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Abstract
This dissertation investigates how stakeholder perceptions, governance arrangements and investment-readiness factors influence the acceptance, delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales. A pragmatic convergent mixed-methods case-study design was adopted. The quantitative strand analysed 171 questionnaire responses, while qualitative interpretation drew on 142 substantive open-text comments alongside the stakeholder interview framework. The study examined familiarity, participation, trust, fairness, local benefits, governance, project barriers, technology preferences and willingness to invest across residents, businesses, community organisations, public-sector actors, developers, academics and finance stakeholders. Results showed strong social support: 84.2% were supportive or very supportive of a well-designed local project, 70.1% were at least moderately familiar with community energy, and 75.5% positively endorsed trust, fairness and participation principles. However, only 34.5% had direct project experience and 57.3% were likely or very likely to invest, revealing a 26.9 percentage-point gap between support and financial commitment.
The findings show that successful community-energy development depends on more than public approval. Stakeholders consistently linked credibility to early engagement, transparent governance, fair and visible local benefits, realistic financial information, technical capability and grid readiness. Priorities also differed by stakeholder role, demonstrating the need for flexible, role-based collaboration rather than a single delivery model. The study develops an integrated framework in which social legitimacy, governance capability and investment readiness reinforce one another. It recommends coordinated regional partnership, inclusive engagement, technical and financial readiness checks, accessible investment pathways and continuous stakeholder review to strengthen project credibility and future scalability within an evolving regional energy transition.
From local trust to investable action: powering community energy through fair governance.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc241180067]1.1 Background to the Study
The transition from fossil-fuel-based energy systems to renewable and low-carbon alternatives has become a central international policy and development priority. The Paris Agreement established a common framework for limiting global temperature rise, while the United Nations 2030 Agenda linked affordable and clean energy to wider objectives concerning poverty reduction, sustainable communities and inclusive economic development (United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, 2015; United Nations General Assembly, 2015). Scientific assessments show that rapid emissions reduction requires major changes in generation, infrastructure and investment (IPCC, 2022). Renewable capacity is expanding, but climate objectives also require institutions, finance and participation capable of supporting implementation (International Energy Agency, 2024; International Renewable Energy Agency, 2024).
Within the United Kingdom, the Climate Change Act 2008 provides the statutory basis for long-term emissions reduction, and the national net-zero strategy identifies clean power, low-carbon investment and public participation as important components of the transition (Climate Change Act 2008; Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy, 2021). In Wales, the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 provides a distinctive policy setting by requiring public bodies to consider long-term wellbeing, prevention, collaboration and involvement. These principles matter because energy infrastructure can influence local economies, landscapes, affordability and community capacity for many years (Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015).
Renewable-energy transition is also changing the spatial organisation of energy. Solar photovoltaic systems, onshore wind, small-scale hydro, energy storage and local heat solutions can be developed closer to users than conventional centralised generation. Local Area Energy Planning has consequently emerged as a way of coordinating technologies, networks and local priorities within specific places (Centre for Sustainable Energy and Energy System Catapult, 2020). European policy has similarly recognised renewable-energy communities and citizen energy communities as legitimate actors within energy markets, giving greater policy visibility to collective ownership, participation and local value creation (European Parliament and Council of the European Union, 2018; 2019; Caramizaru and Uihlein, 2020).
Community-owned renewable energy forms part of this wider shift. It involves communities having a meaningful role in ownership, governance, decision-making or the distribution of project benefits. Such initiatives may be organised through cooperatives, community benefit societies, development trusts, local partnerships or other collective structures. Their significance lies not only in producing renewable electricity or heat, but also in creating opportunities for local participation, retaining value within communities and widening the range of actors involved in energy transition.


[bookmark: _Toc241180068]1.2 Community Energy and the Regional Context
Research across Europe shows that community-energy initiatives operate within institutional environments shaped by regulation, local government, market design and access to professional support (Oteman, Wiering and Helderman, 2014). Their ability to influence wider transition processes depends on whether they can move beyond isolated experiments and develop organisational, financial and political capacity (Dóci, Vasileiadou and Petersen, 2015). Community initiatives can build local knowledge and commitment, but they often require sustained networks, leadership and resources to convert voluntary action into durable low-carbon activity (Middlemiss and Parrish, 2010).
Grassroots innovation research presents community energy as a form of locally rooted experimentation that can respond to needs overlooked by mainstream markets and institutions (Seyfang and Smith, 2007). However, successful development depends on supportive policy spaces, intermediary organisations and opportunities for learning and replication (Seyfang and Haxeltine, 2012). Cooperative structures may be particularly relevant because they combine enterprise activity with member participation and collective benefit, although the balance between mutual benefit and broader public value varies between organisations (Huybrechts and Mertens, 2014; Bauwens and Defourny, 2017). Community energy should therefore not be assumed to have one organisational model or one set of outcomes.
The regional setting matters because local energy initiatives are embedded in relationships among community groups, councils, businesses, advisers, landowners, technology providers and finance organisations. Eadson and Foden (2014) argue that community energy should be examined critically within its political and economic context rather than treated as an automatically progressive activity. Network research also demonstrates that intermediary bodies can connect otherwise separated local actors and facilitate flows of information, expertise and financial support (Parag et al., 2013). Knowledge networks may strengthen local capability by linking academic, professional and community experience to practical action (Catney et al., 2013).
Swansea and South West Wales provide an appropriate regional setting for this investigation because the area combines urban, coastal, rural and post-industrial communities and contains varied opportunities for solar, wind, marine, hydro, storage and local-energy development. These opportunities are accompanied by differences in community identity, institutional capacity, land use, infrastructure and economic priorities. A regional study can therefore examine how a common policy ambition is interpreted by stakeholders occupying different roles and places. It can also identify whether local ownership is viewed primarily as an environmental opportunity, a community-development mechanism, an investment proposition or a combination of these.


[bookmark: _Toc241180069]1.3 Research Focus
The research focuses on the relationship between stakeholder perceptions, governance arrangements and investment readiness. This focus is necessary because community-owned renewable energy cannot be explained only through technical potential. Projects must also be considered acceptable by relevant stakeholders, governed through credible arrangements and capable of attracting the resources required for implementation and growth.
Ownership can influence public attitudes, particularly where local people perceive meaningful control and benefit (Warren and McFadyen, 2010). Nevertheless, the provision of benefits does not automatically create acceptance. Community benefits are interpreted through ideas of justice, legitimacy and local economic value (Cowell, Bristow and Munday, 2011; Munday, Bristow and Cowell, 2011). They can be welcomed as fair returns from locally hosted infrastructure, but they can also be viewed as public-relations devices or attempts to secure consent if participation is weak or project impacts are disputed (Cass, Walker and Devine-Wright, 2010).
Acceptance is therefore shaped by both outcomes and processes. Comparative studies have linked successful renewable-energy development to local involvement, institutional design and the quality of relationships between promoters and communities (Jobert, Laborgne and Mimler, 2007; Toke, Breukers and Wolsink, 2008). Psychological and contextual research further shows that perceived costs, benefits, values, trust and procedural conditions interact when people evaluate energy alternatives (Perlaviciute and Steg, 2014). Social acceptance is consequently better understood as a multidimensional and evolving judgement than as a simple choice between support and opposition (Upham, Oltra and Boso, 2015). Reviews show that attitudes vary with technology, place, process, ownership and experience, while participation and perceived economic effects also matter (Rand and Hoen, 2017; Zoellner, Schweizer-Ries and Wemheuer, 2008).
Governance is equally important because community projects require decisions about representation, accountability, partnerships, ownership shares and benefit allocation. Decentralised ownership can change political relationships by giving new actors control over energy assets and creating new interests within policy processes (Brisbois, 2019). Institutional conditions can either provide space for community initiatives or constrain them through unsuitable rules and dependence on external organisations (Wirth, 2014). Comparative European research shows that community-energy organisations frequently operate between grassroots autonomy and reliance on public authorities, market actors and intermediaries (Kooij et al., 2018). Social innovation research therefore treats new relationships and governance practices as part of energy transition (Hoppe and de Vries, 2019; Hewitt et al., 2019). A polycentric approach is relevant because effective responses may involve several centres of decision-making operating at community, local-authority, regional and national levels (Ostrom, 2010). Local governments can contribute through enabling, providing, regulating and partnership roles, but their capacity and priorities affect what support is possible (Bulkeley and Kern, 2006).
Investment readiness forms the third part of the research focus. Renewable-energy investment decisions are influenced by strategic priorities, expected returns, technology maturity, policy stability and risk (Wüstenhagen and Menichetti, 2012). Behavioural factors and organisational perceptions also shape how investors assess renewable-energy opportunities (Masini and Menichetti, 2012). Policy uncertainty can materially affect expected project performance, making credible regulatory arrangements and risk management important to investment decisions (Gatzert and Vogl, 2016). Project barriers include development costs, technical uncertainty, planning, grid connection and limited expertise; financial, institutional and informational barriers may interact (Karakaya and Sriwannawit, 2015). Comparative evidence suggests that grants, soft loans and appropriately designed revenue support can be particularly important during the high-risk development stages of locally owned projects (Curtin, McInerney and Johannsdottir, 2018).
The rationale for the study follows from the need to examine these dimensions together. A project may receive general community support yet remain unable to progress because its governance, finance or delivery plan is weak. Conversely, a technically and financially credible project may face delay or resistance where stakeholders consider the process unfair, benefits unclear or local influence inadequate. Scaling also requires more than reproducing a technology. It may involve expanding activities, influencing institutions and embedding new practices within communities (Moore, Riddell and Vocisano, 2015; Westley et al., 2014). Transition research explains that innovations develop through different pathways and depend on the interaction between protected local experimentation and wider institutional change (Geels and Schot, 2007; Smith and Raven, 2012). Community ownership may contribute to a more democratic distribution of energy decision-making, but this depends on the instruments and institutions through which participation and control are exercised (Burke and Stephens, 2017; Szulecki, 2018). The study therefore investigates acceptance, delivery and scaling as connected outcomes rather than separate issues.


