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Introduction 

 1. Citizens Advice Scotland (CAS), our 61 member Citizen Advice Bureaux (CAB), 

the Citizen Advice consumer service, and the Extra Help Unit, form Scotland’s 

largest independent advice network. Advice provided by our service is free, 

independent, confidential, impartial and available to everyone. Our self-help website 

provides information on rights and helps people solve their problems.  

2. We are champions for both citizens and consumers and in 2013/14 the Citizens 

Advice Service in Scotland helped over 330,000 clients in Scotland and dealt with 

over one million issues overall. In addition, our self-help website received 

approximately 4.2 million unique page views from people in Scotland. In 2013/14, 

our citizens advice bureaux recorded a financial gain for clients of over £124 million. 

If we paid our volunteers it would cost the service £10 million. Research by the 

Fraser of Allander Institute into the economic benefits of advice shows that the 

Scottish CAB Service contributes an annual total benefit to the common good in 

Scotland of nearly £180 million.  

3. Our Citizens Advice Bureaux network, which includes telephone helpline Citizens 

Advice Direct, deliver frontline advice services through more than 200 service points 

across the country, from city centres to rural communities. This network of bureaux is 

staffed by a team of paid staff and nearly 2500 volunteers.  

4. In addition the Citizens Advice consumer helpline provides a freephone service for 

those needing advice and information on consumer rights and helps to solve 

problems with goods and services. Citizens Advice Scotland delivers part of this 

Great Britain wide service from a call centre in Stornoway, helping people in 

Scotland and across other parts of Great Britain.  

5. The Extra Help Unit, through a team of telephone caseworkers based in Glasgow, 

helps people throughout Great Britain who have complex energy or postal 

complaints or who are at risk of having their gas or electricity cut off who are referred 

though our consumer helpline, Ofgem, the Energy Ombudsman, or their local 

elected representative.  

Citizen Advice Scotland’s simple but robust vision is paramount to all our goals: “A 

fairer Scotland where people as citizens and consumers are empowered and their 

rights respected.” 

6. As the statutory representative for consumers of energy services across Scotland 

CAS works to conduct research and build evidence on energy user needs and to 
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deliver strategic projects that contribute to improving the operation of the energy 

market for all consumers.  

7. CAS outlined key overarching consumer principles in our response1 to the 

Scottish Government’s consultation on the draft Community Energy Policy 

Statement. These principles support our response to the draft set of Good Practice 

Principles for Shared Ownership of Onshore Renewables and are included below.  

 

Consumer Principles 

 

 The Scottish Government should commit to a consistency of support 
for community energy projects across all local authority areas and for 
long-term support and investment. 

 Community energy should be accessible to all communities in 
Scotland, whether through direct community ownership, shared 
ownership or community benefit. 

 The Scottish Government should maximise the opportunities to tackle 
fuel poverty through community energy. 

 There should be ongoing monitoring and evaluation of community 
energy developments in order to facilitate knowledge exchange and 
skill sharing, to ensure that projects are delivering against expectations 
and to build consumer confidence in the sector. 

 The Scottish Government should strengthen the protection for 
consumers of community energy, ensuring that there is greater parity 
between consumers in the regulated gas and electricity market and 
those using community energy. 

 

 

Questions 

1. Are the principles that should be followed by developers, community groups 

and local authorities clearly defined? 

                                                           
1
 

http://www.cas.org.uk/system/files/publications/CAS%20Response%20to%20Scottish%20Government%20Community%20Energy%20Poli
cy%20Statement.pdf  

CAS welcomes the publication of a draft set of Good Practice Principles for Shared 

Ownership of Onshore Renewables. Our predecessor body Consumer Futures 

contributed extensively to this policy area, sitting on the steering group for Good 

Practice Principles for Community Benefit.  

Despite a recent dip in wholesale prices, the average household energy costs in the 

http://www.cas.org.uk/system/files/publications/CAS%20Response%20to%20Scottish%20Government%20Community%20Energy%20Policy%20Statement.pdf
http://www.cas.org.uk/system/files/publications/CAS%20Response%20to%20Scottish%20Government%20Community%20Energy%20Policy%20Statement.pdf
http://www.cas.org.uk/system/files/publications/CAS%20Response%20to%20Scottish%20Government%20Community%20Energy%20Policy%20Statement.pdf
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2. Do you agree with the principles as outlined in the document? 

