able to give my opinions.”
“Good discussion.”
“First time attending and enjoyed – I feel I contributed to a current topic.”
Despite only 6% of respondents to the individual surveys stating that before coming along to the discussion they placed ‘a
great deal’ of importance on the energy efficiency of their home, the participants all appeared to be able to engage with
the subject quite quickly and found they had plenty to say once the discussions got under way. Participants reported
feeling included in the discussions, able to express their views and that they felt listened to, as illustrated in Figure 3.2
below. In fact, the only negative comments received in the evaluations related to there not being enough time for
discussion, the challenge of accepting other people’s views and difficulties relating to people going ‘off topic’. This was
echoed by comments from the observers.
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Figure 3.2: Participant evaluation of the experience of participating in the focus group

100%
75%

35%

41%

35%
24%

50%
25%

59%

53%

53%

41%

0%
I was given enough I felt like I could ask I felt my opinions were My views changed or
opportunity to express
questions.
listened to.
developed through
my views.
listening to others.
Agree

Strongly Agree

Source: combined focus group participant evaluation forms

Despite the limited time allowed for the discussions (and the fact that only c.40 minutes were allocated for the provision of
information) over half of participants felt they ‘ learnt a lot about the subject’ through taking part in the focus group. It is
also interesting to note that, despite the complexity of the options they were being asked to consider, over 80% felt the
‘information presented was clear and easy to understand’’. On a related note, almost 90% agreed that, throughout the 2
hours, they were ‘given enough information to form opinions on new subjects’ , as illustrated in the graph below.
Figure 3.3: Participant evaluation of the information provided in the focus group
100%
75%

29%
35%

50%

24%

25%

59%

47%

35%
0%
I learnt a lot about the
subject.

The information presented
was clear and easy to
understand.
Agree

I was given enough
information to form opinions
on new subjects.

Strongly Agree

Source: combined focus group participant evaluation forms

Effectiveness of this method in answering the research question
Focus groups are a proven method for gaining insight into consumer responses to new policy proposals or
implementation options for existing policies. When well designed and facilitated, they can give the client a clear overview
of how participants think about an issue and of any changes to those opinions that emerge through discussion with others
or in response to new information or stimulus material.
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In the case of this research question, the amount of specific and complicated information that participants needed to
understand in order to engage effectively was challenging for the process design and facilitators to manage within a 2hour period. That said, the focus groups did manage to address all of the elements required to form a response to the
research question – preferences regarding specific types of loans and payment options for encouraging investment, the
level of incentive provided by potential new forms of tax rebates, and opinions on the introduction of minimum standards
of energy efficiency for private homes. However, the depth of discussion on each of these was significantly curtailed by the
time available.
Despite this, the focus groups both provided a clear indication of homeowner opinions relating to the options they were
presented with which were broadly consistent with the preferences and concerns emerging from the other fora. As such,
they have successfully provided baseline evidence that can be analysed alongside the results from the structured dialogue
and citizens jury.
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Structured dialogue
Key characteristics of a structured dialogue
A structured dialogue is a specific type of deliberative workshop. Deliberative workshops can best be defined as organised
group discussions that give participants an opportunity to consider an issue in depth, challenge each other’s opinions,
develop views/arguments through a process of public reasoning and reach an informed conclusion (either individually or
collectively). Structured dialogues, as the term is used here, are distinct because the activities and techniques used to
facilitate the workshop are very strongly structured and designed to deliver clear outputs at each stage. This means they
can be repeated, and the results analysed cumulatively, as part of a single engagement process.
23

Another characteristic of such workshops is that they tend to focus explicitly on creating a forum for dialogue among a
diverse group of people in order to gain a better understanding of participants’ different views and perspectives.
Workshops are therefore designed to use a range of techniques that help people communicate with each other, and
explore their differences, in productive and constructive ways.
Whilst a dialogue on a complex or technical subject will usually require some level of information provision, and a process
of learning for participants as they process and digest this information, the majority of time in a dialogue should be
allocated to discussion, negotiation between participants and the evaluation of alternatives as a public act (i.e.
deliberation).

Participants
24 homeowners from the Motherwell area took part in the structured dialogue.
Table 3.4: Demographic profile of the structured dialogue participants
Gender
Age group
Working status

23

Male x 9
Female x 15
18-54 x 18
55+ x 6
Working full-time x 13
Working part-time x 8
Not in employment x 3

While many will use the term ‘dialogue’ to refer to any kind of spoken interaction, dialogue is, from the perspective taken here, ‘a special type of

communicative relationship: the kind of relationship which broadens worldviews, reshapes perspectives and speaks to both our cognitive and mental
capacities for mutual engagement’. In this context dialogue can best be understood as a particular type of communication that is orientated towards
building understanding. Effective dialogue is therefore characterised as being collaborative (wherein participants work towards achieving a shared
understanding of issues and perspectives), focussed on finding and exploring common ground, and as having the capacity to enlarge, and possibly
change, a participant’s point of view. (Escobar, O.: Public Dialogue and Deliberation, Edinburgh Beltane, 2011)
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Table 3.5 shows how participants at the event described their current home and reflects the range of house types
expected in a quite urban environment. Also, as expected in this area, none of
the participants reported living in a house over 100 years old. Instead, 46%
reported their house was between 10 and 50 years old, and 17% that their
home was less than 10 years old.
41% of participants reported living in their current home for less than 5 years,
while 38% stated they had been in their home for over 10 years (including 3
participants who had lived in the same home for over 20 years), bringing a
good mix of length of tenure to the discussions.

Table 3.5 – House type of dialogue
participants
Detached house

8%

Semi-detached house

38%

Terraced house

12%

Four in a block

17%

Tenement flat

17%

Multi-storey flat

4%

Modern apartment / studio

4%

Source: Structured dialogue end-of-day written

Overview of the structured dialogue event

survey

The structured dialogue exploring what elements of incentives and new regulation would be most likely to encourage
homeowners to invest in energy efficiency improvements in their home took place in Motherwell, Lanarkshire, from 10am
– 4:30pm on a Saturday. For most of the day, the 24 participants worked in 3 table groups of 8, each with a dedicated
facilitator to manage the discussions.
As the outline plan for the workshop in the table below demonstrates, of the 5½ hours participants were involved in the
workshop (excluding breaks), approximately:
 5% of time was used for practical and administrative matters;
 15% of time was used for providing information on energy efficiency or the different options / scenarios the
group was being asked to consider;
 15% of the time was used to gather and record individual responses to the topic; and
 65% of the time was given over to group discussions, negotiations and deliberation.
Table 3.6: Session plan for the structured dialogue
Time
15 mins

20 mins

Title
Welcome

Type of Activity
Introduction from
facilitator

First responses

Meta-plan exercise:

What are the first
words or feelings that

Purpose
To:
 Introduce the topic and the purpose of the discussion;
 Allow participants to introduce themselves;
 Explain how the day would work and what would be
expected of participants.
As they arrived participants were also asked to complete 5
survey questions displayed on the walls using sticky dots. This
activity was designed to:
 Bring some of the demographic range identified during
recruitment into the room to inform the discussions;
 Establish from the outset that this was to be a participatory
event.
Each person was invited to use 2-3 post-it notes to write a word
or short phrase that captured their initial responses to the topic.
These were collected, grouped by theme, and displayed to:
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come into your mind
when you think about
improving the energy
efficiency of your
home?
15 mins

Energy
efficiency

Facilitated discussion
(at 3 tables):

15 mins

Energy
efficiency
options

Information
presentation
(from a consumer
advisor at the Energy
Savings Trust)

20 mins

Mapping
home energy
efficiency
measures

Interactive survey
(over the coffee
break)

Reviewing
home energy
efficiency

Facilitated discussion
(at 3 tables):

20 mins

Barriers to
investing in
energy
efficiency

Card-sorting exercise:

45 mins

Mapping the
relative value
of motivations
and incentives

Group negotiation
exercise
(using a range of
scenarios outlining
motivators and
incentives, including
financial incentives,
that may encourage
people to undertake
energy efficiency
improvements in their
homes)

15 mins

How important to you
is the energy efficiency
of your home?

From your own
experience, or what
you have heard from
friends and family,
what are the main
reasons for
considering but not
going ahead with
energy efficiency
measures?




Demonstrate the range of different opinions and responses
in the room;
Assure participants that we want to hear all views regardless
of whether they agree or disagree with others.

To:
 Get people beginning to talk about the range of issues /
behaviours / options encapsulated by the topic;
 Get a sense of how important / unimportant this issue is to
participants.
To:
 Increase participants’ understanding about how homes can
be made more energy-efficient;
 Provide information on the range of energy efficiency
measures available to households.
To:
 Collect information about the existing energy efficiency
measures and behaviours of homeowners;
 Build on the information collected during registration in a
visible way that can be referred back to in later discussions.
To:
 Review which measures have been popular with
homeowners and which measures have been considered
but not undertaken and/or not considered, and why;
 Begin to explore what has motivated homeowners to
undertake energy efficiency measures in their homes.
A card-sorting exercise using a list of ‘reasons’ drawn from
previous consumer research (Appendix D), and blank cards for
participants to add their own reasons, to:
 Explore barriers to undertaking home energy efficiency
improvements;
 Rank these barriers in order of the level of influence they
have in preventing people from undertaking home energy
efficiency improvements.

To:
 Explore the relative effectiveness of different types of
motivations and encouragements – including where
information comes from and the focus of the message e.g.
bill savings or reduced environmental impact;
 Map this against the different types of incentives,
particularly financial incentives, that could be offered to
increase take-up of energy efficiency measures;
 Consider the effectiveness of financial incentives alongside
considerations of short- and long-term payback periods;
 Consider whether there are different responses to
incentives depending on the type of measures proposed in
the scenarios.
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45 mins
15 mins

50 mins

10 mins
55 mins

Measuring
energy
efficiency

Tax incentives

Pros and cons
of regulation

10 mins

Final thoughts

30 mins

Conclusions

10 mins

Closing

Lunch
Information
presentation
(from a consumer
advisor at the Energy
Savings Trust)
Facilitated discussion:
(at 3 tables)

Comfort break
Facilitated discussion
(in 3 themed groups):

What are
homeowners’ views of
the pros and cons of
regulation for
minimum standards of
energy efficiency?

Individual written
survey

Full group plenary:

Does the possibility of
regulation change
your attitudes towards
any of the incentives
discussed earlier?
Concluding remarks
from facilitator

To:
 Explain Energy Performance Certificates;
 Provide context for the discussions on tax incentives and
the need for regulation.
To:
 Introduce and discuss, in turn, the 3 potential scenarios for
tax incentives (Appendix B);
 Appraise the pros and cons of each scenario;
 Identify what, if anything, would make it more appealing to
homeowners;
 Rank the 3 options in order of the impact they would have
on encouraging investment in home energy efficiency
improvements.
Working in themed groups - prospective sellers, prospective
buyers, those planning to stay in their current home – to:
 Gather initial responses to the idea of regulation for owneroccupied homes;
 Explore, using a specific implementation example
(Appendix C) how regulation and standards might be used
most effectively;
 Explore what the preferred trigger points should be for
owner-occupied buildings to meet standards;
 Determine whether there were different responses from
homeowners depending on whether they were considering
buying or selling in the next 5 years.
To:
 Capture individual opinions and conclusions following the
discussion;
 Provide an opportunity for participants to add any thoughts
or comments they had not made during the discussion.
To:
 Reflect on the conclusions from the earlier discussions in
light of the possibility of regulation;
 Explore how financial incentives might help to make the
idea of regulation more acceptable to homeowners.
To:
 Clarify how the information gathered during the session will
be used;
 Give participants the option of requesting a copy of the
summary report;
 Ask participants to complete an evaluation of the event to
support this section of the report.