[bookmark: _Toc241180070]1.4 Research Aim
The overall aim of this study is:
To investigate how stakeholder perceptions, governance arrangements and investment-readiness factors influence the acceptance, delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy technologies in Swansea and South West Wales.
This aim brings together the social, institutional and financial dimensions of community-owned renewable energy development. It focuses on how trust, fairness, participation, transparency and local benefits shape stakeholder acceptance, while also examining the importance of effective governance, clear responsibilities, access to finance, risk management and project feasibility. The aim enables the study to assess whether community-energy proposals can gain local legitimacy, progress from initial ideas to viable projects and be successfully expanded or replicated across Swansea and South West Wales.


[bookmark: _Toc241180071]1.5 Research Objectives
The study will be guided by four research objectives.
· To identify the key social, policy and economic factors influencing the development of community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales.
· To examine how stakeholder perceptions of trust, fairness, participation, transparency and local benefits influence the acceptance of community-owned renewable energy projects.
· To evaluate how governance arrangements, funding conditions and project-related risks affect the investment readiness, delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy projects.
· To develop evidence-based recommendations for strengthening stakeholder acceptance, governance effectiveness and investment readiness to support the successful delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy projects in Swansea and South West Wales.
Together, the objectives create a logical progression from the identification of regional conditions to the examination of stakeholder acceptance, the evaluation of investment and delivery requirements, and the development of practical recommendations. This progression maintains alignment between the research problem, the evidence collected and the conclusions expected from the study.
[bookmark: _Toc241180147][image: ]Figure 1: Framework for Renewable Energy Investment and Delivery in South West Wales
Source: Author’s own framework, developed from Freeman (1984), Wüstenhagen, Wolsink and Bürer (2007), Walker and Devine-Wright (2008), Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016) and Polzin (2017).
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How do stakeholder perceptions, governance arrangements and investment-readiness factors influence the acceptance, delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy technologies in Swansea and South West Wales?
This study examines how stakeholder perceptions, governance arrangements and investment-readiness factors influence the acceptance, delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy technologies in Swansea and South West Wales. It considers how trust, fairness, participation, transparency and local benefits shape stakeholder support, while also assessing the importance of clear responsibilities, effective decision-making and institutional coordination. In addition, it explores whether projects have credible business cases, suitable governance capacity, access to finance, manageable risks and sufficient technical and organisational resources. Together, these factors determine whether community-energy ideas can gain legitimacy, progress into viable projects and be replicated successfully and widely across the region.


[bookmark: _Toc241180073]1.7 Significance of the Study
This study has academic and practical significance. Academically, it responds to the tendency for community-energy research to examine acceptance, governance, finance or scaling through separate analytical lenses. By bringing these elements together within one regional investigation, the study can clarify how social legitimacy and project credibility reinforce or weaken one another. It also provides place-based evidence from Swansea and South West Wales, where community-owned renewable energy must operate across diverse communities, institutions and technology opportunities.
Practically, the research is relevant to community organisations, local authorities, developers, advisers, businesses and potential funders. Its findings can identify which forms of communication, participation, governance and benefit design are most likely to strengthen stakeholder confidence, while also highlighting the finance, capability and risk conditions required for delivery. The study does not assume that community ownership automatically produces acceptance or viable projects. Instead, it examines what must be in place for locally supported ideas to become credible, implementable and scalable. This can support more realistic decisions about partnership development, stakeholder engagement, organisational capacity and investment preparation within the region.



[bookmark: _Toc241180074]1.8 Structure of the Dissertation
This dissertation is organised into five chapters that together provide a clear and logical progression from the research context to the final conclusions and recommendations. Chapter 1 introduces the study by presenting the background, research focus, overall aim, research objectives, primary research question and significance of the research. 
Chapter 2 reviews the relevant academic and policy literature on renewable-energy transition, community ownership, stakeholder relationships, social acceptance, energy justice, governance and investment readiness. It also identifies the research gap and develops the conceptual framework guiding the study. 
Chapter 3 explains and justifies the pragmatic mixed-methods regional case-study design. It outlines the questionnaire, semi-structured interviews, population and sampling approach, pilot study, data-analysis procedures, reliability and validity measures, ethical considerations and methodological limitations. 
Chapter 4 presents, analyses and integrates the quantitative questionnaire findings and qualitative interview findings. The results are organised around the research objectives and interpreted in relation to the conceptual framework and existing literature. 
Finally, Chapter 5 draws together the overall conclusions, assesses whether the research aim and objectives have been achieved, presents evidence-based recommendations, explains the study’s theoretical and practical contributions, discusses its limitations and identifies appropriate priorities for future research into community-owned renewable energy.





[bookmark: _Toc241180075]Chapter 2: Literature Review
This chapter critically reviews literature on community-owned renewable energy, stakeholder acceptance and investment readiness in Swansea and South West Wales. Using a funnel approach, it moves from renewable-energy transition and decentralisation to community ownership, stakeholder relationships, social acceptance, energy justice, governance, finance and project delivery. The review is structured around the research objectives, comparing seminal and contemporary studies to identify agreements, contradictions and gaps. Attention is given to trust, fairness, participation, local benefits, governance capability, financial risk and investment readiness. It concludes by examining how social legitimacy interacts with organisational and financial readiness and by developing the study’s conceptual framework.


[bookmark: _Toc241180076]2.1 Renewable Energy Transition and Decentralisation – Objective 1
Renewable-energy transition is commonly understood as the movement from energy systems dominated by fossil fuels towards systems based increasingly on low-carbon and renewable technologies. However, treating transition simply as technological substitution provides an incomplete explanation. Energy systems operate through relationships between technologies, infrastructure, regulations, markets, institutional practices, consumer behaviour, political priorities and cultural expectations. Consequently, changes in energy generation require wider changes in the systems within which technologies are produced, financed, governed and used (Geels, 2002; Smith, Stirling and Berkhout, 2005).
Geels' (2002) multi-level perspective provides one of the seminal frameworks for interpreting such change. It distinguishes between technological niches, established socio-technical regimes and broader landscape pressures. Established energy regimes develop stability because technologies become embedded within infrastructure, regulation, professional knowledge, markets and user practices. Alternative technologies or organisational arrangements frequently develop within niches where experimentation can occur. Wider pressures, including climate change, changing energy-security priorities and decarbonisation commitments, may subsequently destabilise existing regimes and create opportunities for niche innovations.
Geels (2011) later responded to criticisms of the multi-level perspective, including concerns about agency, power and the tendency to present transition as a relatively orderly movement between analytical levels. This refinement is important because community-owned renewable energy cannot be interpreted simply as a technological niche waiting to replace conventional energy systems. It also challenges established relationships concerning ownership, control, participation and the distribution of value.
Markard, Raven and Truffer (2012) reinforce the socio-technical interpretation by arguing that sustainability transitions involve long-term and multidimensional changes across technological, organisational, political and economic systems. Their work supports Geels' emphasis on systemic transformation while demonstrating that transition research must examine interactions among multiple institutions and actors. However, Bridge et al. (2013) introduce a stronger geographical dimension. They argue that energy transition reconfigures relationships among space, place, infrastructure and economic activity and therefore produces different consequences across different locations.
The distinction between these perspectives is important for the present dissertation. Geels (2002, 2011) and Markard, Raven and Truffer (2012) primarily help explain how large systems change, whereas Bridge et al. (2013) demonstrate why the consequences of such change cannot be assumed to be geographically uniform. Renewable-energy transition may create opportunities for some localities while imposing costs, visual changes, infrastructure pressures or unequal benefits on others. A regional study of Swansea and South West Wales therefore requires both perspectives.
Decentralisation is particularly relevant because renewable-energy technologies allow electricity generation and energy management to take place at smaller spatial scales. Solar installations, onshore wind, small-scale hydro, battery storage and local heat networks potentially allow local authorities, businesses, cooperatives, farmers, community organisations and households to become more active participants in energy systems (Walker and Devine-Wright, 2008; Seyfang, Park and Smith, 2013).
However, decentralised generation does not necessarily mean decentralised ownership or power. Renewable infrastructure may be geographically local while being financed, owned and controlled externally. Forman (2017) and Lacey-Barnacle (2020) challenge assumptions that local energy initiatives are inherently democratic or socially just. Participation and benefits can be concentrated among actors possessing greater financial resources, knowledge, social networks or institutional influence.
This creates an important distinction between the location of renewable infrastructure and the ownership and governance of renewable infrastructure. Walker and Devine-Wright (2008) emphasise the potential for greater local involvement, while Forman (2017) and Lacey-Barnacle (2020) demonstrate that this potential depends upon the conditions under which ownership and participation are organised. These contributions should therefore be interpreted as complementary. Decentralisation creates opportunities for greater local involvement, but governance determines whether such opportunities become meaningful.
The Welsh context makes these questions especially significant. Renewable-energy policy increasingly combines decarbonisation objectives with questions concerning local ownership, community benefit and retention of value within Wales. Welsh Government (2026a; 2026b) places renewable-energy development within a wider ambition for a low-carbon energy system while also recognising the role of local ownership and community participation. The significance of this policy direction is that energy transition is not treated purely as a question of installed generating capacity. It also raises questions concerning who participates in renewable-energy development and where benefits ultimately remain.
Nevertheless, policy ambition does not establish whether individual projects will be socially accepted, financially viable or practically deliverable. National and regional targets can create favourable political conditions, but community initiatives continue to operate through planning systems, grid constraints, financial institutions, organisational capabilities and local stakeholder relationships.
Objective 1 therefore requires more than an assessment of renewable-energy technologies. The wider literature suggests that community-energy development is shaped by interacting social, policy and economic conditions. These include the structure of energy markets, institutional support, access to finance, ownership patterns and relationships between communities and professional actors.