  

                                                           
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/338662/ecuk_chapter_3_domestic_factsheet.pdf  
3 http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2014/08/7973  
4 http://www.gov.scot/Resource/Doc/46951/0031675.pdf  
5 http://www.cas.org.uk/system/files/publications/cas_response_-_sg_consultation_on_cbs_and_offshore_renewables.pdf  
6 http://www.plainenglish.co.uk/services/crystal-mark/7-the-crystal-mark-standard.html  

UK have steadily increased, with average bills rising by more than 55% between 

2002 and 20122. Recent amendments to the way fuel poverty is calculated uncovered 

that the number of fuel poor households in Scotland is far greater than previously 

understood, at almost 40%3. The Scottish Government is committed to eliminate fuel 

poverty, as far as is reasonably practicable, by 2016 and to tackle climate change by 

reducing national carbon emissions4.  

Successful community energy and shared ownership projects have the potential to 

empower communities. The drive to increase renewable energy generation and meet 

climate change targets will provide certain communities with the opportunity to 

financially benefit from renewable developments. Those financial benefits garnered 

from involvement in community energy generation can be levered to contribute to 

lowering instances of fuel poverty. If successfully managed, community energy 

projects present a win-win situation for the Scottish Government, as they contribute 

toward fuel poverty and low carbon targets whilst developing skills, capacity and 

cohesion within communities.   

Against this context, we welcome the ambition and underlying aims of the draft set of 

Good Practice Principles for Shared Ownership of Onshore Renewables, however we 

find the outlined list of principles (pages 9 – 10) and the document as a whole to be 

lacking in the substantive detail required for it to serve as the intended ‘valuable tool’ 

for communities and developers. 

Similar concerns over a lack of detail were raised in our response to the draft Good 

Practice Principles for Community Benefits from Offshore Renewables5 and we would 

reiterate a call for the inclusion of clearer explanations, more evidence and case 

studies to ensure that good practice principles can be easily actioned by all parties.  

To make certain that the document is more clearly defined and accessible we would 

further recommend that the Scottish Government apply plain English throughout, 

adhering to The Crystal Mark standard6. Where it is not possible to eliminate jargon, 

in addition to the glossary, further explanations of concepts (including case studies 

and examples) should be added or signposted to ensure it is clear and accessible to 

all consumers/communities.   

CAS broadly agrees with the sentiment of the principles. As outlined above we find 

the draft principles lacking in substantive detail, which leaves the list open to 

interpretation by stakeholders that hold potentially conflicting interests. Developers’ 

measurement of success is likely to be heavily weighted towards project approval and 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/338662/ecuk_chapter_3_domestic_factsheet.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2014/08/7973
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/Doc/46951/0031675.pdf
http://www.cas.org.uk/system/files/publications/cas_response_-_sg_consultation_on_cbs_and_offshore_renewables.pdf
http://www.plainenglish.co.uk/services/crystal-mark/7-the-crystal-mark-standard.html
http://www.cas.org.uk/system/files/publications/cas_response_-_sg_consultation_on_cbs_and_offshore_renewables.pdf
http://www.cas.org.uk/system/files/publications/cas_response_-_sg_consultation_on_cbs_and_offshore_renewables.pdf
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7 Seyfang G et al.(2013) A Grassroots Sustainable Energy Niche? Reflections From    Community Energy Case Studies. Norwich: University of 
East Anglia 
8 http://www.gov.scot/Resource/Doc/94257/0084550.pdf  

installed capacity. Success for communities will likely place more emphasis upon the 

sustainability of a project and considerable (non-financial) community benefits will be 

derived from the engagement and planning processes that occur prior to project 

installation. A key risk from these conflicting values is that for developers the 

principles become a tick box scheme and the process of engagement is not sufficient 

to allow the community to fully realise and benefit from the capacity building and skills 

development that participating in a shared ownership project could offer. The brevity 

of the principles may serve to undermine the Scottish Government’s aims and may 

fail to facilitate sufficient engagement. We provide comments to highlight our main 

concerns about each specific principle below: 

Increased understanding and engagement 

Shared ownership should not only engage and motivate people, it should also seek to 

increase capacity, develop skill sets and build social capital. As was the case in the 

early days of the Climate Challenge Fund, without adequate support it is almost 

certainly the case that many groups who could be defined as ‘communities’ are poorly 

positioned to take advantage of complex projects and competitive funding 

opportunities.  The capacity of a community to take on an energy project can be 

affected by numerous factors such as population, deprivation levels and housing 

stock7. 