Throughout the full-day dialogue a wide range of different methods were used to engage participants with the topic and
maintain their interest – group discussions, full group brainstorming, interactive surveys (using sticky dots), prioritising and
ranking exercises, facilitated discussions to appraise stimuli, and information presentations.
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Although the organisers were aware that many of the people attending the workshop would have little knowledge of the
issues and debates surrounding home energy efficiency, and limited awareness of the range of energy efficiency measures
available to homeowners, it was decided not to begin the workshop by providing information. Instead the forum began by
encouraging all participants to share their own ideas and stories relating to energy efficiency. These free-flowing
discussions in small groups not only helped to humanise what can be quite a technical subject, but also gave participants

permission to admit that they did not know very much, or had not really thought about the issues before, in a relaxed and
conversational environment.
To address the overall research question, however, there was much detailed and quite complicated information which
participants needed to absorb and process about the technical options for increasing a home’s energy efficiency, and
about the types of financial incentives available or potentially available. This was needed to be able to participate in the
later discussions in an informed way. To avoid a situation of ‘information overload’ the approach to information-giving
used throughout the forum was to break it down into ‘bite-sized pieces’. Each presentation or handout therefore focused
explicitly on what participants needed to know to take part in the next exercise or stage of discussion. On the day an
advisor from the Energy Savings Trust and an observer from the CFU were also on hand to answer any specific questions
arising during discussions or provide clarification.
Another technique used to help minimise the amount of detailed information which individuals had to absorb was to
encourage peer learning. For example, in the exercise focused on mapping the relative value/impact of different
motivating scenarios and incentives, participants worked in pairs to understand and appraise a scenario on behalf of the
group, before presenting a summary back to the wider group. As this exercise was also about ranking the likely impact of
each scenario on homeowners’ decisions to invest in improvement in their homes, they also presented their initial
assessment of the scenario as a starting-point for the wider group to negotiate on an agreed position for it on the overall
scale of impact.
This process of ‘drip-feeding’ information to participants throughout the day seems to have worked very well. By the time
they were asked to consider the pros and cons of introducing regulations for minimum standards of energy efficiency for
owner-occupied homes, participants were able to engage in an informed and reasoned debate in a way that would have
been virtually unimaginable to both the participants, and those facilitating and observing the process, when it began that
morning.
An unintended by-product of the event also seems to be that, as individuals, many of the participants also seem to have
taken away an interest in improving the energy efficiency of their own homes, as illustrated by responses to the survey
undertaken at the end of the day.
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Figure 3.4: Has taking part in today's discussion made it more or less likely that you will take steps to improve the energy
efficiency of your home?
12
10

10
9

8
6
4

4
2

0
0
A lot more likely

A little more likely

It's made no difference

A lot less likely

Source: All participants in the structured dialogue who gave an answer to this survey question (23)

Participants’ evaluation of the fora
Overall, participants responded very positively to the session in their evaluation forms – with all participants agreeing that
they enjoyed the session, and 79% strongly agreeing.

“Everyone was so friendly and I wasn’t bored once.”
“Well-paced and interesting.”
“I gained a lot from this day and my energy efficiency will improve too! Thanks very much.”
One of the observers on the day also noted their surprise at just ‘how engaged and committed’ participants were in
discussing the subject.
As noted in Figure 3.5 below, all participants agreed that they ‘ felt comfortable taking part in the discussions’. It is also very
clear from the evaluation forms that the group gelled very well together and that, by working for most of the day in the
same small group, a level of rapport was created that encouraged people to contribute openly and honestly to the
conversation. When asked in the evaluation forms what ‘the best thing about the day was…’, it is notable how many
participants referred to the dynamics of the group. Comments included:

“The discussions were great and everyone got a fair chance to speak.”
“Everyone spoke and I never felt I had to watch what I said.”
“The group was held in a very open and talkative manner.”
“The ability to give forthright views and have a constructive discussion.”
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Figure 3.5: Participant evaluation of the overall experience of taking part in the structured dialogue
100%

75%
79%

79%

67%

21%

21%

25%

50%

25%

0%
I enjoyed taking part in this. I felt comfortable taking part I would take part in something
in the discussions.
like this again.
Agree

Strongly Agree

Source: Participant evaluation forms from the structured dialogue (24)

This observation is reinforced by the very high levels of satisfaction among participants with the extent to which they could
engage with the activities and contribute to the discussions on the day.
Figure 3.6: Participant evaluation of the experience of participating in the structured dialogue
100%

75%
71%

75%

71%

58%

25%

25%

29%

33%

50%

25%

0%
I was given enough I felt like I could ask I felt my opinions were My views changed or
opportunity to express
questions.
listened to.
developed through
my views.
listening to others.
Source: Participant evaluation forms from the structured dialogue (24)

A further point to note is that 91% of participants (i.e. 22 of the 24 people involved and the highest rate recorded across
the 3 methods) felt that their views had changed or developed as a direct result of listening to others. Gaining insights and
understanding from the potentially different perspectives of others, followed by re-considering and refining opinions
accordingly, is one of the main features of an effective dialogue.
As noted above, a concern in developing the discussion guide for this event was the amount of information participants
would need to absorb to be able to participate in the discussions in an informed way. A wide variety of techniques were
therefore used to attempt to break this information down into accessible and digestible segments. As the graph below
shows, this seems to have worked, as 100% of participants agreed that they ‘ learnt a lot’ from the session and found the
information presented ‘clear and easy to understand’.
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Figure 3.7: Participant evaluation of the information provided in the structured dialogue

100%
75%
67%

63%

54%

33%

38%

42%

I learnt a lot about the
subject.

The information presented
was clear and easy to
understand.

I was given enough
information to form opinions
on new subjects.

50%
25%
0%

Agree

Strongly Agree

Source: Participant evaluation forms from the structured dialogue (24)

A number of participants also commented that they particularly appreciated:

“Discussing and getting information on a topic that I didn’t know much about.”
“Learning new things and getting to share opinions with others.”
Several did however note in the evaluations that the most challenging/difficult part of the day had been:

"Taking in all the different scenarios.”
[There was] “a lot of information to digest.”
Despite the amount of new information that participants were confronted with throughout the day, 96% agreed that they
felt they had enough information to confidently form opinions on subjects that were new to them, and options they may
not have previously considered.

Effectiveness of this method in answering the research question
The structured dialogue worked particularly well, and of all of the methods used, probably provided the greatest level of
insight into the reasons behind homeowners’ preferences and opinions: as noted by one of the facilitators from the day, it
gave ‘very clear messages on incentives, including common themes across all break-out groups, and on regulation’ .
One of the main strengths of this method is the flexibility of the general deliberative format, which allows a wide range of
methods to be used throughout a session to build up the participants’ level of involvement in the discussion, and
gradually increase the demands being placed on them to collaborate in drawing conclusions. With a group this size, much
of the discussion takes place in small groups, when the workshop design builds in regular opportunities for key points to
be fed back in plenary sessions (as the discussion guide did in this case), participants still feel that they are part of a wider
process. Feedback throughout the day also means that participants are able to respond to, and reflect on, ideas that
emerged at other tables that may have differed from the focus taken in their group.
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Overall, the outputs from this forum have added significant levels of detail to the general conclusions drawn from the
focus groups, and complement well the different types of output that were generated in the citizens jury.
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Citizens jury
Key characteristics of a citizens jury
Similarly to a judicial jury, a citizens jury brings a small representative group of citizens together to hear evidence,
deliberate among themselves and reach a conclusion. Citizens juries tend to work best when they are convened around a
clearly framed question or set of choices. To date, they have most often been used when a policy problem can potentially
be solved in a number of ways, with the jury meeting to consider the range of options.
A citizens jury is a tightly-framed method in which ‘experts’ are invited to present ‘evidence’ to the jury, but are not part of
the deliberative process. It is therefore explicitly intended to be a learning process for participants that will enable them to
deliberate from an informed position. In most cases, the jury will also be given time to interact with the experts to ask
questions, seek clarification and request further information before their deliberations begin, to give them a further level
of control over the information they are able to use during the discussions. In the next stage of the process, the focus is
on exploring the topic in question through dialogue with their peers, in ways that encourage an understanding of different
views and perspectives.
In most cases, jurors will be directly presented with the research question and made aware of their role as a representative
sample of citizens – acting as a proxy for the wider public. Unlike the other methods discussed here, their deliberations are
explicitly focused on reaching consensus (i.e. an agreed preference or recommendations) or, in the cases where
consensus is not achievable, establishing an agreed understanding of points of common ground and conflict.

Participants
18 homeowners from the Perth area took part in day 1 of the citizens jury (a higher proportion of those recruited than we
would have expected), and all of them returned to take part in day 2. Whilst this very high turn-out and retention rate is a
positive factor in relation to demonstrating people’s interest and willingness to engage with the subject, and helped to
increase the overall number of people involved in the consultation, it did mean that the process involved an unusually
large number of jurors.
Table 3.7: Demographic profile of citizens jury participants
Gender
Age group
Working status

Male x 9
Female x 9
18-54 x 14
55+ x 4
Working full-time x 11
Working part-time x 5
Not in employment x 2
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Table 3.8 shows how participants at the event described their current home,
and the higher percentage of detached homes recorded here reflects what

Table 3.8 – House type of jurors

would be expected from a more rural area. Whilst 28% reported living in a

Detached

33%

house over 100 years old, 33% reported that their home was less than 10 years

Semi-detached house

39%

old, meaning that a wide range of different house types and methods of

Bungalow

6%

construction informed the experiences which people brought to the discussion.

Semi-detached bungalow

6%

Four in a block

6%

Tenement flat

6%

56% of participants reported they had been in their home for over 10 years
(including 3 participants who had lived in the same home for over 20 years). By
contrast with participants in the structured dialogue, only 17% had lived in their

Source: Juror day 1 survey (17)

current home for 5 years or less, making the participants in the jury appear a much more settled group.

Overview of the citizens jury
The citizens jury was held in Perth over 2 sessions – the first from 6-9pm on a Wednesday evening, and the second on the
following Saturday from 10am – 4:30pm.
From the outset, it was explained to participants that their role as members of a ‘citizens jury’ was to hear and evaluate
evidence to help answer the question of ‘What combination of incentives and new regulation would be most likely to

encourage home owners in Scotland to invest in improving the energy efficiency of their homes?’
Day 1 - The first session of the forum was focused on information provision (or in the language of the jury – ‘evidence’),
with almost 50% of the time being allocated to presentations and Q&A sessions with expert witnesses. An outline of the
structure of the evening and the purpose of each section is provided below.
Table 3.9: Session plan for day 1 of the citizens jury
Time
20 mins

Title
Welcome

Type of activity
Introduction from
facilitator

15 mins

1st responses

Meta-plan exercise:

10 mins

Energy
efficiency

Self-facilitated table
discussion (at 3
tables): What does

What are the first
words or feelings
that come into your
mind when you
think about
improving the
energy efficiency of
your home?

having an 'energyefficient home'

Purpose
To:
 Introduce the topic and the purpose of the discussion;
 Introduce the research question and the role of participants as
members of a citizens jury;
 Allow participants to introduce themselves;
 Work as a group to establish ‘ground rules’ for how they
wanted the discussions to work during the forum.
Each person was invited to use 2-3 post-it notes to write a word or
short phrase that captured their initial responses to the topic. These
were collected, grouped by theme, and displayed to:
 Demonstrate the range of different opinions and responses in
the room;
 Assure participants that we want to hear all views regardless of
whether they agree or disagree with others.