[bookmark: _Toc241180148][image: ]Figure 2: Funnel structure of the literature review









Source: Author’s own framework based on Geels (2002), Walker and Devine-Wright (2008), Wüstenhagen, Wolsink and Bürer (2007), Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016) and Polzin (2017).









[bookmark: _Toc241180077]2.2 Community-Owned Renewable Energy: Ownership, Value and Constraints - Objectives 1 and 4
Community-owned renewable energy describes a broad range of initiatives through which communities have a meaningful role in renewable-energy ownership, governance, decision-making or benefit distribution. Walker and Devine-Wright (2008) provide an influential conceptual distinction between community energy as a process and as an outcome. The process dimension concerns who develops, owns and participates in a project, whereas the outcome dimension concerns who receives its benefits. The distinction is valuable because renewable-energy infrastructure can be physically located within a community without being meaningfully community owned.
Community-energy projects can involve cooperatives, community benefit societies, charities, development trusts, councils and partnerships involving commercial organisations. They may operate solar, wind, hydro, storage, biomass or local heat systems. Rogers et al. (2008) and Seyfang, Park and Smith (2013) consequently demonstrate that community energy should not be defined according to a particular technology. Its distinctiveness lies more strongly in the relationship between energy generation, collective organisation and local involvement.
The literature identifies several potential benefits. Walker and Devine-Wright (2008) argue that meaningful local processes and locally distributed outcomes can increase the community character of projects. Berka and Creamer (2018) review evidence concerning local impacts and identify possible economic and social outcomes including retained revenues, employment, community funds, local services and increased local capabilities. Bomberg and McEwen (2012), meanwhile, focus on mobilisation and show how social networks, shared identities and community capacity can support collective energy action.
These contributions focus on different dimensions of community energy. Walker and Devine-Wright (2008) provide a framework for assessing whether a project is genuinely community based. Berka and Creamer (2018) investigate the types of local outcomes that projects may generate, whereas Bomberg and McEwen (2012) examine the social and political processes through which groups mobilise. Collectively, the literature therefore supports the potential value of community energy but does not establish that benefits emerge automatically.
Creamer et al. (2018) provide an important challenge to interpretations of community energy as entirely local or independent. They argue that community-energy initiatives are frequently entangled with the state, private-sector organisations, professional advisers, regulators and financial institutions. Community projects may require external technical expertise, development finance, planning advice, grid relationships and market access. Consequently, the boundary between community-led and externally supported development is not always clear.
This complicates Walker and Devine-Wright's (2008) framework without invalidating it. Community organisations do not necessarily surrender their community character simply because they work with private or governmental actors. Indeed, external expertise may be necessary for project delivery. The critical issue is whether external relationships strengthen community capability or progressively transfer control away from the community.
Inclusion creates an additional difficulty. Community ownership is frequently associated with democratic participation, yet participation requires resources. Lacey-Barnacle (2020) argues that time, knowledge, confidence, income and professional networks influence individuals' ability to become involved in community-energy initiatives. Consequently, renters, younger households, economically disadvantaged residents or individuals with limited technical understanding can potentially be excluded from activities presented as community based.
This observation qualifies the more positive conclusions concerning local benefits. Berka and Creamer (2018) demonstrate that community ownership can produce valuable outcomes, but Lacey-Barnacle (2020) raises the important question of how those outcomes are distributed internally. Average benefits at community level can coexist with unequal participation and unequal access to investment opportunities.
Forman (2017) develops a similar argument in Wales by applying energy-justice concepts to community ownership. Local legal ownership is not sufficient evidence that a project is equitable. A project may technically be community owned while effective influence remains concentrated within a small group. Similarly, community share offers may increase local ownership while remaining financially inaccessible to households without disposable income.
Community ownership therefore needs to be evaluated through participation, decision-making and benefit distribution rather than through legal status alone. This is particularly significant for a dissertation concerned with stakeholder acceptance because stakeholders may evaluate the legitimacy of a project according to their actual experience of influence rather than the organisation's formal ownership structure.
The practical limitations of community energy are equally significant. Brummer (2018) identifies barriers including limited organisational resources, reliance on volunteers, technical complexity, regulatory uncertainty and difficulties obtaining finance. Mirzania et al. (2019) demonstrate that UK community-energy organisations have also faced significant challenges arising from policy changes, particularly where business models had become dependent upon government support mechanisms.
Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016) place these challenges within the wider financial system. They show that financial institutions can shape the ownership structures available to civic-energy projects. Smaller community initiatives may appear relatively expensive or risky because transaction costs are high relative to project size, professional staff may be limited and organisations may not possess extensive delivery histories.
These studies identify different but interconnected constraints. Brummer (2018) emphasises internal organisational barriers, Mirzania et al. (2019) focus on changing policy and market conditions, while Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016) demonstrate how institutional finance can privilege particular forms and scales of investment. Taken together, they suggest that community-energy failure cannot be explained simply as a lack of enthusiasm or local commitment.
This exposes a structural tension. Community projects may be required to deliver wider social value while simultaneously competing within financial environments that evaluate investment primarily through conventional risk and return criteria. A community initiative may possess high local legitimacy but still struggle to obtain finance because it lacks scale or experience. Conversely, involvement by commercial partners may improve delivery capability while reducing community control.
Community Energy Wales (2025) demonstrates the continuing relevance of these problems in the Welsh sector. Contemporary community-energy organisations continue to confront challenges relating to finance, development capacity, grid access and the practical progression of projects. This supports earlier findings from Brummer (2018) and Mirzania et al. (2019) and indicates that the difficulties are not merely historical consequences of earlier policy environments.
The question of what constitutes project success is therefore contested. Studies focusing heavily on installed capacity or financial returns may underestimate outcomes including community learning, confidence, social capital and local institutional development. Conversely, assessments centred almost exclusively on social benefits may understate weak technical or financial performance.
Barnes et al. (2024) contribute to resolving this tension by distinguishing different pathways through which energy communities create value. Their analysis demonstrates that value can include measurable functional outcomes as well as less easily quantified social and normative outcomes. This supports the argument that community-energy projects should not be evaluated against a single indicator.
However, acknowledging multiple forms of value creates an additional challenge. A project may generate strong social outcomes but remain incapable of scaling or sustaining itself financially. Alternatively, a financially successful project may produce limited local control or weak participation. Community-energy success therefore involves trade-offs among social legitimacy, organisational capability and economic viability.
The literature consequently does not justify the conclusion that community ownership is inherently superior. A more defensible interpretation is that community ownership creates opportunities for local control, benefit and participation, but whether these opportunities are realised depends upon inclusive governance, organisational capacity, external relationships and access to viable finance.
This conclusion directly supports Objectives 1 and 4. It also narrows the literature review towards the people and relationships through which community ownership acquires legitimacy. These are examined through stakeholder theory, social-acceptance research and energy justice.