Whilst the guidance aims to remain non-prescriptive it is a missed opportunity if the 

community energy movement does not involve further adoption of a community 

engagement strategy/best practice, such as laid out in the National Standards for 

Community Engagement8. CAS would welcome detail on whether developers will be 

expected to comply with these standards. Any engagement strategy should be 

specifically designed to strengthen approaches to engaging ‘hard to hear’ 

communities or groups poorly equipped for participating (e.g. owing to limited time, 

resources, skills, capacity or lack of cohesive community) in ‘community-led’ projects. 

In addition to the development of a structured approach to engagement, CAS would 

welcome provisions for additional support to enable participation from a broader 

range of communities, including those that are harder to reach.  CAS would also 

welcome clarification of the interface, if any, between community energy policy and 

the Community Empowerment legislation. 

CAS agrees that local participation should be prioritised. To ensure compliance with 

this principle and to ensure successful project delivery across the board, developer 

engagement must be measured, for example though the inclusion of a set of criteria 

or key performance indicators for developers to demonstrate they are delivering 

against their commitments. CAS would welcome further detail as to how the Scottish 

Government intends to monitor the anticipated engagement. Community energy 

projects require developers to engage with communities in a way that they previously 

may not have. This may require developers to establish new practices and recruit or 

http://www.3s.uea.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Seyfang%20et%20al.%203SWP_2013-21.pdf
http://www.3s.uea.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Seyfang%20et%20al.%203SWP_2013-21.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/Doc/94257/0084550.pdf
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develop community engagement skills. As this is a substantial and potentially new 

role for developers, engagement must be monitored to ensure that this is undertaken 

successfully and with sufficient consumer protection. 

Cost-neutral 

The suggestion of shared legal costs makes economic sense. However employment 

of a single lawyer or firm may present a conflict of interests in terms of balanced 

representation. In this scenario what is being undertaken to protect communities, and 

how will this arrangement be monitored to ensure satisfactory consumer protection? 

As shared ownership projects evolve, lessons learned from the successes and 

failures of shared legal costs should be shared to instil consumer/community 

confidence in this arrangement and avoid any pitfalls that may arise.   

We would welcome the inclusion of a breakdown of expected legal costs to make 

clear whether the funding made available through CARES is sufficient to cover the full 

range of legal advice that a community may require for a shared ownership project. 

There was some feeling amongst stakeholders at the Local Energy Scotland Shared 

Ownership workshop that this funding may not be sufficient to cover such costs, in 

which case expectations must be managed. If this information is available elsewhere 

it should be signposted. 

Inclusive 

The guidance promotes inclusivity by encouraging developers and communities to 

ensure that those who cannot afford to contribute financially are still able to benefit 

from the project as outlined. We consider inclusivity to be a vital component of a 

cohesive project. There needs to be clearer guidance as to how this might be 

successfully achieved through shared ownership. If projects include financial 

investment from community members there is potential for employment of an 

innovative model for those who cannot invest financially to ensure inclusivity. For 

example is it possible to offer a model which allows community members that are not 

able to contribute financially to gain a share through a non-financial payment in kind 

or through a form of cross-subsidy? 

In addition to promoting inclusivity within a community CAS finds that the overarching 

community energy policy would benefit from greater cohesion with fuel poverty 

targets. We would welcome thoughts as to whether shared ownership models could 

be framed to lever greater financial gain toward the fuel poor. The Housing (Scotland) 

Act 2001 places a statutory duty on the Scottish Government to eradicate fuel poverty 

in Scotland, as far as is reasonably practicable, by 2016. Furthermore, the Fuel 

Poverty Forum recommended that greater links should be made across Scottish 

Government programmes and initiatives so that funding to alleviate fuel poverty by 

the November 2016 target can be maximised and greater coherence across housing, 

energy and skills policies be realised for tackling fuel poverty in Scotland. For the 

Scottish Government to move closer to their 2016 target, integrated policy is 

essential.  

We support the onus on developers not to ‘cherry-pick’ the community that they work 

with. For this to be upheld there should be guidance demonstrating best practice in 
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defining communities. Shared ownership projects should be delivered in the spirit of 

inclusivity and any examples of cherry-picking should be highlighted and addressed. 

Distinct from community benefit funds 

In addition to consistent support networks, consumers need certainty on the returns 

they will receive from community energy projects, if they are to have the confidence 

to invest/participate in shared ownership projects. We are supportive of the move to 

offer shared ownership in addition to community benefit funds. However the case for 

communities to roll the money generated from these community benefit funds into 

debt or equity investments needs to be clearly made to allow participants to make an 

informed decision. The associated risks and benefits are currently unclear. This may 

be best demonstrated through the inclusion of an infographic that acts as a decision-

making tool (similar to the community energy pyramid) which measures options 

against factors such as the level community motivation, risk, and return on 

investment.  