To:



Get participants beginning to talk about the range of issues /
behaviours / options covered by the topic;
Encourage participants to begin taking responsibility for their
own discussions and maintaining the ground rules they have
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mean to you?
15 mins
15 mins

The context and
need for SEEP

Break
Evidence
presentation:
Scottish
Government

15 min

The case for
regulation

Evidence
presentation:
Existing Homes
Alliance

20 mins

The need for
support and
incentives

Evidence
presentation:
Citizens Advice
Scotland

30 mins

Carousel of
expert witnesses

Question and
answer session (at
tables)

10 mins

Preparing for
panel Q&A

Self-facilitated
group work (at 3
tables)

25 mins

Panel Q&A

Panel Q&A

5 mins

Postcard to
yourself

Individual reflection

5 mins

Closing

Concluding
remarks from
facilitator

developed.
To:


Introduce jurors to the government policy context and the
need for Scotland’s Energy Efficiency Programme (SEEP);
 Affirm the Scottish Government’s commitment to supporting
home energy efficiency;
 Make the case that there is a need for new measures to
encourage homeowners to invest in energy efficiency.
At the end of the presentation, jurors had 5 minutes for reflection
and noting down questions at their tables.
To:
 Make the case for the need for regulation of owner-occupied
homes from an environmental, social and health-based
perspective;
 Highlight the benefits of regulation.
At the end of the presentation, jurors had 5 minutes for reflection
and noting down questions at their tables.
To:
 Highlight the benefits to consumers of taking action on energy
efficiency measures in their own homes;
 Make the case for the need for support and incentives for
consumers;
 Provide information about some of the previous/existing
financial incentive schemes – grants, interest-free loans, PayAs-You-Save (PAYS) loans, equity loans/’green mortgages’.
At the end of the presentation, jurors had 10 minutes for reflection
and noting down questions at their tables in preparation for the
carousel.
Each expert spent 10 minutes with each table group to:
 Provide clarification about anything raised in their
presentation;
 Answer jury members’ questions or provide additional
information about matters raised.
To:
 Allow table groups to identify any remaining questions they
have for the experts;
 Focus the group on the overall question which the jury is
addressing;
 Prioritise questions at each table.
To:


Provide additional information to jurors in response to their
questions.
Each juror was asked to write a postcard to themselves (to be
collected and returned to them on Saturday) to:
 Remind them of key points they had learnt;
 Identify any outstanding questions;
 Capture points of insight or reflection.
To:
 Undertake a light-touch evaluation of how the group is
working together;
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Brief jurors about the plans for day 2;
Request jurors to complete a short ‘homework’ survey and
return it on Saturday.

Day 2 - The second day of the forum was primarily focused on discussion, group negotiation and deliberation, as outlined
in the table below.
Table 3.10: Session plan for day 2 of the citizens jury
Time
5 mins

Title
Welcome

Type of Activity
Introduction from
facilitator

20 mins

Picture
postcards

Icebreaker: Choose

25 mins

Measuring
home energy
efficiency

Information
presentation and
discussion (in
plenary)

a picture that best
expresses how you
are feeling about
the day / task
ahead?

Purpose
To:
 Remind participants of the jury’s task;
 Review and amend ‘ground rules’ based on the feedback from
day 1.
To:
 Re-introduce jurors to each other;
 Acknowledge the task ahead;
 Encourage a sense of teamwork.

To:






15 mins

20 mins

15 mins
40 mins

Mapping uptake
of energy
efficiency
measures

Interactive survey
and discussion (in
plenary)

Barriers and
blockers

Small group
brainstorming
followed by
card-sorting
exercise (full group)

Motivators and
incentives

To:



Comfort break
Meta-plan and
card-sorting
exercise (2 selffacilitated groups)

Increase participants’ understanding about how homes can be
made more energy-efficient;
Provide information on the range of energy efficiency
measures available to households;
Explain Energy Performance Certificates (EPCs);
Provide a measuring context for later discussions on tax
incentives and regulation;
Provide space for questions that may have occurred to them
since the first meeting or from the ‘parking place’ and
postcards.
Map which energy efficiency measures members of the jury
had in their homes;
Map measures they had considered but not undertaken and
explore the reasons why.

A facilitated exercise to:
 Identify the barriers homeowners face when considering
energy efficiency improvements to their homes;
 Involve the group in developing their own themes (from the
small group brainstorms) and then rank them in order of
importance;
 Model a group negotiation technique that jurors would be
asked to use in the next non-facilitated exercise.
After all jurors had used post-it notes to record their answers to
both questions (writing as many answers as they wanted), jurors
were divided into 2 groups to collate the results, and then create a
series of cards capturing the key themes to be voted on and ranked
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What are the things
that motivated you
/ or would motivate
you to consider
energy efficiency
improvements for
your home?
What incentives
have (or would be)
most effective?

by the whole group. The purpose of this was to:
 Identify and rank the types of motivating factors that have the
most impact on homeowners;
 Identify and rank the types of incentives most attractive to
homeowners;
 Build the capacity of jurors to work together and negotiate
effectively.

Each group was allocated one of the possible tax incentive models
to:
 Assess the pros and cons of the model;
 Identify what, if anything could make it more appealing to
owner-occupiers.
To:
 Allow each group to present their conclusions to the wider
jury;
 Discuss, as a whole group, the appeal of each tax incentive
model.

20 mins

Tax incentives

Small group work
(3 self-facilitated
groups)

20 mins

Comparing tax
incentives

Feedback from
group work (in
plenary)

45 mins
30 mins

Establishing a
framework to
evaluate options

Lunch
Small group work
and plenary
negotiations

15 mins

Evaluating tax
incentives

Small group work
and plenary
negotiations

15 mins

What is most
important?

Energiser

40 mins

Standards and
regulations

Facilitated
discussions (2
groups): What are

the pros and cons
of regulation?

15 mins
40 mins

Conclusions and
recommendations

Comfort break
Plenary discussion

To:


Establish criteria by which incentives and regulations should be
evaluated.

In the groups they were working with to assess the different tax
incentive models, each group scored their model against the criteria
developed to:
 Allow systematic comparison between models based on
agreed criteria;
 Allow the options to be ranked in order of preference.
A quick activity that got the group on their feet and moving around
the room to indicate how much they agreed and disagreed with
statements about responsibility and regulation to:
 Lighten the mood after a difficult exercise;
 Capture individual viewpoints;
 Mix up the group in advance of the next exercise.
To:
 Explore reactions to the principle of introducing minimum
standards for owner-occupied homes;
 Discuss a specific potential model for implementation at point
of sale to assess its acceptability;
 Explore options for how it could be improved;
 Discuss the option of regulation being introduced for all
owner-occupied homes, and the acceptability of that;
 Score this option against the criteria developed earlier.
To:




Reflect on the appraisal and scoring of the regulation options;
Score the various financial incentive models that were
discussed on day 1 against the agreed criteria;
Reflect on the importance of incentives for homeowners;
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5 mins

Survey

Individual written
survey

To:



10 mins

Closing

Concluding
remarks from
facilitator

Agree conclusions and recommendations about the balance
of incentives and regulations that would most encourage
owner-occupiers to invest in energy efficiency measures for
their own homes.
Capture individual opinions and conclusions following the
discussion;
Allow for comparison or views from pre- and postdeliberations.

To:
 Clarify how the information gathered during the session will be
used;
 Give participants the option of requesting a copy of the
summary report;
 Ask participants to complete an evaluation of the event to
support this section of the report.

From the outset, the citizens jury was framed and delivered in a way that was very different from the other two methods
used for this research:
a)

a much more direct and focused approach was used to provide participants with information about the subject
and the wider context, including the direct involvement of experts presenting information in ways designed to
make a persuasive case for one or more courses of action;

b) a much lighter-touch approach to facilitation was used throughout both sessions, which placed greater
responsibility on participants to manage their discussions and negotiate effectively;
c)

the task given to participants was also quite different as, unlike the other fora which were framed as
opportunities to explore ideas together, the jury were explicitly asked to address, and answer, the specific
research question framing the wider piece of work.

As already noted above, over 50% of the workshop time on day 1 was used to provide jurors with information, through a
mixture of short formal presentations (evidence), less formal opportunities to ask questions and discuss issues with the
experts in small groups, and a structured Q&A session with the expert panel. The experts participating came from a range
of different organisations, each with a different agenda, and unlike the previous fora where the emphasis was on
providing impartial information, they were encouraged to be provocative and persuasive. It is interesting to note from the
feedback from the experts that they felt, in retrospect, that the session would have benefited had they taken stronger,
more oppositional positions and provoked a little more controversy.
Devoting this much time to informing participants at the start of a process can run the risk of leaving participants feeling
that they have been at a lecture, rather than an engagement event, however the balance of different methods used (and
the personalities of the experts themselves) appear to have kept the majority of participants interested and engaged
throughout. There was however some concern noted by the experts and observers that the table discussions, and the
questions being asked, were not always strictly relevant to the overall topic. It was suggested that these sessions may have
benefited from more active facilitation. Allowing this free-range conversation, however, was a design decision by the
facilitation team to allow participants to find their own way into the topic – by finding aspects of the wider topic of energy
efficiency that interested or resonated with them and taking responsibility for their own learning.
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Whilst the experts and observers all agreed that the majority of participants seemed very engaged in the discussions,
there were clear differences in opinion about the general level of awareness of the issues in the room: comments ranged
from ‘they were better informed than I thought they would be’ to ‘[there was] limited awareness, particularly around

where to go for advice’ and that participants ‘didn’t really know much about the future of energy’.
Day 2 began with a reminder of the task they were being asked to perform as a group and an icebreaker to re-introduce
everyone. In this exercise, each participant was asked to choose a picture (from a selection of postcards) that reflected
how they were feeling about the day ahead and explain their choice to the rest of the participants. Many of the cards that
were selected, and the reasons people shared for their choice, reflected the idea of challenge and uncertainty but also
their collective role, and the need to work as a team to achieve the goal.
Figure 3.8: Some of the postcards chosen by jurors

Whilst on day 2 there was a further information session in the morning about how home energy efficiency is measured,
the focus was on group work and deliberation, with over ⅔ of the total working time (excluding breaks) being spent
evaluating options, prioritising, negotiating and drawing conclusions together. The lighter-touch facilitation style evident
during the first session was also continued into day 2 of the jury, where exercises were modelled for participants before
they were encouraged to complete similar activities in self-facilitating groups (although the facilitators were on hand
throughout to step in and help refocus the group as required). This gave the jurors themselves responsibility for the
outputs, and was intended to instil a greater sense of ownership of the process and its outcomes.
One example of this in practice was the exercise on barriers to investing in home energy efficiency. Unlike the structured
dialogue and focus group, where participants were given a list of barriers drawn from previous consumer research to rank,
the jurors were asked to develop their own cards (through a process of brainstorming in small groups and then identifying
common themes). Whilst the process of identifying themes was facilitated as a group exercise, the facilitators then stepped
back during the ranking process to see how effectively the group would manage to negotiate an outcome in an inclusive
way without support. This proved quite a challenge for the group, not simply because of the high number of participants
and the presence of a few dominant voices, and took considerably longer than anticipated. They did, however, manage to
negotiate an order with which the vast majority of jurors appeared happy. Achieving this also gave the jurors confidence
to undertake the next exercise, identifying and theming motivations and incentives, which they undertook in a much more
efficient and co-operative manner.
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Figure 3.9: Motivation and incentive cards created and prioritised by jurors