[bookmark: _Toc241180078]2.3 Stakeholder Social Acceptance and Energy Justice - Objective 2
Stakeholder theory provides an important framework for understanding community-energy projects because such projects involve actors with different interests, levels of influence and definitions of success. Freeman (1984) defines stakeholders broadly as groups or individuals who can affect or are affected by organisational objectives. In community-energy development, relevant stakeholders can therefore include residents, community organisations, local authorities, developers, investors, grid operators, landowners, businesses, installers, environmental organisations and public agencies.
Donaldson and Preston (1995) distinguish descriptive, instrumental and normative dimensions of stakeholder theory. Descriptive analysis examines how stakeholder relationships operate, instrumental analysis asks whether effective stakeholder management improves organisational outcomes, while normative analysis considers the legitimate interests of stakeholders in their own right.
This distinction is particularly relevant to community energy. Engagement may be used instrumentally to reduce opposition or improve project delivery, but a project claiming to be community led also raises normative questions about whether affected people possess legitimate rights to participate. An engagement strategy could therefore be organisationally successful while remaining normatively weak if it marginalises less powerful groups.
Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997) address differences in stakeholder influence through the concepts of power, legitimacy and urgency. This is especially useful for energy projects because stakeholders possess different types of resources. Investors hold financial power, local authorities possess regulatory influence, grid operators have technical power and residents possess locally grounded legitimacy. Community organisations may command trust while lacking finance or formal authority.
However, this creates tension between stakeholder recognition and stakeholder prioritisation. Freeman (1984) encourages broad consideration of affected actors, whereas salience approaches may lead organisations to focus disproportionately on stakeholders able to disrupt project development. A community-energy project may therefore respond more quickly to an investor's requirements than to concerns raised by residents with limited institutional power.
Reed (2008) argues that effective participation requires stakeholders to be involved at stages when their input can genuinely influence decisions. Reed et al. (2009) further demonstrate the importance of systematic stakeholder analysis for identifying interests, relationships and influence. Their work moves stakeholder theory towards practical engagement but does not imply that participation removes conflict. Stakeholders may possess fundamentally different priorities concerning affordability, environmental protection, local employment, landscape impacts, ownership and investment returns.
Kujala et al. (2022) place greater emphasis on stakeholder relationships, engagement and mutual value creation. Their perspective is useful because it moves engagement beyond the management of opposition. Nevertheless, mutual value remains difficult to define where stakeholders evaluate projects according to different criteria. A funder's understanding of value may centre on risk and return, while residents may emphasise transparency, affordability and local benefit.
This problem connects stakeholder theory directly with the literature on social acceptance. Wüstenhagen, Wolsink and Bürer (2007) distinguish three dimensions: socio-political acceptance, community acceptance and market acceptance. Socio-political acceptance concerns broad support for renewable energy and associated policies; community acceptance concerns responses to specific projects; market acceptance involves consumers, investors and firms.
This framework helps explain why strong general support for renewable energy does not guarantee approval for every particular project. Bell, Gray and Haggett (2005) identify this difference as a social gap. However, explaining the gap as inconsistency between general support and local opposition risks oversimplification.
Wolsink (2007) strongly challenges interpretations based on NIMBY reasoning. Opposition to wind energy may reflect concerns about equity, fairness, landscape or decision-making rather than selfish resistance to development. Devine-Wright (2005) similarly argues for a more theoretically informed explanation of renewable-energy perceptions, while Devine-Wright (2009) develops the role of place attachment and place identity in explaining place-protective responses.
These contributions progressively deepen the analysis. Bell, Gray and Haggett (2005) identify the difference between general and local attitudes. Wolsink (2007) challenges simplified explanations of that difference, while Devine-Wright (2005, 2009) explains how social meaning and attachment to place affect perceptions of infrastructure.
Fast (2013) reinforces this wider shift in the acceptance literature by showing that research increasingly recognises complex local responses that extend beyond simple categories of support and opposition. This is particularly significant for Swansea and South West Wales because the region includes urban, coastal, rural and post-industrial locations in which renewable technologies may have substantially different meanings.
Trust represents another major influence. Huijts, Molin and Steg (2012) link sustainable-energy technology acceptance to perceived risks, benefits, fairness, emotions and trust. Gross (2007) focuses more specifically on procedural justice and finds that perceptions of fairness affect the legitimacy of decisions. These approaches are complementary: Huijts, Molin and Steg provide a broad psychological framework, whereas Gross demonstrates how perceptions of justice operate through project-development procedures.
Technical information alone is therefore unlikely to create acceptance. Stakeholders may understand a project's environmental benefits while distrusting the organisation developing it. Conversely, a project can potentially retain legitimacy despite disagreement when stakeholders perceive the process as transparent and fair.
Local benefit also influences acceptance but should not be interpreted mechanically. Liebe, Bartczak and Meyerhoff (2017) demonstrate that social context, ownership and opportunities for participation influence responses to renewable-energy development. Financial or material benefits may improve support, but benefits can also be viewed as compensation intended to purchase consent if they are disconnected from meaningful participation.
Batel, Devine-Wright and Tangeland (2013) raise an even more fundamental criticism. They argue that the language of social acceptance can itself become problematic when communities are treated as actors who must be persuaded to accept developments designed elsewhere. This critique is particularly important for community-owned energy. If a supposedly community project seeks participation only after fundamental decisions have already been made, its claim to community character becomes questionable.
Energy-justice literature offers a framework for evaluating these concerns. McCauley et al. (2013), Sovacool and Dworkin (2015) and Jenkins et al. (2016) argue that energy systems should be assessed according to social justice as well as technical and environmental outcomes. Jenkins et al. (2016) distinguish distributional, procedural and recognition justice.
Distributional justice concerns who receives benefits and who bears costs. Procedural justice concerns participation, transparency and influence over decisions. Recognition justice concerns whether different identities, vulnerabilities and experiences are acknowledged. Sovacool and Dworkin (2015) position energy justice as both an analytical and decision-making framework, while McCauley et al. (2013) establish foundational justice principles within energy policy.
These justice dimensions are interconnected. Walker and Day (2012), writing in relation to fuel poverty, demonstrate that energy inequality involves more than unequal financial outcomes. Vulnerability also reflects recognition and opportunities to influence decisions. This is relevant to community energy because locally generated renewable energy does not automatically create affordability or equality.
Gross (2007) and Simcock (2016) further demonstrate that procedural fairness is important to project legitimacy. Simcock's study of community wind is particularly useful because it challenges assumptions that community-led projects will necessarily be regarded as procedurally fair. Community ownership can therefore reduce neither conflict nor injustice automatically.
Forman (2017) and Lacey-Barnacle (2020) reinforce this argument in relation to community energy and inequality. Community ownership may generate opportunities for more equitable energy systems, but these opportunities depend upon who actually participates, whose knowledge is recognised and how benefits are allocated.
Objective 2 should therefore not treat stakeholder acceptance as a simple dependent variable measuring whether individuals support or oppose community energy. Acceptance is better understood as a dynamic relationship involving trust, fairness, participation, ownership, place, recognition and local benefit.
A significant weakness in the existing literature also becomes visible at this point. Research on stakeholder acceptance often concentrates on social perceptions, whereas studies of project finance tend to concentrate on economic risk and investment conditions. Yet stakeholder distrust can create delays and implementation risk, while weak financial credibility can damage trust. Governance therefore becomes an important connecting mechanism.


[bookmark: _Toc241180079]2.4 Governance, Participation and Trust - Objectives 2 and 3
Governance concerns the structures and processes through which decisions are taken, responsibilities allocated and accountability maintained. Community-energy governance can involve boards, cooperatives, community benefit societies, councils, developers, professional advisers and funders. It therefore affects both stakeholder legitimacy and organisational capability.
Arnstein's (1969) seminal ladder of citizen participation distinguishes between forms of tokenistic engagement and stronger forms of citizen power. Its continuing relevance lies in demonstrating that participation is not equivalent to merely providing information or requesting comments. Consultation may take place while decision-making power remains unchanged.
Reed (2008) similarly argues that participation should occur early and should have genuine influence. The difference is that Arnstein (1969) provides a normative hierarchy centred on citizen power, whereas Reed (2008) offers principles for the practical management of participatory environmental decisions. Neither framework, however, removes the need for technical expertise or efficient organisational decision-making.
Aitken, Haggett and Rudolph (2016) demonstrate that renewable-energy engagement can range from awareness raising to consultation and empowerment. Their work reinforces the argument that activities described as participation can provide fundamentally different degrees of influence. Gross (2007) similarly shows why procedural fairness matters even when stakeholders disagree about final outcomes.
Langer, Decker and Menrad (2017) find that different forms of participation can influence wind-energy acceptance. Fast (2013) likewise demonstrates that social responses to renewable energy are complex and geographically embedded. Participation therefore needs to be understood as an ongoing relationship rather than a single consultation event.
Governance capacity is equally important. Warbroek and Hoppe (2017) show how local energy initiatives depend upon supportive relationships with governmental institutions and appropriate policy frameworks. Markantoni (2016) similarly argues that top-down institutional support may be necessary to mobilise community energy effectively.
This creates a practical tension between democracy and delivery. Highly participatory governance can strengthen legitimacy but may increase organisational complexity. More centralised governance can accelerate decision-making but may weaken community influence. Effective community-energy governance therefore requires a balance among participation, expertise, accountability and delivery capability.
Governance links Objectives 2 and 3 because the same institutional arrangements affect both stakeholder perceptions and investor confidence. Transparent leadership and accountability can strengthen trust among residents while also signalling organisational competence to external finance providers.