Key information should be presented to demonstrate basic considerations that allow 

stakeholders to calculate whether reinvestment of the community benefit fund will 

take a longer time to provide financial returns to the community, how much more 

money will they receive overall if they do invest and whether there is an increased 

level of risk associated with this model. If this information is available elsewhere it 

should be signposted. 

Mutually beneficial 

For shared ownership schemes to benefit and safeguard both commercial operators 

and communities there must be clearly defined outcomes that are both manageable 

and sustainable. The good practice principles should highlight examples of best 

practice or signpost case studies. 

CAS would welcome clearer information on how the consumer experience of 

community energy will be monitored and evaluated. This should include the collection 

of both qualitative and quantitative data designed to ensure that projects are 

accountable and provide value for money, so that future funding can be well invested 

and schemes offer a greater degree of consumer protection. 

We would also like further information about how/whether communities will be 

supported to undertake due diligence before entering into an arrangement with a 

developer, for example, by way of an independent review of the advantages and 

disadvantages of the proposal, the benefits, its sustainability and the risks including 

the proposed developer’s capacity, resources and ability to successfully progress, 

deliver and manage the proposal.  

Timing 

Time constraints can encourage bad decision-making and should not influence the 

level of engagement offered by developers. Measures must be put in place to 

mitigate any impetus for communities to commit to a project before they are ready. 

There could be a tension between developers’ deadlines and community’ capacity to 

reach decisions on what could potentially be complex issues. The guidelines do not 
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9  The Scottish Government. (2011) Climate Change Scotland Act part 4: Public Bodies Duties Guidance.  

acknowledge or address the likelihood of this scenario.  

Timescales must be reasonable and achievable and reflect the time the community 

requires to engage with a project. Where timescales are genuinely constrained 

communities should be provided with additional support or an alternative community 

energy project model should be explored, such as the community benefit fund.  

Transparency 

CAS would welcome further details about the type of information a community should 

expect to receive if they are to consider a project transparent. Monitoring and 

evaluation will be required to ensure transparency and details of how this will be 

conducted should be included or referenced in the document. 

Liability 

Communities need very clear and reliable information about legal and financial 

responsibilities, and about their liabilities. A tool, such as a simple check list which 

outlines key points to consider and questions to ask could go some way to provide 

guidance, however it is likely that the community will require independent legal advice 

to ensure that they are fully informed. As previously noted, if this document is to 

become a valuable tool for consumers/communities then there needs to be more 

substantial detail within the good practice principles or outlined elsewhere and clearly 

signposted. 

 

Expectations upon communities 

The outlined expectations on communities refer to a single community entity however 

it is not clear whether the Scottish Government has a particular legal definition or a 

‘single community entity’ in mind. Definitions on any preferred legal status for such an 

entity would be welcomed. 

Furthermore, we would recommend changing the sentence ‘communities must work 

towards…’ to ‘where possible, communities should work towards a single point of 

contact.’ Additional help may be required to support this process. We fully appreciate 

that in some communities this will take less time than in others but the document 

should support communities and place as few restrictions/burdens on them as 

possible. 

 

Expectations upon local authorities 

Local authorities have the potential to play a key role in facilitating community energy 

projects9.  This could potentially take the form of leasing land, co-investing, in-kind 

support and/or power purchase. CAS would welcome further information regarding 

the interface between community energy projects and community planning, 

particularly those provisions in the Community Empowerment Bill. Given the context 

of continued budget cuts, time and resource constraints, there may be opportunities 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/climatechange/howyoucanhelp/publicbodies/publicsector
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3. Is the support offered through CARES, LEIF and REIF adequate to allow the 

principles set out in the document to be achieved consistently? 

 

                                                           
10 Bhopal, V. Scene Consulting (2014) Involving Stakeholders: Partnerships and Joint Ventures. Community Power Conference: Edinburgh 
(29/09/2014) 
11 Seyfang G et al.(2013) A Grassroots Sustainable Energy Niche? Reflections From    Community Energy Case Studies. Norwich: University 
of East Anglia  

for local authorities to enable projects, without necessarily leading them.   