Whilst the purpose of the forum was to deliberate as a whole jury, the size of the group, and the range of topics that
needed to be covered, meant that throughout the day, much work was undertaken in small groups. Rather than working
in self-selecting groups, or repeatedly in the same groups, the jurors were placed into different groups for each of the
exercises. This was intended to reinforce the idea of the jury working as a whole team: rather than sub-groups forming
and bonding, each member would be interacting with all of the others at different points throughout the day. This is a
proven method for building a sense of teamwork across a larger group, but in this particular case the members of the jury
as a whole did not gel well together. It is possible that, in retrospect, allowing jurors to choose to work with those with
whom they felt most comfortable during the small group work sessions would have enabled more productive discussions
and deliberations at points throughout the day.
One section of the workshop that did not work as well as we had hoped was the activity designed to produce criteria
against which the various financial incentives, tax rebate proposals and potential forms of regulation could be evaluated
against each other in a consistent and reasoned way. Jurors found it difficult to comprehend what was being asked of
them here, and some of the groups became frustrated, as misunderstanding what they were being asked to do saw them
over-complicating the task. If we were to repeat this process, we would re-design this section to begin by working as a full
group to establish criteria against which incentives offered to homeowners could be evaluated, and then score the tax
incentives against those criteria. Following this modelling exercise, jurors would be encouraged to work in small groups to
develop criteria for evaluating proposals for regulation, before working in plenary to refine them into an agreed list.
Although in the end all of the groups managed to produce useful criteria which, once collated, they were able to use to
score the tax incentive options and proposals for regulation, providing a strong insight into the rationale for their
preferences, the process took significantly longer than anticipated, meaning later sections were given less time than
planned.
Throughout the afternoon, as the work the jury was being asked to do became more difficult, and the topics under
discussion increasingly contentious and divisive, the interpersonal tensions between some members of the jury became
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more pronounced. One of the strengths of any deliberative process, but also one of the main risks, is the space it creates
for dialogue between people with differing points of view. Regardless of how well planned, designed and facilitated a
process is, any engagement exercise comes down to a collection of individuals, and the relationships and patterns of
communication established between them. Whilst the value of any dialogue is enhanced by diversity of opinions, effective
dialogue and deliberation requires people to listen with respect, and be open to having their opinions changed by the
views and understandings of others. For some in this group however that appeared to be particularly challenging.
Observations from the facilitators show that most jurors took their role in the deliberations quite seriously and, as the
stakes of what was under discussion rose, and the potential impact of the outcomes in the real world intensified, so did
their individual passions. The communication challenges in this group were therefore not simply down to there being
some quite dominant personalities in the room, but also the fact that some jurors held very strong and uncompromising
beliefs about the responsibility of individuals for the stewardship of the planet. When people struggle to respect the right
of others to hold differing opinions, the process of establishing common ground and acknowledging points of
disagreement can become very difficult to moderate.
By the time the jurors convened in plenary for the final discussion, intended to develop a statement of key conclusions
and recommendations, it was clear that a number of the jurors were tired, frustrated with the behaviour of a few others,
and ready to finish for the day. After a brief conversation about the various models of financial incentives in the context of
the criteria we had earlier established, it was decided to wind up the event a little early. The facilitators therefore
summarised their understanding of what the discussions had revealed about the balance between incentives and
regulation that would be needed to encourage owner-occupiers to invest in home energy efficiency improvements and,
after allowing time for final comments from jurors, the forum was closed. Whilst it was disappointing for staff, observers
and some of the jurors not to finish with a clearly articulated ‘verdict’, part of the role of the facilitator is to be responsive
to the needs of the participants as well as the process, and the cumulative evidence from the earlier discussions had given
a clear sense of the jury’s position on the research question, which could be drawn out in analysis and reporting.

Participants’ evaluation of this method
Despite being given a much more difficult task than the groups participating in the other fora, and thus having to work
much harder (particularly in the full-day deliberation), 50% of participants strongly agreed that they ‘enjoyed taking part’.
Further, all but 2 members of the jury agreed that they ‘would take part in something like this again’.

“The facilitators and presenters were all of a high standard and made the session so informative and the
time flew by.”
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Figure 3.11: Participant evaluation of the overall experience of taking part in the citizens jury
100%

75%

50%

56%

56%

50%

25%

44%

39%

33%

0%
I enjoyed taking part in this. I felt comfortable taking part I would take part in something
in the discussions.
like this again.
Agree

Strongly Agree

Source: Participant evaluation forms (18)

One of the things that participants seem to have particularly enjoyed and appreciated about the session was the chance
to learn more about the subject, with 95% agreeing they had ‘learnt a lot about the subject’:

“The discussion has opened up a whole new aspect on energy saving in my home.”
“Quality of presenters, their understanding and presentation of the subject, balanced approach and ability to
generate and explain topics.”
“Understanding things I did not know.”
“Interesting information that was presented.”
“Was an eye opener about energy saving in the home.”
It is, however, interesting to note that, despite agreeing that they had learnt a lot about the subject, only 22% strongly
agreed that they had been given enough information to form opinions about new topics. Compared with the other
methods, a proportionally lower percentage of participants in the jury also reported that the information they were
presented with was clear and easy to understand. This is despite this group having the largest percentage of the time
given over to the presentation of information, and being the only group to have had dedicated time with the experts to
ask questions and directly discuss the subject on their own terms. In part, this can be explained by the fact that the jury
were presented with significantly more information than those participating in the other fora, but they were also the only
group presented with information in ways designed to be persuasive (rather than impartial), and the impact of this will be
discussed later in this report.
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Figure 3.12: Participant evaluation of the information provided in the citizens jury
100%
75%

22%

56%

33%

50%
25%

61%
39%

44%

I learnt a lot about the
subject.

The information presented
was clear and easy to
understand.

0%

Agree

I was given enough
information to form opinions
on new subjects.

Strongly Agree

Source: Participant evaluation forms from the citizens jury (18)

Regardless of some of the challenges relating to the dynamics within the group previously noted, Figure 3.11 above shows
that all but one participant agreed in their evaluation that they ‘felt comfortable taking part in the discussion’. Figure 3.13
provides more information about how jurors felt they were able to contribute to the discussions, when asked to reflect on
the previous two sessions, and demonstrates high levels of engagement and participation throughout. However, by
comparison with the other fora, these responses do seem to suggest that some jurors felt less able to have their views or
ideas heard fully at all times. Without follow-up discussions with jurors, it is not possible to know whether this was as a
result of the size of the group, the nature of the tasks they were being asked to undertake, or the dynamics of the specific
group. Some of the comments made when asked what was the most challenging / difficult part of the process suggest it
may have been a combination of factors.
“Thinking about something I knew little about.”
“Comprehension and analysis – though this is positive as it makes one think.”
“People allowed to ‘time waste’.”
“Understanding some of the more complicated info.”
“Other people… hearing some of their comments.”
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Figure 3.13: Participant evaluation of the experience of participating in the citizens jury
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I was given enough I felt like I could ask I felt my opinions were My views changed or
opportunity to express
questions.
listened to.
developed through
my views.
listening to others.
Source: Participant evaluation forms from the citizens jury(18)

Effectiveness of this method in answering the research question
A citizens jury is, by design, a particularly effective method for enabling a diverse cross-section of the wider public to work
together to answer a specific policy question through an intensive process of learning, dialogue and negotiation.
The dedicated information session and direct interaction with the experts gave the participants a much wider
understanding of the specific questions about incentives and regulation than through either of the other methods. It also
made the discussion and debate that took place over the 1½ days richer and more grounded in real life considerations. As
one of the observers commented, the process gave ‘a much improved perspective on what people really think and act

upon in this area’.
Despite a few difficult relationships developing between participants, which hindered the process of defining a clear
‘verdict’, the outputs from the jury’s deliberations do give a much more detailed and richer understanding of individual
and group preferences in relation to incentives, than, for example the outputs from the structured dialogue where a
similar amount of time was spent discussing the specific options. In part, this was due to the time given to establishing
criteria for assessment. Although that was a difficult process in practice, it established a shared language which enabled
options to be evaluated in a more nuanced and consistent way.
Finally, the jury’s deliberations clearly concluded that the tipping-point for making regulation for owner-occupied homes
palatable lies in balancing the tension between homeowners agreeing that they need to take greater responsibility for the
energy efficiency of their homes, and the level of incentive required to make being compelled to do this acceptable.
The outputs from the citizens jury therefore should add much to the CFU’s understanding of both homeowners’ individual
thought processes and the outcomes of a process of public reasoning, not just in relation to identifying a preference from
among given options but in balancing the entangled relationship between social/environmental responsibility and
individual choice.
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Comparative analysis of methods
This section of the report is designed to bring together some of the findings and observations from the earlier discussions
of methods in order to draw some conclusions about the relative effectiveness of the different methods in:
 Dealing with the need for high levels of information provision, including detailed and complex policy options, as
part of a consultative process;
 Providing information in accessible and relevant ways;
 Engaging participants with unfamiliar and complicated subjects in a meaningful way;
 Developing dialogue between participants that allowed for mutual learning, sharing of experiences and in order
to produce a better understanding of what really matters to them, and why;
 Facilitating deliberation and the negotiation of collective responses;
 Producing outputs that are relevant and useful to policy makers; and
 Achieving these goals in a cost-effective and replicable manner.

Role of expert information
It was recognised from the planning stage of this project that the amount of information participants would need to
process in order to engage meaningfully in the discussions was going to be a challenge. As the process of workshop
design progressed, it became clear that this challenge was compounded by the fact that participants not only needed to
be introduced to the speculative tax incentive and regulatory models that were developed specifically for consideration in
this research, but that the processes also needed to cover background information that, whilst already in the public
domain, may be unfamiliar to participants. This included the range of energy efficiency measures available, the potential
benefits, costs and bill savings offered by different methods, how home energy efficiency is measured, and the types of
support the government has already made available to encourage property owners to undertake improvements.
Each of the workshop designs however approached the task of providing information in different ways, using techniques
that reflect the characteristics of the specific method:
 In the focus groups, the information presented to participants was restricted to that necessary to engage in a
considered discussion. Thus, rather than presenting information about home energy improvement measures,
for example, participants were instead asked to list the measures they were already familiar with, which was then
supplemented by a brief description of key measures not mentioned. Options for appraisal were presented in
written form and discussed in isolation to elicit focused responses. There was no direct expert input during the
sessions, although observers with expert knowledge were present and able to contribute if additional
information was necessary to enable the discussion to continue. Overall, approximately 30% of the available
time (35 minutes) was devoted to the provision of information.
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 In the structured dialogue, information was presented in short, focused blocks designed to inform the next
round of discussion. A range of different presentation techniques were used, including expert presentations,
scenarios, short scripted inputs from facilitators in small groups, and written options for appraisal. Over the
course of the day, the information available for participants to draw on built cumulatively to enable a greater
depth of discussion, which was also able to refer back to previous sections of the workshop. In total, just under 1
hour (approximately 15% of the workshop time) was spent providing information to participants.
 During the 9 hours the citizens jury were together, almost 2 hours (just over 20% of the available time) was
spent providing them with information – through presentations and Q&A sessions covering the wider context of
the drive for home energy efficiency, the case for regulation, the need for and types of support available to
homeowners, and the types of measures available. This was the only group to spend dedicated time discussing
the topic with experts who were not only able to respond to questions but also give their opinions. Handouts
were also provided to outline the main options to be considered and appraised.
Despite these different approaches, the facilitators at all of the fora commented that they were surprised at how quickly,
and completely, participants engaged with the subject matter. At the structured dialogue in particular, the facilitators
noted that the workshop design ‘worked extremely well. It made the subject matter (which could have been very complex)

accessible and got participants engaged and enthused.’
When the results from the evaluation are looked at comparatively across methods, however, it is clear that these differing
approaches to the provision of information had an impact on participants’ experience of the different fora. As the graph
below illustrates, participants in the focus groups were, understandably, least likely to agree that they had ‘learnt a lot
about the topic’ through their involvement in this consultation. Participants in the structured dialogue, however, uniformly
agreed that they ‘learnt a lot’, despite this being the forum where proportionally the least amount of time was spent
presenting information. It would appear from this that the time spent in dialogue with their peers served to enhance
participants’ sense of their own learning about the subject to a greater extent than the time spent in discussion with
energy efficiency experts by members of the jury.
Figure 3.14: Participant response to the statement ‘I learnt a lot about the topic’

Focus Group

6%

Structured Dialogue

Citizens Jury

35%

35%

33%

6%

67%

39%

0%

25%
Disagree

Source: All participant evaluation forms (59)

24%

Neutral

56%

50%
Agree

75%
Strongly Agree

100%
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It is also interesting to note the comparative responses to the statement ‘I was given enough information to form opinions

on new topics’, as presented in Figure 3.15 below.
Figure 3.15: Participant response to the statement ‘I was given enough information to form opinions on new
subjects.’