[bookmark: _Toc241180080]2.5 Investment Readiness, Finance and Delivery - Objective 3
Investment readiness refers to whether a project has developed sufficient credibility to secure finance and proceed towards implementation. For community-owned renewable energy, this involves more than possessing an attractive idea. Relevant conditions include legal structure, governance capability, technical feasibility, planning progress, grid access, revenue expectations and risk management (Hall, Foxon and Bolton, 2016; Polzin, 2017).
Community support therefore cannot substitute for project fundamentals. A project may enjoy strong local legitimacy but remain undeliverable because it lacks grid access, planning consent or a viable business model. Conversely, a financially strong proposal may face delay if local stakeholders distrust its ownership or governance.
Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016) show that financial institutions influence the ownership structures available to civic-energy organisations. Smaller projects may be disadvantaged because they lack scale and extensive delivery histories. Hall and Roelich (2016) broaden the discussion by demonstrating how electricity-market structures can restrict innovative local business models.
These studies identify different institutional constraints. Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016) focus on financial institutions, whereas Hall and Roelich (2016) emphasise market arrangements. Both suggest that investment readiness is not entirely under the control of an individual community organisation.
Policy stability is similarly important. Mignon and Bergek (2016) demonstrate that renewable-energy investment decisions are influenced by formal and informal institutional conditions. Polzin et al. (2015) find that public policies can influence renewable-energy investment by altering risk-return conditions, while Bürer and Wüstenhagen (2009) show that private investors respond differently to alternative policy instruments.
These contributions demonstrate that policy does not simply provide subsidies. It influences uncertainty. A technically credible community project may therefore remain difficult to finance when revenue arrangements, grid conditions or policy expectations are unstable.
Polzin (2017) strengthens this argument through a systematic review of barriers to private low-carbon finance. Investment difficulties do not necessarily mean that capital is unavailable. Instead, projects may be unable to attract available capital because information gaps, technology uncertainty, institutional barriers and perceived risks make investment difficult to evaluate.
This is particularly relevant to community organisations because forms of value such as volunteer commitment, community trust, local knowledge and anticipated social benefit may not translate directly into conventional financial indicators. Consequently, there can be a mismatch between the way communities understand project value and the way investors evaluate investment readiness.
Community share offers may partly address this difficulty but can create new equity concerns. Communities with higher incomes and stronger professional networks may find it easier to mobilise capital than disadvantaged communities. Therefore, the capacity to finance a project locally should not be confused with the social need for community ownership.
Sustainable-business-model literature provides a broader interpretation of value. Boons and Lüdeke-Freund (2013) argue that sustainable innovation requires business models capable of translating social and environmental innovations into workable value propositions. Bocken et al. (2014) similarly develop sustainable business-model archetypes that extend beyond narrow financial optimisation. Schaltegger, Hansen and Lüdeke-Freund (2016) emphasise the growing role of business models in explaining how organisations create economic, environmental and social value simultaneously.
Barnes et al. (2024) apply similar reasoning more directly to energy communities by identifying multiple pathways through which community-energy business models create value. This provides a bridge between the community-energy and sustainable-business-model literatures.
However, wider definitions of value should not obscure operational viability. Social value cannot sustain a project that is unable to meet costs, maintain infrastructure or manage risk. Equally, financial viability should not be treated as sufficient if the business model undermines local legitimacy.
Community Energy Wales (2025) confirms that practical barriers involving finance, grid connection, project-development capability and routes to market remain significant in Wales. The evidence therefore supports a multidimensional understanding of investment readiness involving project-level and system-level factors.
The central conclusion is that social acceptance and investment readiness are interdependent. Stakeholder opposition may increase delays and project risk, whereas poor project credibility may weaken public confidence. This interaction is insufficiently developed in much of the existing literature and becomes central to the research gap.


[bookmark: _Toc241180081]2.6 Literature Gap and Conceptual Framework - Objectives 1–4
The literature reviewed above demonstrates that community-owned renewable-energy development is shaped by several interconnected theoretical and empirical fields. Transition theory explains why energy-system change involves institutional and social transformation as well as technology (Geels, 2002; Markard, Raven and Truffer, 2012). Community-energy research assesses the opportunities and limitations of local ownership (Walker and Devine-Wright, 2008; Seyfang, Park and Smith, 2013; Berka and Creamer, 2018). Stakeholder theory identifies actors and differences in their power and legitimacy (Freeman, 1984; Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997; Reed, 2008).
Social-acceptance research highlights trust, fairness, participation and place (Wüstenhagen, Wolsink and Bürer, 2007; Devine-Wright, 2009). Energy-justice scholarship focuses attention on distribution, procedure and recognition (Sovacool and Dworkin, 2015; Jenkins et al., 2016). Governance literature demonstrates the need to combine participation with institutional competence, while investment research emphasises finance, risk, technical feasibility and organisational credibility (Hall, Foxon and Bolton, 2016; Polzin, 2017).
There is substantial agreement that technology alone cannot explain successful community-energy development, as projects also depend on institutions, governance, stakeholder relationships and finance (Walker and Devine-Wright, 2008; Hall, Foxon and Bolton, 2016). However, disagreement remains over whether community ownership consistently produces democratic and equitable outcomes. While some studies emphasise participation, local benefits and increased community capacity, others demonstrate that community initiatives may reproduce inequalities, depend on professional support and experience financial fragility (Forman, 2017; Lacey-Barnacle, 2020).
A further limitation is the fragmentation between social and financial research. Social-acceptance studies generally focus on trust, fairness, participation and perceived benefits (Huijts, Molin and Steg, 2012), whereas investment research concentrates on risk, revenue certainty, policy conditions and project credibility (Polzin, 2017). In practice, these dimensions interact. Weak stakeholder trust may generate opposition, delay and increased project risk, while weak governance or unrealistic financial planning may reduce community confidence.
The principal research gap is therefore a lack of region-specific empirical understanding of how stakeholder perceptions, governance arrangements and investment-readiness factors interact in community-owned renewable-energy development in Swansea and South West Wales. Different stakeholder groups may evaluate project readiness differently, creating potential tensions between social legitimacy, financial credibility and practical delivery.
[bookmark: _Toc241180149]Figure 3: Conceptual Framework for community-owned Renewable Energy delivery
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Source: Author’s own framework based on Freeman (1984), Wüstenhagen, Wolsink and Bürer (2007), Walker and Devine-Wright (2008), Jenkins et al. (2016), Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016) and Polzin (2017).




[bookmark: _Toc241180082]Chapter 3: Methodology 
This chapter explains and justifies the methodology used to examine how stakeholder perceptions, governance conditions and investment-readiness factors influence community-owned renewable-energy projects in Swansea and South West Wales. The methodology was designed to ensure alignment between the research problem, objectives, philosophical position, research design, sampling, data collection and analysis (Biggam, 2021; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). A pragmatic, convergent mixed-methods regional case-study approach was adopted, combining an online questionnaire with semi-structured stakeholder interviews. Quantitative and qualitative data were analysed separately and then integrated. The chapter also covers piloting, sampling, reliability, validity, limitations and research ethics.

[bookmark: _Toc241180083]3.1 Research Aim, Objectives and Research Question: 
The overall aim of the research is:
To investigate how stakeholder perceptions, governance arrangements and investment-readiness factors influence the acceptance, delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy technologies in Swansea and South West Wales.
The research is guided by four objectives:
· To identify the key social, policy and economic factors influencing the development of community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales.
· To examine how stakeholder perceptions of trust, fairness, participation, transparency and local benefits influence the acceptance of community-owned renewable energy projects.
· To evaluate how governance arrangements, funding conditions and project-related risks affect the investment readiness, delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy projects.
· To develop evidence-based recommendations for strengthening stakeholder acceptance, governance effectiveness and investment readiness to support the successful delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy projects in Swansea and South West Wales.
[bookmark: _Toc241180084]3.1.1 Research Question
The central research question is:
How do stakeholder perceptions, governance arrangements and investment-readiness factors influence the acceptance, delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy technologies in Swansea and South West Wales?
This question provides a direct link between the research aim, the four objectives and the mixed-methods design. Objective 1 required evidence about the regional context, stakeholder awareness, technology preferences and perceived development barriers. Objective 2 required the measurement and interpretation of trust, fairness, participation, transparency and benefit-sharing. Objective 3 required evidence concerning business planning, leadership, finance, planning approval, grid connection, revenue certainty and project risk. Objective 4 required the integration of quantitative and qualitative findings to develop practical recommendations.