However, it is essential that communities are offered consistent support. To further 

clarify this CAS would welcome the addition of clear guidance from the Scottish 

Government, outlining the role that government, local authorities and other 

stakeholders have the potential to play in facilitating shared ownership projects. 

Currently distribution of community energy generation varies significantly, from no or 

very little activity in some areas to over 30MW in others10. To avoid a ‘postcode 

lottery’, any barriers to participation in specific local authority areas need to be 

identified and addressed at an early stage. There needs to be an explanation as to 

why these figures are disparate. 

The consumer landscape is increasingly complex and places high expectations on 

individuals’ willingness and ability to engage with existing markets and new 

opportunities. Where once delivery agencies, such as the energy suppliers, would be 

expected to drive change in the energy market, community energy places the 

responsibility onto individuals, households and communities who are tasked not only 

with initiating and navigating complex energy projects, but also with driving significant 

change within their community.  

The capacity of a community to take on an energy project can be affected by 

numerous factors such as population, deprivation levels and housing stock11. The 

shared ownership principles outline a variety of support schemes designed to assist 

in project delivery. We welcome the support structures offered by the Scottish 

Government through CARES, LEIF and REIF. We are particularly welcoming of the 

support, including face-to-face, online resources and the upfront funding offered 

through the CARES programme.  

CAS would encourage regular reviews of the CARES programme and we are of the 

view that this could provide an excellent opportunity to monitor uptake of shared 

ownership projects in addition to refusal of uptake which will allow greater 

understanding of any perceived barriers.  

Whilst we welcome attempts to facilitate participation in the community energy market 

through funding/loans, CAS would welcome further detail from the Scottish 

Government as to whether lower cost competitive interest loans are a possibility for 

http://www.3s.uea.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Seyfang%20et%20al.%203SWP_2013-21.pdf
http://www.3s.uea.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Seyfang%20et%20al.%203SWP_2013-21.pdf
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4. Are the principles sufficient to encourage more shared ownership 

development that takes place in a fair, transparent way and is of benefit to 

communities and developers? 

 

 

 

5. Are there further challenges to delivering shared ownership which are not 
addressed in the document? 
 

REIF loans.  Similar to the Scottish Government’s Gas Infill scheme, 0% loans could 

be offered to communities. This would serve to ensure that the Scottish Government 

are not being perceived as profiting from community renewables. Although not always 

directly comparable, there are lessons to be learned from examples of low interest 

loans for energy efficiency and renewables being successfully employed elsewhere in 

Europe (e.g. KfW in Germany). 

We would not consider the current iteration of draft principles sufficient to encourage 

more shared ownership without the addition of further detail. Success will depend 

upon a number of wider factors such as those detailed in brief below: 

- Support  

How the community is guided through the shared ownership process and how 

capacity is evaluated and built 

- Barriers  

How barriers are identified and worked through with learnings shared 

- Trust  

How trust is built up between developers and communities and how the 

success and failures of relationships are managed  

- Protection  

Whether sufficient consumer protection is implemented  

- Choice 

How communities are supported to make the choice most suited to their needs 

- Simplicity  

How easy the process is to engage with, including the accessibility (inc. 

language/layout) of any guidance documents 
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6. Do you have any further comments on the document? 

 

 

 

Shared ownership is not necessarily suitable for all communities, owing to the 

associated risk and uncertainty attached to investing in a project. In addition, issues 

of maintenance and upkeep may render such projects undesirable for some 

community groups.  

Shared ownership is presented as more financially rewarding than a community 

benefit fund; however there is no estimation as to the extent of the increased financial 

reward. A check list or other decision-making tool that could provide further analysis 

of the options would be an asset to communities.  

Careful consideration around the consumer protections for those households 

investing time or finances into community energy projects should be detailed or 

signposted in the document. 

We believe that consumers and affected communities would welcome a consistent 

approach to shared ownership projects and that the Scottish Government should 

encourage this wherever the opportunity arises. Public sector organisations have a 

critical role in this respect. 

  

We would suggest that Scottish Water could deliver an exemplar role, particularly in 

relation to the development of small scale hydro power. As the body responsible for 

representing the interests of water consumers in Scotland, CAS has been involved in 

discussions with Scottish Water in relation to community benefit funds and would 

welcome further discussions about shared ownership.  

 

Scottish Water has suggested that all water consumers benefit from the funds earned 

by their renewable development. However we feel it would be easier for communities 

to enter shared ownership projects associated with small or medium scale hydro (or 

other renewable technology) developments carried out by the private sector if public 

bodies/companies such as Scottish Water acted as a leader in this area. 