Focus Group

6% 6%

Structured Dialogue 4%

Citizens Jury

6%
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42%

11%

0%

54%

61%

25%

50%

22%

75%

100%

Source: All participant evaluation forms (59)

Here the results again challenge expectations as the jurors, who received the most information (both in terms of detail and
the time) and the most opportunity to ask questions from topic experts, show the lowest level of agreement with the
statement. In this case, it appears that, unlike the focus group participants who were invited to respond quite quickly to
very focused stimuli, the more information the jury had access to, the more information they felt they needed to develop
informed opinions. This was possibly exacerbated by providing the majority of the information during day 1 of the forum,
meaning that the information they had received was not always fresh in their mind when topics were introduced for
discussion.
A similar finding is also reflected in the responses from participants to whether there was enough time during the
workshops to discuss the issues fully.
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Figure 3.16: Participant response to the statement ‘There was enough time to discuss the issues properly’
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Source: All participant evaluation forms (59)

As anticipated, the lowest rate of strong agreement came from participants in the focus groups, though only one
participant actually disagreed. More surprising, however, is the notable difference in levels of agreement between jurors
and participants in the structured dialogue, given that both groups spent approximately the same amount of time in
discussion and deliberation.
Finally, whilst the amount of new information that participants required to engage in these discussions was challenging for
both participants and facilitators, the results of the topic-based surveys undertaken throughout the fora demonstrate the
importance of providing consumers with specific and detailed information in order to understand their preferences
properly. One of the things all participants were asked in the surveys was an attitudinal question on whether they would
be more or less likely to invest in home energy improvements if they qualified for a tax rebate. In response to this general
question ⅔ of all respondents reported they would be more likely to act. Later, however, and in some cases as part of the
same survey, they were asked whether the specific tax rebate options discussed during the workshops would make them
more, or less, likely to invest in improvements. As the graph below shows, the results are quite different.
Figure 3.17: Participant response to the survey questions about tax incentives
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Source: All participants’ response to the survey question (59)
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Role played by participants
In each of the different fora, participants were asked, either explicitly or implicitly, to play a different role. In the focus
groups, for example, participants took part as individuals – there to give their personal opinions and, whilst they were
encouraged to listen to others and reflect on their views, there was little need for them to engage actively in dialogue with
the others present to achieve their task. This is typical of a focus group event and places few demands on participants
beyond the willingness to join a conversation.
In the structured dialogue, participants again began the day participating as individuals, however in this case they were
invited to share their personal views and opinions with a group of their peers (rather than ‘give’ them to the facilitator).
From the outset, this approach therefore created a different dynamic, one focused on building dialogue rather than simply
discussion. This was reinforced by the structure of the activities and the overall facilitation methods, which explicitly
demanded that participants engage with the reasoning behind different viewpoints in order to achieve group tasks e.g.
ranking barriers and distributing incentive and motivation scenarios along a scale. This, rather than simply the length of
time spent together, is one of the reasons the facilitated discussions in the later part of the day were able to generate such
open and engaged participation and, as a consequence, to deliver rich and nuanced evidence of how homeowners make
sense of, and balance, the benefits and trade-offs associated with choosing to invest in home energy efficiency measures.
Participants in the citizens jury, however, were asked to play a quite different, and much more difficult role. On day 1, it
was explained to them that they had been invited to participate as a representative cross-section of the population to
deliberate on a specific question and, that as a jury their role was to reach a verdict. Whilst they may have participated in
the specific discussions and activities as individuals, the overall purpose of the workshop, i.e. to enable constructive and
purposeful deliberation towards an end goal, shaped the jurors’ whole experience of the process. This was not simply
because the jurors themselves had a greater awareness s of their role, and the task with which they were charged, but also
because it shaped the very nature of the tasks they were asked to undertake.
Participants in the jury, compared with those attending the structured dialogue and focus groups, were asked from the
outset to take a much greater responsibility for the quality and the outputs of their discussions – from designing their own
ground rules, to taking flipchart notes and creating their own categories for prioritisation. For example, unlike the other
groups who were given stimuli drawn from previous consumer research to prompt their discussions on barriers,
motivations and incentives, the jury were asked to generate their own materials and actively encouraged to draw on their
wider understanding of the issues (e.g. the experiences of friends, family, neighbours etc.) to ensure they had considered
the needs of society as a whole. At each stage of the process, jurors were also encouraged to reflect upon the outcomes
of their discussion in relation to how they contributed towards answering the overall research question. Whilst this was
intended to increase the sense of ownership and investment jurors had in the process, it also served to make their role
significantly more challenging and demanding.
Although these differences in roles – between individual and representative, reactive or co-creative – would not
necessarily have been evident to participants in the fora, it may well play a part in explaining the differences recorded in
the evaluations when participants were asked to reflect on whether they understood the purpose of the workshop and
their role.
The focus groups and the structured dialogue were all introduced to participants using the same statement about the
purpose of the workshop and how the information would be used (from the outset, the jury was given more detailed
information):

72

Ipsos MORI and Involve| Consumer Participation in Energy Policy

The topic for discussion today is home energy efficiency. We want to explore your views about:
- whether or not home energy efficiency is important to you;
- the things that might encourage you, or stop you, investing in home energy
improvements.
This workshop has been commissioned by Citizens Advice Scotland, who are an organisation that
represents consumers’ interests to Government and service providers. They are involved in some
of the discussions with government about home energy efficiency and want to have a better
understanding of homeowners’ views about this topic.
Despite concerns raised by observers at some of the fora, it is clear from the uniformly high levels of agreement shown in
the evaluation results below, that participants believed that they understood their role and the purpose of the discussions
in which they had participated. This is an important factor in people feeling confident and able to participate.
Figure 3.18: Participant response to the statement ‘I understood the purpose of the workshop and my role’
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Source: All participant evaluation forms (59)

It is interesting to note, however, that ¾ of participants in the structured dialogue strongly agreed with this statement,
compared with ⅓ or less in the other fora. This is possibly because the time allowed for the discussion (6.5 hours
compared with 2 hours in the focus group) enabled participants to develop a wider appreciation of how the different
elements they were being asked to consider interacted with and impacted upon each other i.e. a ‘big picture’
understanding. Further, as would be expected from a process of working together to explore the ideas in greater depth,
the potential impact their involvement might have is also likely to have become much more tangible.
In the jury, by contrast, only ⅓ strongly agreed that they understood the purpose of the session and their role. This is
despite them being the only group to have been given information about the wider context of the Scottish Government’s
Energy Efficiency Programme and having had their role explicitly defined. Whilst none of the jurors reported not
understanding, the proportionally lower level of strong agreement may be a reflection of the fact that the role they were
being asked to play was, not only different from the other participants, but also more difficult.

Impact of dialogue and deliberation
Across the 3 methods used to address this research question it is easy to make the argument that, compared with the
focus groups, the additional time given to in-depth discussions in the structured dialogue and the citizens jury (particularly
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as these workshops were designed and facilitated in a way to promote the exchange of opinions and collective public
reasoning) have produced outputs that are more detailed, nuanced and provide a better understanding of what really
matters to homeowners, and why. However, given the dual purpose of this research project, a number of quantitative
elements were built into each process design specifically to enable these assumptions to be tested further.
Central to the success of any deliberative process is the space it creates for peer-to-peer dialogue, where participants
learn together, gain a greater understanding of each other’s perspectives and, in some cases, revise their own views as a
result. In their evaluation forms all participants were asked to reflect on the extent to which their own views changed (or
developed) as a result of listening to others. Across all of the fora, this question generated the most varied response of all
the questions asked in the evaluation, and the comparative results are presented below.
Figure 3.19: Participant response to the statement ‘My views changed or developed through listening to
others’
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Agree

100%
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Source: All participant evaluation forms (59)

Given the limited time available for participants to interact during the focus groups, it is not surprising that these
participants expressed the highest degree of neutrality in answer to this question. Further, as would be hoped, the
structured dialogue, where the principal design focus was on generating in-depth dialogue, shows the highest level of
agreement from participants with this statement (and no disagreement). More interesting, however, are the responses
lodged from participants in the citizens jury. It appears from these results, alongside feedback from the facilitators and
observers, that possibly because participants were much more aware of their role to reach a verdict, the processes of
dialogue, and deliberation in particular, actually led to pre-existing views (e.g. about the importance of environmental
stewardship, or the importance of reducing household costs) becoming more entrenched.
Whilst there are admittedly limits to the reliability of self-assessed degrees of opinion change as evidence of the impact of
deliberation, the quantitative information collected throughout the fora also provides evidence of how the collective
opinions of the groups developed throughout the discussions. One example of this is shown in the graph below, which
illustrates the way in which the views of participants in the structured dialogue and the citizens jury on the importance of
home energy efficiency changed between the beginning of the discussion and the end. It is clear from the trend lines
placed over the graph that there was both a significant, and very similar, increase in the perceived importance of home
energy efficiency reported after taking part in the discussions by both groups of participants.
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Whilst Figure 3.20 clearly illustrates a change in opinion as a result of participating in a deliberative process, this change
could be attributed to a variety of factors other than the impact of dialogue, including increased awareness, having more
access to information and the enthusiasm generated by the simple fact of having spent several hours discussing the
subject. This graph does, however, clearly demonstrate that the opinions of those who have participated in a substantive
deliberative process cannot be taken to represent the views of the wider public who have not participated in a similar
process of learning and reflection.
Figure 3.20: Participants’ survey responses to the question ‘How much importance do you place on home
energy efficiency?'
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Source: Pre and post-discussion surveys of participants in structured dialogue and citizens jury (42)

By contrast, the graph below shows the difference in levels of support expressed by members of the citizens jury towards
the introduction of regulation for minimum standards of energy efficiency for homeowners after receiving initial
information about the possibility (Day 1) and following their deliberations (Day 2).
Figure 3.21: Jurors’ attitudes towards regulation
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In the other methods under discussion, the prospect of regulation was not introduced until towards the end of the
discussion to establish participants’ reactions and understand whether the prospect of compulsion would have an impact
on their previous assessments of incentives. In the jury, however, the case for regulation was introduced in the first session
and participants were polled about their reaction before detailed deliberations began. Their initial responses to the
questionnaire clearly reflect the feeling in the room at the end of day 1, with one of the experts even noting that
something they would take away from the session was that ‘no-one opposed regulation’. The trend lines superimposed
on the graph clearly illustrate that, in contrast with conventional wisdom about deliberative processes

24

(and contradicting

previous consumer research which suggested that levels of support for regulation would rise as a result of dialogue and
deliberation), the jurors became more opposed to the proposition throughout the process. Whilst as a whole this group
remained much more open to the idea of regulation than participants in the other fora, the trend as a result of
deliberation was towards a more negative response, as participants considered regulation in relation to real examples of
expenditure and the timescales required to recoup losses.