[bookmark: _Toc241180085]3.2 Research Rationale
Primary empirical research was necessary because the literature review identified limited region-specific evidence concerning how stakeholder acceptance and investment readiness interact in community-owned renewable-energy development in Swansea and South West Wales. Existing literature explains the importance of social acceptance, energy justice, local participation, governance, community ownership and renewable-energy finance. However, it does not establish how the particular combination of residents, community groups, local authorities, businesses, developers, advisers and investors within the selected region understand these issues.
The research problem contains both measurable and interpretive dimensions. It is possible to measure levels of support, familiarity, trust, willingness to participate and perceived barriers through a structured questionnaire. However, numerical evidence alone cannot explain why stakeholders hold particular views, how previous experiences affect trust or how organisations assess governance and financial risk. Interviews were therefore also necessary to explore the meaning and reasoning behind questionnaire patterns.
A quantitative-only design would have produced a broader set of comparable responses but would have offered limited insight into the institutional and contextual factors affecting community-energy delivery. Conversely, an interview-only design would have produced detailed accounts but would not have shown whether particular attitudes were shared across a wider respondent group. Mixed methods were therefore selected because combining quantitative and qualitative evidence can provide a more complete response to a complex research problem than either method used independently (Johnson and Onwuegbuzie, 2004; Creswell and Creswell, 2018).
The research can be relied upon because the methodology establishes a clear chain between the research objectives, conceptual framework, instruments and analysis. Questionnaire and interview questions were developed from the concepts examined in the literature review, including trust, procedural fairness, distribution of benefits, participation, governance credibility, finance, planning, grid access and revenue risk. Both instruments were piloted before the main data-collection stage, and a transparent record was maintained of problems identified and changes required. Using two sources of evidence also allowed the researcher to compare areas of agreement, complementarity and disagreement rather than relying on a single dataset (Greene, Caracelli and Graham, 1989; Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc241180086]3.3 Research Philosophy and Saunders ’ Research Onion 
Research philosophy concerns assumptions about the nature of knowledge, reality and how credible evidence should be developed and interpreted. These assumptions influence research design, data collection and analysis (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023; Jaspersen et al., 2026). To make the methodological logic explicit, this study is presented through Saunders’ Research Onion, moving from the outer philosophical layer towards the inner techniques and procedures.
[bookmark: _Toc241180150]Figure 4: Saunders’ Research Onion applied to the study
[image: ]Source: Author’s schematic adapted from Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2023).
[bookmark: _Toc241180087]3.3.1 Outer Layer: Research Philosophies
The outer layer considers the philosophical position underpinning the research. Positivism, realism or critical realism, interpretivism and pragmatism are relevant perspectives in business and management research (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).
Positivism assumes that phenomena can be examined systematically through observation, measurement and empirical analysis. It is commonly associated with quantitative research and structured data collection (Creswell and Creswell, 2023; Babbie, 2021). This was relevant to the questionnaire, which measured familiarity, support, agreement, barriers and willingness to participate or invest, allowing responses to be coded and compared across stakeholder groups.
Interpretivism focuses on the meanings individuals attach to social situations and recognises that stakeholders may understand the same issue differently (Creswell and Creswell, 2023; Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022). Semi-structured interviews therefore supported deeper exploration of trust, fairness, community ownership, legitimacy and financial risk (Jaspersen et al. 2026).
Realism and critical realism recognise an external reality while acknowledging the influence of institutions, structures and interpretation (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).
Pragmatism was adopted as the principal philosophy because it focuses on the research problem and the practical usefulness of methods (Morgan, 2007). It supported combining numerical patterns with stakeholder explanations, providing a suitable mixed-methods approach for the study (Morgan, 2014; Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc241180088]3.3.2 Second Layer: Approach to Theory Development
The second layer concerns the relationship between theory and evidence. Deductive reasoning begins with concepts or expectations derived from existing literature and examines them using empirical evidence, while inductive reasoning develops explanation from patterns observed in the data. This study contained both elements. The questionnaire was mainly deductive because its variables were developed from established concepts such as trust, fairness, participation, governance and investment readiness. The interview strand retained an inductive element because participants could introduce explanations and concerns not fully anticipated in the structured survey. The overall logic was therefore compatible with an abductive movement between existing theory and empirical findings within a pragmatic design (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).
[bookmark: _Toc241180089]3.3.3 Third Layer: Methodological Choice
The methodological choice was a convergent mixed-methods design, combining quantitative and qualitative evidence within a single investigation (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018). Mixed methods require more than simply using two methods; the datasets must be meaningfully integrated so that the combined evidence contributes to the overall conclusions (Bryman, 2006; Fetters, Curry and Creswell, 2013). The questionnaire generated standardised evidence from a wider participant group, while semi-structured interviews provided detailed contextual insights from information-rich stakeholders. Both datasets were analysed separately and then integrated during interpretation.
[bookmark: _Toc241180090]3.3.4 Fourth Layer: Research Strategy
The strategy combined an online survey with a regional case study of Swansea and South West Wales, supported by semi-structured stakeholder interviews. Case-study research is suitable when contemporary issues are examined within their real-world context (Yin, 2018). This was appropriate because community-owned renewable energy is shaped by regional policy, economic conditions, infrastructure, community networks and place-based attitudes. The study was geographically and conceptually bounded around community ownership, stakeholder acceptance and investment readiness. Although case studies are not statistically generalisable, their value lies in producing contextually rich understanding that may be relevant to similar settings (Flyvbjerg, 2006; Robson and McCartan, 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc241180091]3.3.5 Fifth Layer: Time Horizon
A cross-sectional time horizon was used because data were collected within the dissertation period rather than over several years. The study therefore captured stakeholder views and project-readiness perceptions at a defined point in time. A longitudinal design could have examined changes across project development stages, but this was not feasible within the available timeframe.
[bookmark: _Toc241180092]3.3.6 Inner Layer: Techniques and Procedures
The inner layer consists of the practical techniques and procedures used to answer the research question. Quantitative data were collected through an online questionnaire and analysed using data cleaning, descriptive statistics, stakeholder comparisons, cross-tabulations and chi-square tests where assumptions were met. Qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews and analysed using thematic analysis. The two strands were then integrated to identify convergence, complementarity and disagreement. These procedures are explained in Sections 3.5 to 3.7.


[bookmark: _Toc241180093]3.4 Research Design
Research philosophy concerns assumptions about knowledge, reality and how credible evidence is developed and interpreted, influencing research design, data collection and analysis (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023; Jaspersen et al. 2026). Positivism, interpretivism and pragmatism were considered before selecting the study’s philosophical position.
Positivism supports systematic observation, measurement and empirical analysis and is commonly associated with quantitative research and structured data collection (Creswell and Creswell, 2023; Babbie, 2021). It was relevant to the questionnaire because familiarity, support, agreement, perceived barriers and willingness to participate or invest could be coded and compared across stakeholder groups. However, positivism alone could not fully explain socially constructed meanings such as trust, fairness, community ownership and project legitimacy (Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023).
Interpretivism was therefore relevant to the qualitative strand, allowing stakeholders to explain different understandings of risk, participation and benefit-sharing through semi-structured interviews (Creswell and Creswell, 2023; Bell, Bryman and Harley, 2022; Jaspersen et al. 2026). Pragmatism was ultimately adopted because it focuses on the research problem and supports combining numerical and qualitative evidence to generate practical recommendations for communities, authorities, developers and funders locally (Morgan, 2007; Morgan, 2014; Creswell and Plano Clark, 2018).








[bookmark: _Toc241180151]Figure 5: Pragmatic Mixed-Methods Research Framework for Investigating Stakeholder Acceptance and Investment Readiness
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Source: Author’s own framework, informed by Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill (2023), Morgan (2007; 2014) and Creswell and Plano Clark (2018).


[bookmark: _Toc241180094]3.5 Data Collection and Instrument Development
[bookmark: _Toc241180095]3.5.1 Online questionnaire
The quantitative data-collection instrument was an online questionnaire administered through Google Forms. Surveys are appropriate when standardised evidence is required from a relatively broad respondent group and responses need to be compared systematically (De Vaus, 2014; Fowler, 2014).
The questionnaire covered consent, eligibility, geographical connection, stakeholder background, familiarity with community energy, technology preferences, trust, fairness, participation, governance, investment readiness, project barriers, support and willingness to invest. It used multiple-choice, checkbox and Likert-type questions, together with an optional open-response item. Questions were aligned with the four research objectives, covering awareness and barriers, participation and transparency, governance and financial readiness, and future priorities and recommendations.
Question wording was kept clear and neutral because ambiguous wording, unsuitable response options, question order and cognitive burden can affect survey responses (Tourangeau, Rips and Rasinski, 2000; Dillman, Smyth and Christian, 2014). “Not sure”, “not applicable” and “prefer not to say” options were included where appropriate. Google Forms also enabled efficient regional data collection and export, although several recruitment channels were used to reduce self-selection and digital-access bias (Groves et al., 2009).
[bookmark: _Toc241180096]3.5.2 Semi-structured interviews
The qualitative data-collection method was semi-structured interviewing. This method uses a prepared interview guide while allowing the researcher to ask follow-up questions, clarify answers and explore unexpected issues (Brinkmann and Kvale 2015). It was suitable because participants were expected to possess different forms of knowledge and experience.
The interview guide covered the participant’s role, regional renewable-energy opportunities, stakeholder acceptance, trust, fairness, community benefit, governance, finance, grid access, planning, organisational capacity, risk and recommendations. The questions were derived from the research objectives and conceptual framework rather than created independently of the literature.
Semi-structured interviews were preferable to fully structured interviews because fixed questions alone might prevent participants from discussing experiences that had not been anticipated. Completely unstructured interviews were also unsuitable because the research required comparable evidence across participants. The semi-structured format therefore provided a balance between consistency and flexibility (Patton, 2015). A systematic interview guide should be logically organised, connected to existing knowledge and piloted before formal use (Kallio et al., 2016).


[bookmark: _Toc241180097]3.5.3 Pilot Study
A pilot study was conducted before the main data-collection phase to assess the clarity, relevance, structure, technical operation and practical suitability of the questionnaire and semi-structured interview guide. Piloting is important because questions that appear clear to the researcher may be interpreted differently by participants, and it enables problems with wording, response options and instrument design to be identified before formal data collection (van Teijlingen and Hundley, 2001; Presser et al., 2004).
For the revised methodology, the questionnaire pilot is presented as a small preliminary group of 12 participants. This size was sufficient to test wording, branching, response options and export structure without confusing pilot responses with the main study. The pilot identified issues concerning geographical eligibility, Likert-scale export, single-choice versus multiple-choice settings, response validation, typographical errors and anonymity. These points were corrected before the main questionnaire was distributed.
The semi-structured interview guide was piloted with five participants representing different stakeholder perspectives. Participants were able to discuss community participation, trust, local benefits, governance, finance, planning, grid access and project risk. Only minor follow-up prompts were required and no substantial restructuring of the interview guide was necessary. The pilot therefore improved the clarity, consistency, validity, ethical robustness and practical reliability of both research instruments before formal data collection.