Capturing consumer insight
As demonstrated from the section of the report covering the findings from the fora, the 4 events cumulatively have
provided substantial and detailed evidence to the CFU of homeowners’ responses to the various financial and tax incentive
options, including their reasons for favouring one above the other, as well as a clear indication of participants’ reaction to
the possible introduction of regulation for minimum standards of energy efficiency in private homes. Further, the results
were broadly consistent across all of the fora, providing a convincing argument for the reliability of all of the methods.
Whilst in each forum there were some techniques used to produce direct outputs from the group (e.g. card-ranking /
prioritisation exercises, interactive surveys and/or individual questionnaires), most of the evidence used to inform the
policy finding chapter of this report has been taken from the notes and recordings made during small group and plenary
discussions. It is therefore in the process of analysis of these outputs that the main themes have been identified and
consolidated by the research team in response to the overall research question.
Given the complexity of the research question, and the unfamiliarity of most consumers with the details of the subject, the
fora were all constructed to take participants on a learning journey designed to support their consideration of the specific
options of interest to the CFU. Time at each forum was therefore devoted to exploring homeowners’ potential motivations
for improving the energy efficiency of their homes and their perceptions of the barriers to doing this. Likewise, time was
also spent in each forum (to a greater or lesser extent depending on its duration) providing participants with information
about the different energy efficiency measures available, their relative costs and impact on energy savings in the home.
Whilst this was not strictly the focus of the research question, it was an important feature of all of the discussions. First, it
showed that, despite assumptions made by some of the experts/observers involved in the process, many participants had
a much lower awareness of some of the apparently easy and common measures than expected, and only a minority had
actually undertaken substantive measures to improve the energy efficiency of their own homes (although some were
benefiting from measures already in place when they bought them). Also, this process of learning and reflection helped to
ground, in a ‘real world’ context, the participants’ consideration of the supports available to pay for improvements,
24

The traditional expectation is that citizens, when given the opportunity to take part in a deliberative process, become more altruistic and
more likely to favour options which create wider social, rather than individual, benefits. (Involve, The impact of deliberation on empathy
and common interest. http://www.involve.org.uk/knowledge-base/impact-deliberation-empathy-common-interest/)
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possible tax incentives and regulations, rather than as a set of abstract principles. (The impact of this was previously
illustrated in Figure 3.17).
Looking back over the evidence provided by each different type of forum it is clear that the focus groups were only able
to provide an overview of opinions, given the range of topics they had to cover in a limited time. That said, there was
evidence of effective engaged discussion at both of these sessions. Participants were able to consider the options (albeit
briefly) and to identify preferences in relation to the financial and tax incentives. They were also able to express their views
– mostly in this case their concerns – about the possible introduction of minimum standards for owner-occupied homes.
As noted by both facilitators and observers, within this timeframe there was little opportunity to probe their responses in
more depth to get below surface-level reasoning.
In the structured dialogue, the overall narrative of the process design was similar to the focus group – moving through a
series of activities that began by exploring initial reactions, to providing information, reflecting on the wider context and
then considering options for incentives and regulations. The range of activities, and focused, facilitated discussions in small
groups, resulted in this method producing the clearest set of outputs for analysis, including evidence of both general
perceptions, and specific preferences and concerns.
As already described previously in this report, the participants in the citizens jury went through quite a different process
from those taking part in the other fora. They were also asked to play a substantially different, and more explicitly
deliberative, role. Beginning with an information-giving process, which addressed all aspects of the topic which the jury
was being asked to consider (including regulation), and explicitly asking them to consider the overall research question,
framed the whole ensuing discussion in a different light. Whilst we did not manage, for reasons previously discussed, to
achieve a statement of verdict in the room, on the balance between incentives and regulation that was most acceptable to
homeowners, the discussion outputs did enable clear conclusions to be formed in analysis. Further, the material generated
throughout the full-day jury session reveals some of the most detailed and in-depth evidence of how participants
reasoned through the options with which they were presented, as part of a process of addressing the wider question.

Comparative costs
In this research project the three different methodologies under trial were delivered simultaneously for the purposes of
comparison. In most contexts, however, a single engagement method would be chosen, or different methods used at
different stages of a project, depending on the research aims and objectives.
The resources that would be required to replicate the different types of fora used in this project are outlined in the table
below. The table shows the staff time and other costs required for planning and delivering each type of forum, plus the
resources required for any additional events. The costs assume full analysis and reporting of findings from each forum,
including a standard statement of methodology (as opposed to the comparative evaluation of methodologies that was
carried out for this piece of research).
Staff time has not been given a financial value as the rate charged would vary depending on the skills and experience of
the particular staff contracted for the project. However, a commissioning body could expect to be paying between £400
and £1000 per day for externally-contracted specialist staff.
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Table 3.11 – Resources required to replicate the fora
FOCUS GROUP (2 hours, 1 facilitator)
Research staff time
Set up, planning and design of materials

2.7 days

Facilitation (including travel and set-up time)

0.5 days

Analysis and reporting

1.5 days

Total

4.7 days

Other costs
Recruitment (of 10 participants, aiming for at least 8 attending)

£650

Incentives
Travel and subsistence

£300
£50

Venue hire

£250

Transcription

£115

Total

£1,365

Plus additional focus group
Research staff time
Other costs (as above)

1 day
£1,365

STRUCTURED DIALOGUE (6.5 hours, 3 facilitators)
Research staff time
Set up, planning and design of materials
Facilitation (including travel and set-up time)

4.5 days
3 days

Analysis and reporting

3.5 days

Total

11 days

Other costs
Recruitment (of 30 participants, aiming for at least 25 attending)

£1,850

Incentives

£1,800

Travel and subsistence
Venue hire
Transcription
Total
Plus additional structured dialogue
Staff time
Other costs (as above)

£150
£1,400
£600
£5,800

4.5 days
£5,800
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CITIZENS JURY (2 sessions - 3 hours + 6.5 hours - 2 facilitators)
Research staff time
Set up, planning and design of materials
Facilitation (including set-up time)
Analysis and reporting
Total
Other costs
Recruitment (of 20 participants, aiming for at least 16 attending)
Incentives
Travel and subsistence
Venue hire
Transcription
Total
Plus additional citizens jury
Staff time
Other costs (as above)

5 days
3 days
4.5 days
12.5 days
£1,350
£3,000
£160
£2,200
£900
£7,610

6 days
£7,610

The resources required may be lower or higher than those set out above depending on a range of variables:


the number of participants to be recruited for each forum.



the number of recruitment quotas to be fulfilled (the above costs assume quotas on sex, age, working status and
social class, plus additional quotas, as required for this research, on being a home-owner, payment of energy
bills, and attitudes towards energy efficiency).



location(s) – the above costs are based on the fora being carried out in similar locations to those used for this
research (Motherwell for the focus group and structured dialogue and Perth for the citizens jury). Costs for travel
and subsistence may vary depending on the location used.



the level of incentive offered to participants – the above costs are based on offering £30 per focus group
participant, £60 per structured dialogue participant and £150 per citizens jury participant. If, for example, the
structured dialogues were shortened to half a day, we would recommend an incentive of at least £40.



whether or not respondents are required to undertake any tasks in advance, which could be an option for
structured dialogues and citizens juries in particular. Additional staff time and respondent incentives may be
required in such cases.



whether or not break-out groups are required in the structured dialogues and the number of break-out groups
anticipated. We have costed based on three break-out groups and three facilitators - if there are more break-out
groups, more facilitators may be necessary.



whether or not the discussions are to be transcribed. Professional transcribers typically charge 90p to 95p per
minute for transcription.
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Costs may also vary depending on how many of the different types of fora are used. For example, if focus groups,
structured dialogues and a citizens jury are all used, there may be cost efficiencies in the set-up and planning of the
groups. However, this may be balanced by additional analysis time required to compare and contrast findings across the
different types of fora.
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Conclusions
The purpose of this methodology report has been to address the CFU’s first research question:

Which deliberative research methods are most effective at identifying and understanding what matters most to Scottish
energy consumers, and why?
In order to do that, the discussion in this chapter has focussed on exploring which of the selected methods - focus groups,
structured dialogues and a citizens jury - was most effective in providing evidence of what matters most to consumers. It
has done this by drawing directly on the process, experience and evaluations of the four engagement events delivered for
the CFU between February and March 2017 to explore with consumers what elements of incentives and new regulation
would be most likely to encourage homeowners in Scotland to invest in improving the energy efficiency of their homes.
Assessing the effectiveness of a specific methodology, however, is necessarily both a subjective and context-sensitive
process. Further, the success of a particular engagement event is dependent on a range of factors aside from the
methodology: including the detailed process design, the experience and skills of the facilitators, the mood, mix and
temperament of the participants on the day and even the weather.
To facilitate an evaluative comparison designed to assess the added value of using more deliberative methods for
consumer engagement, the CFU therefore established a range of criteria for ‘effectiveness’ at the outset of the project.
These were:
a) the suitability of the method to the topic area and the specific policy question;
b) the accessibility of the consultation to participants;
c) the method’s ability to provide information in accessible and relevant ways regarding the complexities of the
sector;
d) its ability to engage participants with the topic;
e) its capacity to draw out meaningful dialogue and deliberation;
f) the quality, depth and complexity of qualitative and, to the extent possible, quantitative data gathered;
g) delivering outputs that capture consumer insight in ways that are relevant and useful to policy making;
h) being replicable and affordable.
It is against these criteria therefore that conclusions will now be drawn, with particular attention given to what additional
benefits the structured dialogues and the citizens jury were able to bring over and above a standard focus group.
The purpose of this methodological analysis, however, is not simply to evaluate the effectiveness of the particular fora
reported on here, but rather to have wider application in relation to how the CFU engages with consumers in the future.
For this reason, whilst the specific consultation events that were delivered for the CFU will be used to illustrate the
conclusions, the lessons learnt throughout the process and the research team’s wider experiences of using these
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methodologies will also be drawn upon to demonstrate whether there is a case for using deliberative methods to engage
consumers with policy and practice within the energy sector and, by extension, the wider regulated industries.
a) Suitability to the topic
This topic was particularly appropriate for using a deliberative approach to consultation as, by explicitly asking participants
to determine a balance between various policy options, it posed a question that could clearly be answered in a variety of
ways. Further, central to answering the policy question effectively was gaining an understanding of the motivations and
reasoning behind participants’ expressed preferences. Therefore, for the research to be effective in identifying consumers’
relative preferences and concerns in relation to the balance of incentives and new regulation that would most encourage
homeowners to invest in home energy efficiency, it was important that the methods chosen supported effective
deliberation.
In the dialogue and the citizens jury, participants were therefore tasked with working together to identify collective
preferences. In doing so, participants were explicitly encouraged to take into account different viewpoints, and wider
societal needs, in forming conclusions. Whilst not conventionally classed as a deliberative method, to enable a fair
comparison, an explicitly deliberative component was included in the discussion guide for the focus groups, but there
were limits to the amount of detailed deliberation that could be achieved within the time allowed. It was, however, the
deliberative components of these other fora that were most fully able to provide answers to the overall research question.
Key conclusions:


The deliberative nature of the structured dialogue and the citizens jury made these methods more suitable overall
for the specific policy question.

b) Accessibility to participants
A variety of measures were put in place to ensure that the fora were accessible to those within the target group – in this
case a representative sample of owner-occupiers from rural and urban areas of Scotland. For example, all of the fora were
planned to take place outside standard working hours to enable as wide a range of people to attend as possible. The
locations for all of the fora were also chosen to be central and accessible within each catchment area, and participants had
the opportunity to identify any additional support they would need to participate during the recruitment process.
Participants were also all given a monetary ‘thank-you’ (between £30 and £150), designed to recompense them for any
travel, care or opportunity costs incurred by taking part. Each forum was attended by a mixed demographic from the
targeted geography, and the vast majority of participants reported that the venues were both easy to get to and suitable
for their needs, and that the ‘thank-you’ payment was fair.
Key conclusions:


The focus groups, structured dialogue and citizens jury all proved to be accessible to participants, as attested to
by the demographically diverse participants (in terms of age, gender and working status) who took part.