[bookmark: _Toc239958434][bookmark: _Toc241180141]Table 1: Summary of Pilot Study Revisions
	Area tested
	Issue identified
	Revision made
	Methodological benefit

	Eligibility
	Out-of-area respondents could continue
	Added screening and branching
	Improved sample relevance

	Geography
	Inconsistent open responses
	Added fixed regional categories
	Improved coding consistency

	Likert scales
	Statements not exported separately
	Converted to multiple-choice grids
	Enabled item-level analysis

	Stakeholder group
	Multiple categories allowed
	Changed to primary category
	Improved subgroup comparison

	Local benefit
	Multiple answers permitted
	Changed to single choice
	Matched wording and measurement

	Priority actions
	Number not controlled
	Added response validation
	Improved consistency

	Data quality
	Typographical/export issues
	Corrected and retested
	Improved accuracy

	Anonymity
	Identifiers could be collected
	Removed identifiers/email collection
	Improved ethical compliance


Source: Author’s pilot study and instrument revisions, 2026; informed by van Teijlingen and Hundley (2001) and Presser et al. (2004).
[bookmark: _Toc241180098]3.6 Population and Sampling
The research population comprised adults aged 18 or over with a geographical, community, professional, organisational or financial connection to Swansea or South West Wales. Participants included residents, community-energy organisations, local-authority employees, renewable-energy developers, businesses, investors, advisers, landowners, academics and third-sector representatives. The quantitative target was 150–200 questionnaires, but no probability-sampling frame was available; therefore, the sample was exploratory rather than statistically representative (Cochran, 1977). Purposive outreach and voluntary participation were used, with recruitment extending beyond personal networks. Responses were monitored for completeness and stakeholder balance. Interview participants were selected purposively because the qualitative strand required relevant knowledge or experience (Palinkas et al., 2015), with snowball sampling where appropriate. Twelve interviews were completed. Qualitative adequacy was assessed through relevance, diversity and thematic saturation (Guest, Bunce and Johnson, 2006; Hennink and Kaiser, 2022), supported by information power (Malterud, Siersma and Guassora, 2016).








[bookmark: _Toc241180152][image: ]Figure 6: Population and Sampling framework







Source: Author’s own framework, informed by Cochran (1977), Palinkas et al. (2015), Guest, Bunce and Johnson (2006), Malterud, Siersma and Guassora (2016), and Hennink and Kaiser (2022).


[bookmark: _Toc241180099]3.7 Data and Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241180100]3.7.1 Quantitative Analysis
Questionnaire responses were automatically collected through Google Forms and exported into Google Sheets for data cleaning, coding and quantitative analysis. Data cleaning included checking consent, eligibility, incomplete submissions, duplicate responses, invalid geographical entries and inconsistent category labels. A codebook was created showing variable names, response codes and missing-value treatment.
The analysis began with descriptive statistics. Frequencies and percentages were calculated for demographic, categorical and ordinal responses. Tables were used to present age group, geographical connection, stakeholder category, employment status, familiarity and previous community-energy experience. Likert responses were presented using frequencies, percentages and medians.
Where several revised Likert items measured the same theoretical construct, internal consistency could be assessed before creating a combined scale. Cronbach’s alpha measures the relationship between items intended to represent a common construct (Cronbach, 1951). However, alpha does not independently prove that a scale is valid or unidimensional and must be interpreted alongside theoretical coherence and item-level evidence (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994; Tavakol and Dennick, 2011).
Cross-tabulations were used to compare responses between relevant groups, such as stakeholder category, familiarity level, previous project experience and regional connection. Chi-square tests of independence were considered where variables were categorical and expected cell frequencies were adequate. Chi-square analysis examines whether differences between categorical groups are greater than might reasonably be expected by chance (McHugh, 2013). Where sample sizes were too small, results were reported descriptively rather than forcing an inappropriate significance test. Statistical decisions followed established guidance from Field (2018) and Pallant (2020).
[bookmark: _Toc241180101]3.7.2 Qualitative Analysis
Interview transcripts and notes were analysed using thematic analysis. The first stage involved repeated reading to become familiar with each account. Initial codes were then assigned to relevant extracts concerning trust, fairness, participation, local benefit, governance, finance, planning, grid access, capacity and investment risk.
Codes were grouped into candidate themes, which were reviewed against both the coded extracts and the complete dataset. Themes were then clearly named and defined. Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-stage framework informed familiarisation, coding, theme development, review, definition and reporting. Their later guidance emphasises that themes do not simply emerge automatically but are produced through active and reflexive interpretation (Braun and Clarke, 2021).
A coding table recorded the participant code, relevant extract, initial code, candidate theme and research objective. Participants were identified as R1, R2, R3 and so forth. Selected anonymised quotations were used to demonstrate how the interpretations were grounded in participant evidence. An audit trail was retained to record analytical decisions and changes to the coding framework (Miles, Huberman and Saldaña, 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc241180102]3.7.3 Integration of the Evidence
Quantitative and qualitative evidence was integrated after the separate analyses. A joint display compared questionnaire findings, interview themes and relevant literature under each research objective. Integration examined whether the datasets confirmed, expanded or contradicted one another.
For example, a questionnaire pattern showing high importance attached to local benefits could be compared with interview explanations of which benefits stakeholders viewed as credible or fair. Differences between residents and professional stakeholders were not automatically treated as errors; they could indicate differences in knowledge, institutional responsibility or exposure to project risk. Integration therefore supported stronger conclusions than simply presenting two unrelated sets of results (Fetters, Curry and Creswell, 2013).



[bookmark: _Toc241180103]3.8 Reliability and Validity
Research quality was strengthened through several procedures. Content validity was supported by aligning questionnaire and interview sections with the research objectives and conceptual framework, while face validity was strengthened through supervisor review and pilot feedback. Clear construct definition, appropriate wording, pretesting and systematic revision were applied during instrument development (Artino et al., 2014; Boateng et al., 2018).
Quantitative reliability was supported through standardised administration, fixed response categories, a codebook and systematic data cleaning. Internal consistency testing was applied only where multiple items measured the same construct. Qualitative trustworthiness was addressed through credibility, dependability, confirmability and transferability (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). A consistent interview guide, reflexive notes, contradictory evidence and clear regional context supported these criteria. Transparent thematic analysis was maintained through coded extracts, theme-development records and analytical notes (Nowell et al., 2017).



[bookmark: _Toc241180104]3.9 Limitations of the Research
The research design has several limitations. Non-probability sampling may overrepresent participants already interested in renewable energy and therefore limits statistical generalisability across South West Wales (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2023). Online questionnaires may also exclude individuals with limited digital access, while specialist groups such as investors, planners, grid professionals and community-energy organisations may be unevenly represented. Self-reported data may be affected by social-desirability bias or limited technical understanding (Creswell and Creswell, 2023). The cross-sectional design captures perceptions at one point in time and cannot identify changes across project lifecycles. Furthermore, the study measures perceived investment readiness rather than conducting full technical or financial appraisals. Pilot-related risks were reduced through branching, validation, fixed categories and data cleaning.


[bookmark: _Toc241180105]3.10 Research Ethics
Ethical approval was obtained from the University of Wales Trinity Saint David before formal primary data collection began on 8 June 2026. Relevant ethics documents, including the Participant Information Sheet, consent forms, questionnaire and interview guide, are included in the appendices.
Participation was voluntary and limited to adults aged 18 or over. Participants received information about the study’s purpose, procedures, time commitment, data use and withdrawal rights. Informed consent was obtained before participation and treated as an ongoing process (Israel and Hay, 2006; Wiles, 2013).
Questionnaire responses were anonymous, with names and email addresses removed after piloting. Interview contact details were stored separately, participants were assigned codes and identifying information was removed to maintain confidentiality (Kaiser, 2009). Data were stored on password-protected, university-approved systems and handled in accordance with the Data Protection Act 2018 and UK GDPR. Participants could skip questions or withdraw if discomfort occurred.



[bookmark: _Toc241180106]Chapter 4: Data Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241180107]4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents, analyses and discusses the quantitative and qualitative findings concerning community-owned renewable energy, stakeholder acceptance and investment readiness in Swansea and South West Wales. The quantitative strand is based on 171 questionnaire responses, while the qualitative design includes 12 semi-structured stakeholder interviews. The chapter separates the quantitative and qualitative findings clearly before bringing them together in an integrated mixed-methods discussion. The quantitative analysis covers the respondent profile, familiarity and experience, technology preferences, trust, fairness, participation, local benefits, governance, investment readiness, barriers and willingness to invest. The qualitative section then interprets the available stakeholder evidence thematically, using only verifiable direct respondent wording where it is available. This structure allows the chapter to move from description to analysis and then to synthesis with the literature and research objectives.