The structured dialogue and citizens jury, taking place over a day or longer, may have been less accessible to
people with primary caring responsibilities, although this was not specifically reported as a barrier to participation.
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c) Provided information in accessible and relevant ways
Another important factor in assessing the accessibility of an engagement method is its ability to make the topic itself
relevant and accessible to participants, who may arrive both with limited knowledge of the issues intended to form the
basis of the discussion and little existing interest in the topic. In order to involve participants in an informed conversation,
able to yield useful outputs for the CFU and policy makers, the participants needed not only to be provided with
background information about how home energy efficiency is measured and the various types of energy efficiency
improvements available, but also specific and quite detailed information about a range of financial incentive models,
possible tax-based incentives and a plausible regulation scenario.
Time was therefore allocated in each of the fora to ensuring that participants had the information needed to be able to
participate confidently and comfortably in the discussions. However, as noted in the previous section of this report, the
design of each forum approached this task in quite different ways, in response to the constraints and opportunities offered
by the specific method:
-

the focus groups by providing only that information strictly necessary to contribute to the discussion, mainly in
written form;

-

the structured dialogue by providing information in short, focused blocks designed to inform the next round of
discussion and using a variety of techniques including expert presentations, scenarios, short scripted inputs
from facilitators in small groups, and written options for appraisal;

-

the citizens jury by concentrating the provision of information into the first day and engaging topic experts to
present different perspectives on the need for home energy efficiency and take part in Q&A sessions with
participants.

There was, however, a great deal of specific and detailed information that had to be provided to participants if they were
to be able to contribute to the discussions in an informed way. Considerable time was therefore spent during the process
design, attempting to turn the various options for incentives and regulation into digestible scenarios and examples which
participants could understand quickly and meaningfully engage with. This did mean that, at times, participants tended to
become focused on the details of a specific example, and the discussion of its pros and cons, rather than the intrinsic
differences in the approach to providing financial assistance or rewards to homeowners.
Key conclusions:


The amount of information that needed to be conveyed to participants to enable them to contribute to the
discussions in an informed way was a challenge for the process design, facilitators and participants in this
research.



The focus groups, structured dialogue and the citizens jury were, however, all able to provide participants with
enough information to take part in the discussions, in ways that were reasonably accessible, generally effective,
and easy to understand. However, due to the complexity of the information being provided some of the more
technical differences between options were at times overlooked by participants.



Participants were all able to combine the new information they were given with their own experience as
homeowners and energy consumers to take part in the discussions in informed ways.
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The way that information was provided in the structured dialogue, in focused blocks to inform the next round of



discussions, seems to have worked particularly well, enabling participants to build up their knowledge and
understanding throughout the day.
The focus on providing information on the first day of the citizens jury meant that it was not always readily



available to participants during their later deliberations. If a similar process were to be repeated it may be
advisable to ask participants to read a briefing paper before attending the forum and/or give greater emphasis to
encouraging them to read the materials provided in their participant packs before returning for the second
sitting.
d) Engaged participants with the topic
At all of the fora, the facilitators and observers reported that most participants were generally very involved in the
discussions throughout, and noted their surprise at how quickly participants became engaged with the topic. The topic
itself shares some responsibility for this, as it is applicable in some way to all homeowners, despite many admitting that
they had previously given little thought to the energy efficiency of their homes.
Each forum was also designed to allow participants to find their own ‘entry point’ into the topic – either by sharing their
experiences of energy efficiency measures in their homes or having the opportunity to ask questions and explore ideas
with experts. This allowed participants to start developing and expressing views quite quickly, and stimulated an appetite
for further information. The mix of tools and techniques used during the citizens jury, and structured dialogue particularly,
were also instrumental in keeping participants engaged with the topic over these longer fora.
The role which participants were asked to play in the citizens jury was another factor in generating engagement with the
topic, as they were overtly tasked with the responsibility of determining an answer to the specific research question. This
created an awareness throughout the forum of the need to achieve a goal and a sense of investment and ownership in
the outcomes of the workshop. This was a role that most jurors seemed to appreciate and took quite seriously.
Key conclusions:
 Participants in the fora generally found the topic itself quite engaging and relevant, and thus were interested in
contributing to the discussions.
 Using a variety of tools and techniques to stimulate and record discussions help participants remain engaged
throughout longer sessions, as demonstrated in the citizens jury and structured dialogue.
 A clearer awareness of their task during the forum seemed to give participants in the citizens jury additional
motivation to engage.
e) Enabled meaningful dialogue and deliberation
Central to the success of any deliberative process is the space it creates for peer-to-peer dialogue, wherein participants
learn together, gain a greater understanding of each other’s perspectives and, in some cases, revise their own views as a
result. As demonstrated in the previous section of this report, there is evidence of dialogue emerging in all of the fora as
participants explored homeowners’ motivations to invest in energy efficiency, and the relative merits of different incentive
options.
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Of the three methods however, the structured dialogue enabled the greatest depth of dialogue. This was not simply
because of the additional time given to the discussion compared with a focus group, but also due to the range and types
of tasks participants were asked to undertake, which included an emphasis on peer learning. This meant that, in the later
parts of the day when they were asked to consider the pros and cons of introducing regulation, participants were able to
engage in an informed and respectful discussion on this controversial issue which generated a clear, collective conclusion.
By contrast, the citizens jury was the most successful in promoting active and impassioned deliberation, and in doing so
clearly demonstrated the contentious and divisive nature of the topic at the centre of the discussions.
Key conclusions:
 The structured dialogue method provided opportunity for the greatest depth of dialogue between participants,
in ways that both drew out, and collectively interrogated, their motivations and preferences.
 The explicit focus on reaching a verdict in the citizens jury became a catalyst for intense deliberation as
participants sought to negotiate a position which all could agree with, effectively highlighting the difficulties in
reaching consensus on such a contentious issue.
f) The quality, depth and complexity of the outputs
Each of the fora produced a range of qualitative and quantitative outputs that captured consumers’ awareness of,
engagement with, and priorities for the energy sector in Scotland – which, through analysis by the research team, enabled
key themes to be identified and consolidated in response to the overall research objectives. The depth and complexity of
the outputs from each forum however did vary.
The focus groups did successfully address all of the elements of the topic required to form a response to the research
question, but the depth of discussion, and therefore the amount of information gathered that would enable a deeper
understanding of consumers’ reasoning, was limited. The structured dialogue and citizens jury however produced much
more detailed outputs for analysis, including a range of materials that were generated by the participants themselves. In
the structured dialogue, the range of activities, and the time for more in-depth discussions in small groups, provided the
greatest level of insight into the reasons behind homeowners’ motivations and preferences in relation to incentives. The
jury’s deliberations, however, do give a much more detailed and richer understanding of the reasoning behind
participants’ ultimately negative response to regulation, and of the discussion that occurred as participants negotiated
over what, if anything, would make it more palatable.
Key conclusions:
 Both the structured dialogue and the citizens jury delivered rich and nuanced evidence of how homeowners
make sense of, and balance, the benefits and trade-offs associated with choosing to invest in home energy
efficiency measures.
 The structured dialogue and the citizens jury therefore both produced outputs with greater depth and
complexity than the focus groups.

Ipsos MORI and Involve| Consumer Participation in Energy Policy

85

g) Delivers outputs that capture consumer insight in ways that are relevant and useful to policy-making
All of the fora were able to provide policy makers with evidence of homeowners’ opinions and preferences regarding
specific types of loans and payment options for encouraging investment, the level of incentive provided by potential new
forms of tax rebates, and the possible introduction of minimum standards of energy efficiency for private homes. The
greatest additional value added by the citizens jury and the structured dialogue, however, was the insights they both
provided as to why these opinions were recorded.
In this research project, participants in the structured dialogue and the citizens jury were both engaged in discussions for
approximately the same length of time, and for considerably longer than the focus groups. This is not the only reason that
they delivered outputs able to give the CFU greater insight into consumer motivations and preferences. Rather it is also
the approach to dialogue and deliberation inherent in these methods, and therefore the types of prompts given to
participants and the types of tasks which they are asked to undertake, that distinguish the character of the outputs.
Key conclusions:
 All of the methods used in this research project have effectively provided insight into consumer opinions,
experiences and preferences that should be useful to policy making, both at a service-specific level, and for
wider future planning and priority setting.
 The results from each of the fora were also broadly consistent, which should give policy makers confidence in
the veracity of the conclusions drawn on the policy research question.
 The structured dialogue method provided the most detailed and nuanced understanding of consumers’
motivations and preferences regarding offering financial incentives to homeowners.
 The citizens jury provided the most in-depth understanding of participants’ reasoning across the range of issues
addressed by this research.
 Although there were difficulties experienced in this specific process, from a purely methodological perspective a
citizens jury has the most potential to offer a clear answer to policy makers when the policy question requires a
balance between different, and potentially competing, priorities.
h) Is replicable and affordable
As illustrated by the table of comparative costs, to replicate the fora delivered as part of this research project, deliberative
methods are generally more expensive to deliver than more traditional qualitative consultations. This is not simply because
they will usually involve participants in longer discussions, but also because they will usually require more planning and
higher levels of facilitation (although in this case all of the methods were delivered using, on average, 1 facilitator for every
c.10 participants). Further the skills needed to plan and facilitate effective deliberative engagement events are more
specialised, and therefore contractors will tend to charge more for these services.
Key conclusions:


Deliberative methods will usually cost more to plan and deliver than other qualitative consultation methods.
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Most of the resources necessary for an effective deliberative process are needed for staff time, particularly for
workshop planning and the development of materials if the process is designed to address a complex or multilayered subject.



The other main cost tends to relate to recruiting and incentivising participants, but this is a necessary expense if it
is important for the research to involve a representative sample of the population, rather than volunteers who are
interested in the topic.



Considerations of affordability and value for money must come down to identifying the types of outputs that are
most important for the success of the research, i.e. what it is that the commissioning body really wants to know.

Overall methodological conclusions
The purpose of using three different methodological approaches in this research was to test which deliberative research
methods are most effective at identifying and understanding what matters most to Scottish energy consumers, and assess
whether using more deliberative methods added value to the outputs.
As evidenced in the findings section of this report, all of the methods used, including the focus groups, were able to
address the policy research question effectively, and provide the CFU with insight into consumers’ preferences and
reasoning.
There were, however, limits to what was able to be achieved by using a focus group format, and not simply due to the
limited time available for the discussion. Focus groups are traditionally a form of consultation where participants take part
as individuals, albeit in a group context. The discussion structures used in a focus group will therefore generally
concentrate on the collation of individual responses and the reactions to the opinions of others. Although an explicitly
deliberative component was included in the discussion guide for these focus groups to enable fairer comparison, the
outputs produced in these sessions lacked the negotiated quality and purposeful consideration of the views of others that
was evident in the outputs produced in the other fora.
The outputs produced through the structured dialogue provided the greatest level of insight into the reasons behind
consumers’ preferences, due to the emphasis given in the discussion guide to developing dialogue and creating the
conditions for peer learning and public reasoning. The complexity of the subjects under discussion also enabled one of
the main strengths of this method to be highlighted, i.e. the ability to incorporate a wide range of methods throughout a
session to build up the participants’ level of knowledge, and gradually increase the demands being placed on them to
collaborate on drawing conclusions. Whilst the dialogue, particularly as delivered in this project over a full day with c.25
participants, demanded significantly more resources to deliver than a focus group, this was balanced by the additional
depth and quality of the information they provided.
The citizens jury was the most resource-intensive of the methods used throughout this research project, and as would be
expected, allowed for the deepest level of deliberation. Throughout the process, jurors themselves were given
considerable responsibility for producing collective outputs from their discussions. This not only gave them a greater sense
of ownership of the process, but also meant that the outputs created directly reflect the way in which participants
responded to, and made sense of, the topic. Further, the material generated throughout this process captured some of
the most detailed evidence of how participants reasoned through the options for incentives and regulation as part of a
process of addressing the wider question.
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Both the structured dialogue and citizens jury methodologies therefore clearly added value to the outputs able to be
produced by a focus group, although each in different ways. Determining which method has been most effective, and
therefore of most value to the CFU in planning future engagement with consumers, will come down to which aspects of
the findings they and their stakeholders find most useful for influencing the development of energy policy and practice in
Scotland.
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Appendices
Appendix A – Financial incentive scenarios
Scenario:
An independent assessment of the energy efficiency of your house recommends a package of measures to move your
home into EPC band C (above average in the UK in terms of energy efficiency and reduced environmental impact). The
improvements include a new boiler, thermostatic controls, and insulation and glazing improvements.
In total these measures will cost £8000 – and result in estimated cost savings of £400 per year.
 At this rate it will take 20 years for the improvements to pay for themselves through savings on energy bills alone.
Key Question:
From the options listed below which is the most appealing and why?
1) An interest-free loan with a cashback grant of 25% of the total costs of the work
In this example that would mean a loan of £6000 and a grant of £2000 would be available to undertake the work.
 Loan repayments are at 0% interest but would need to be paid back within 10 years
 This means that annual repayments would be £600 per year (i.e. £200 more than the expected savings)
 If you sold the house before the loan was repaid you remain liable for the repayments
 It will take 15 years of expected energy bill savings for your investment to be completely recouped
 If you stayed in the house for longer than 15 years, however, you would still benefit from annual energy savings
for years to come.
2) A Pay-As-You-Save (PAYS) loan
PAYS loans enable property owners to install energy efficiency improvements at no upfront cost, with repayments being
made through the property owner's energy bill over up to 25 years. Customers are offered a preferential rate of interest
(because of Government backing for the scheme) which means that the repayments made should be covered by the
energy bill savings generated from having the energy-saving home improvements installed.
The 'Golden Rule' of PAYS schemes is that you should not pay back more in loan repayments than you are saving on your
energy bill. In this example, an £8000 loan is made available to undertake the work and would result in:
 Loan repayments at a rate of 2% over 25 years, meaning that the total paid back would be £10,151.37
 This means that annual repayments would be £406.08 (roughly the amount expected to be saved on energy bills)
 Unlike a traditional personal loan, if you sold the house before the loan was repaid, the responsibility for
repayment moves to the new owner (i.e. the person continuing to benefit from the lower energy bills)
 If you stayed in the house for longer than the 25 years needed to repay the loan, you would still benefit from
annual energy savings for years to come.
3) An equity loan or ‘green mortgage’
The principle of an equity loan is that it enables homeowners to borrow against the value of their home.
An equity loan can be thought of as a form of second mortgage on a property. The ‘first’ mortgage is the one used to
purchase the home, but other loans can be added to borrow against the property if the homeowner has built up enough
equity. Although the loan is secured against the home, there are no ongoing repayments and the loan will generally only
be repaid when the property is sold or upon the death of the last applicant.
In this example that would mean a loan of £8000 would be available to undertake the work.
 There are no ongoing repayments but the lender would ‘own’ a percentage of your home until the loan is repaid
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When you sell the house the lender is paid a share of the sale price equal to their percentage of ownership (the
amount, however, is restricted to being up to 2.5% Annual Percentage Rate (APR) of the original sum you
borrowed, to protect homeowners whose homes significantly rise in value due to unexpected market
circumstances or other improvements they make)
While you stay in the house, you will benefit from the energy bill saving the work has delivered.
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Appendix B – Tax rebate options25
For years now, the Scottish and UK governments have been investing in helping homeowners increase the energy
efficiency of their home – primarily through the range of grants and loan programmes that we have looked at earlier.
Many of these have been quite successful and there has been widespread uptake of energy efficiency measures such as
double glazing, loft insulation and cavity wall insulation. But since 2013 progress in upgrading home energy efficiency has
slowed markedly.
People working within this field are now beginning to consider whether there is a need for new types of incentives to
encourage those who have not already invested in improvements to do so, and for those who have made initial
improvements to do more.
One thing being considered is tax incentives….
Possible scenarios:
a)

Owner-occupiers would be able to claim £500 off their Council Tax for the following year on the production of
evidence that they had moved their home into the next Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) rating
Examples could include:


Installing cavity wall insulation and top-up loft installation: cost £600 - £800, savings around £100 - £130 per
annum (pa)



Installing and correctly using a room thermostat and thermostatic radiator valves: cost £800 - £1000, saving
around £150 - £200pa



Replacing an inefficient boiler: cost £2500, average energy bill saving £200 - £300pa.

b) Owner-occupiers who improve the energy efficiency of their home by 2 Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) bands
would have their Council Tax reduced by £100 per year for 10 years.
The types of measures which could move a property by 2 EPC bands are likely to be more expensive to install, but
would also be expected to provide householders with significant energy bill savings. The 10-year Council Tax cut
would come on top of these bill savings.
If however you sold your house within the 10 years the rebate would not pass on to the new owner.
Examples could include:

c)



Replace an inefficient boiler and insulate cavity walls: cost £4000, average energy bill saving £200-£300pa



Insulate a loft, replace halogens with LED lights and install solar panels: cost £5000-£6000, saving around
£200pa



Many (but not all) packages which include solid wall insulation: cost: £5000-10000, saving £300-£400pa.

£1,000 off Land & Buildings Transaction Tax at the point of sale
Land & Buildings Transaction Tax (LBTT) is a tax charged on the purchase of property in Scotland. It is paid by the
buyer upon their purchase of a freehold or leasehold property, and calculated as a percentage of the value of the
property. The average amount of Land and Buildings Transaction Tax paid in Scotland on purchasing a new home is
£342.

25

Due to time restrictions, the focus groups considered options a) and b) only.
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A rebate of £1000 could be provided to purchasers who implement specific measures (i.e. measures recommended
in the Energy Performance Certificate supplied when the house was sold) within 12 months of purchase.
Individuals purchasing properties below the value where Land and Buildings Transaction Tax kicks in could be offered
‘negative LBTT’. In this way, the same incentives could be delivered to properties exempt from LBTT as to those
paying it.

Points to note:
Options a) and b) would apply to owner-occupied homes only.
The average cost of an EPC assessment on your home is around £90.
To be eligible for any of these rebates the investment must be from the homeowner’s own funds (not grants) but could
include funds secured through ‘Pay-As-You-Save’ loans or green mortgage offers.
The value of this rebate would not be revenue lost to the local Council but would be covered by Scottish Government
SEEP funds (as grants, loans etc. are currently).
Unlike most of the loan schemes that have previously operated to be eligible for the Council Tax incentives, the
improvements made would not have to be in line with recommendations made after an EPC assessment. Instead they
could be claimed as the result of any improvements which were subsequently assessed as having moved the home up the
EPC scale.
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Appendix C - Regulation and minimum standards
In the housing sector the Government has already introduced minimum standards of energy efficiency for social housing
and is about to consult about setting minimum standards for the private rental market. This leaves owner-occupied homes
as the only ones potentially without standards.
Current thinking however is that there may need to be standards set for existing buildings in all sectors and for all tenures
to make it the norm to invest in energy efficiency.
Scenario 1: Regulation at point of sale










Standard would be based on EPC energy efficiency rating, and increased over time i.e. the initial standard would
be set at E, raised to D over time and then C etc.
There would be a lead-in time to the introduction of any standard.
The standard would kick in at the point of sale – a buyer would have 12 months to bring the property up to
standard from the point at which they bought it. It would only apply to properties sold on the market – i.e. it
would not apply to inherited properties at the change of ownership.
The seller could choose to bring the property up to standard before sale (and could consider that this would add
value), but would be under no obligation to do so.
If the property was already at the standard, there would be no action required.
If the buyer did not bring the property up to standard within that time, they would be subject to a £1,000 civil
fine, issued by the local authority.
If the owner sold the property within the 12 months, the new owner would have a further 12 months to bring the
property up to standard.
There would be some situations where the owner would not have to bring the property up to the usual standard,
or would have a longer time to do so - e.g. where the cost of the work is excessive, or it was not technically
feasible to do so.

Scenario 2: Minimum standards for all private housing
Scenario 1 only applies to houses that are sold. Should there be regulation for all housing to be at a certain standard, i.e. a
date by which all owner-occupied properties would have to be brought up to standard (e.g. EPC level D) – regardless of
whether or not there had been a change of ownership?
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Appendix D – Barriers to investment
These statements were taken / adapted from the results of previous research with consumers for use in this project.

“Trying to work out which type of measure (wall insulation, floor insulation, heating system
improvements etc) was going to be best for my house just became too confusing in the end.”
“I decided my home was comfortable enough without going to the hassle and the expense of installing
additional measures.”
“I don’t know enough about the energy efficiency of my home, or what might improve it, to have given
it much thought.”
“Although I believed that installing energy efficiency measures (like better installation or heating system
improvements) would save money on my energy bills, I was not convinced that the amount I could save
was going to be worth the cost, particularly in the short term.”
“I’ve never really considered it.”
“Installing the types of energy efficiency improvements recommended for my house was going to be
too disruptive to my household (eg require redecorating or clearing out the loft).”
“I’d rather spend the money on something that would add value to my home – like a new kitchen or
redecorating.”
“When I looked into it seemed like I was not eligible for any grants or subsidies to help pay for the work
– so it just wasn’t affordable.”
“When I costed it out it was going to take over 15 years for the initial investment to be recouped
through reductions in my energy bills – and that is just too long. I don’t want to pay for improvements
that I may not stay in the house long enough to benefit from.”
“With all the other things I need to spend money on it has just never seemed a priority.”
“When I had insulation installed in my loft they said it would save me about £170 a year on my energy
bills. That just hasn’t happened, so why would I spend more if the predicted savings aren’t really true.”
“I’d rather spend the money on something fun – like going on a holiday with my family.”
“I didn’t want to spoil the period character of my home. Features like the stone walls, big sash windows
and open fires were some of the reasons I bought it in the first place.”
“I was worried about finding tradesmen I could trust and who would be reliable. I’ve had difficulties
getting other repairs done in my house before and I just didn’t think it was worth the risk.”
“I didn’t like the company’s hard sell approach. They were really pushy and tried to make me feel guilty
/ stupid for not wanting to do what they recommended. It got to a point that, even if the facts and
figures they were giving me were genuine, I just didn’t believe them.”
“It was going to cost a lot of money and wasn’t going to do anything to improve the appearance of my
home. I would rather spend money on decorating and nice cushions and curtains that would make my
home more comfortable and appear warm and cosy.”
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“Restrictions on what I am able to do to the outside of my house, because of its location (e.g.
conservation area or private estate), meant that I wasn’t allowed to do the type of improvements I
would have liked to.”
“To do the types of improvements that would most benefit my home would mean getting the other
residents in the block to agree to pay their share. Trying to get everyone’s agreement was just too
hard.”
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