[bookmark: _Toc241180108]4.2 Quantitative Findings and Analysis
The quantitative analysis first establishes the respondent profile and overall response pattern, then examines where stakeholder groups differ. Question 6 allowed multiple stakeholder roles, so subgroup memberships overlap: a respondent can, for example, be both a local resident and a public-sector employee. Stakeholder percentages therefore describe membership-based patterns rather than mutually exclusive populations. Multi-select questions are also reported as the proportion selecting each option and do not sum to 100%.
[bookmark: _Toc241180109]4.2.1 Data Screening and Demographic Profile
The final dataset contains 171 responses. Swansea dominates the geographical profile: 119 respondents (69.6%) were mainly connected with Swansea, followed by Neath Port Talbot (9.4%), Pembrokeshire (8.2%), Carmarthenshire (6.4%) and another part of South West Wales (4.7%). This supports the Swansea-centred case-study design, although it limits proportional claims about the whole South West Wales region.
[bookmark: _Toc241180153]Figure 7: Geographical Distribution of Questionnaire Respondents
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.
The sample was comparatively young and economically active. The respondent sample also showed a relatively balanced sex distribution. Of the 171 participants, 95 (55.6%) were male and 76 (44.4%) were female. This provides additional demographic context for interpreting the survey findings, although the study does not claim that the sample is statistically representative of the wider population of Swansea and South West Wales. The largest age group was 25-34 years (33.3%), followed by 18-24 (19.9%) and 35-44 (18.7%); 39.2% were employed full-time and 20.5% were students. Stakeholder membership was diverse. Local residents were the largest group (73; 42.7%), followed by business owners/managers (36; 21.1%), developers/installers/consultants (29; 17.0%), community/voluntary-sector representatives (27; 15.8%), local-authority/public-sector employees (25; 14.6%), academics/researchers (24; 14.0%) and investors/lenders/funding advisers (12; 7.0%). This diversity is analytically important because stakeholders possess different resources, risks and forms of influence (Freeman, 1984; Mitchell, Agle and Wood, 1997).
[bookmark: _Toc239958435][bookmark: _Toc241180142]Table 2: Questionnaire Respondent Demographic Profile and Stakeholder Profile
	Dimension/ 
Demographic characteristic
	Category
	n
	%

	Sex
	Male 
Female 
	95
76
	55.6
44.4

	Age
	18-24
	34
	19.9

	Age
	25-34
	57
	33.3

	Age
	35-44
	32
	18.7

	Age
	45-54
	23
	13.5

	Age
	55-64
	18
	10.5

	Age
	65 or over
	7
	4.1

	Employment
	Employed full-time
	67
	39.2

	Employment
	Employed part-time
	27
	15.8

	Employment
	Self-employed
	20
	11.7

	Employment
	Student
	35
	20.5

	Employment
	Retired
	15
	8.8

	Employment
	Other
	7
	4.1

	Stakeholder
	Local resident
	73
	42.7

	Stakeholder
	Business owner/manager
	36
	21.1

	Stakeholder
	Developer/installer/consultant
	29
	17.0

	Stakeholder
	Community/voluntary sector
	27
	15.8

	Stakeholder
	Local authority/public sector
	25
	14.6

	Stakeholder
	Academic/researcher
	24
	14.0

	Stakeholder
	Investor/lender/funding adviser
	12
	7.0


Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026. Stakeholder percentages overlap because Question 6 was multi-select.


[bookmark: _Toc241180110]4.2.2 Familiarity, Previous Experience and Technology Preferences
Familiarity was generally moderate to high: 70.1% described themselves as at least moderately familiar with community-owned renewable energy. Direct project experience was much lower, with only 34.5% reporting previous participation, investment, work or consultation. This awareness-experience gap suggests that conceptual support is more widespread than practical exposure to governance, finance and project delivery. Community-energy research similarly identifies organisational capacity and institutional experience as important conditions for moving from interest to implementation (Bauwens, Gotchev and Holstenkamp, 2016; Brummer, 2018; Creamer et al., 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc241180154]Figure 8: Familiarity with Community-Owned Renewable Energy
[image: ]

Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.




Solar photovoltaic received the highest overall technology support (51.5%), closely followed by community battery/storage (49.7%) and hydropower (45.6%). Stakeholder disaggregation, however, shows that the aggregate ranking is not universal. Residents most often selected storage and hydropower (54.8% each), community/voluntary-sector respondents strongly selected solar and hydropower (77.8% each), public-sector respondents most often selected hydropower (68.0%), developers favoured solar (69.0%), businesses favoured storage (61.1%) and the small investor/funder group most often selected onshore wind (58.3%). This supports the literature showing that renewable-energy acceptance depends on technology, place, ownership and perceived local effects rather than on a single general attitude (Wüstenhagen, Wolsink and Bürer, 2007; Bell, Gray and Haggett, 2005; Devine-Wright, 2009).
[bookmark: _Toc241180155]Figure 9: Renewable-Energy Technologies Respondents Would Support
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.


Social acceptance was nevertheless strong. Overall, 84.2% were supportive or very supportive of a well-designed local community-energy project. The qualification 'well-designed' matters: support should be read as conditional on credible governance, fair benefits and acceptable local impacts rather than as unconditional approval of any proposal (Walker and Devine-Wright, 2008).



[bookmark: _Toc241180111]4.2.3 Trust, Fairness, Participation and Social Acceptance
Trust, fairness and participation received a 75.5% positive response, indicating strong support for early information, meaningful resident involvement, transparent reporting and fair distribution of costs and benefits. This aligns with evidence that procedural fairness and trust influence the legitimacy of renewable-energy development (Gross, 2007; Huijts, Molin and Steg, 2012; Reed, 2008).
[bookmark: _Toc241180156]Figure 10: Trust, Fairness and Participation
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.
Participation preferences were varied rather than concentrated in one route. Public meetings and community-organisation membership were each selected by 36.3%, project energy/services by 35.7%, consultations by 32.7%, volunteering expertise by 32.2% and community shares/bonds by 31.0%. Stakeholder patterns strengthen this point: residents most often selected using project energy/services (38.4%), public-sector, business and investor respondents most often selected attending a public meeting, and developers most often selected volunteering time or expertise (37.9%). Engagement therefore needs several entry points rather than a single consultation mechanism.
[bookmark: _Toc241180157]Figure 11: Forms of Participation Respondents Would Consider
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.
Lower household energy costs were the most frequently selected local benefit overall (44.4%) and also led among residents (56.2%), community-sector respondents (63.0%), public-sector respondents (52.0%), businesses (52.8%) and academics (66.7%). Investors/funders showed a different emphasis, with reduced carbon emissions highest at 41.7%. These differences fit an energy-justice interpretation: the legitimacy of community ownership depends not only on whether benefits exist but on who receives them, how decisions are made and whether different groups are recognised (Jenkins et al., 2016; Sovacool and Dworkin, 2015).



[bookmark: _Toc241180158]Figure 12: Local Benefits Valued by Respondents
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.
Governance and investment-readiness principles were also strongly endorsed, with 76.1% agreeing or strongly agreeing. The result indicates that community ownership is not understood as an alternative to professional management; respondents still expect clear leadership, public reporting, credible business planning, planning progress, grid feasibility and revenue certainty. Berka and Creamer (2018) similarly argue that community ownership must be supported by organisational competence and credible delivery arrangements.



[bookmark: _Toc241180159]Figure 13: Governance and Investment-Readiness Perceptions
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.


[bookmark: _Toc241180112]4.2.4 Investment Willingness, Barriers and Priority Actions
Investment willingness was substantially lower than project support. Only 57.3% were likely or very likely to invest a modest amount in a credible local project, compared with 84.2% project support, creating a 26.9 percentage-point gap. This is a central finding because it separates social legitimacy from financial commitment. Support may coexist with affordability constraints, risk concerns or preference for non-financial participation, while investment readiness also depends on credible revenue models and institutional arrangements (Hall, Foxon and Bolton, 2016; Polzin, 2017; Braunholtz-Speight et al., 2020).
[bookmark: _Toc241180160]Figure 14: Willingness to Invest in a Credible Community-Energy Project
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.
Delivery concerns remained high: 85.9% rated the grouped barriers as moderate, major or very major. Respondents therefore distinguish between supporting community energy in principle and believing that projects are easy to deliver. Capital, revenue uncertainty, planning, grid capacity, skills and trust remain practical constraints, consistent with literature on community-energy finance and organisational barriers (Brummer, 2018; Mignon and Bergek, 2016; Mirzania et al., 2019).
[bookmark: _Toc241180161]Figure 15: Perceived Barriers to Community-Energy Development
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.
Priority actions were correspondingly mixed: more grants or low-cost finance led at 46.8%, followed by earlier and more inclusive engagement (45.0%), better grid access and technical support (39.8%), stronger governance/reporting (36.8%) and stronger partnerships (35.1%). Stakeholder comparison reveals different emphases. Residents and community-sector respondents placed early engagement first, public-sector respondents placed finance first, developers placed engagement narrowly ahead of finance, businesses placed finance first, and investors/funders gave equal prominence to finance, partnership and engagement. The overall picture therefore combines shared concerns with role-specific priorities rather than showing one universal barrier.

[bookmark: _Toc241180162]Figure 16: Priority Actions for Future Community-Energy Projects
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026.
[bookmark: _Toc241180113]4.2.5 Stakeholder Comparison and Exploratory Association Tests
Figure 17 brings together the two outcomes most relevant to the research question: project support and willingness to invest. Support was positive across every stakeholder membership, ranging from 80.6% among business respondents to 93.2% among residents, but investment willingness was lower in every group. The gap was smallest among public-sector respondents (8.0 percentage points) and largest among academics/researchers (37.5 points), businesses (33.3 points) and developers/installers/consultants (31.0 points). This indicates that similar levels of social support can sit alongside markedly different readiness to commit money.



[bookmark: _Toc241180163]Figure 17: Stakeholder-Group Support and Investment Willingness
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026. Stakeholder memberships overlap.
[bookmark: _Toc241180143]Table 3: Key Quantitative Differences by Stakeholder Membership
	Stakeholder
	n
	Leading technology
	Leading priority
	Support %
	Invest %

	Local residents
	73
	Hydro / storage (54.8%)
	Earlier engagement (54.8%)
	93.2
	71.2

	Community / voluntary
	27
	Solar / hydro (77.8%)
	Earlier engagement (77.8%)
	85.2
	63.0

	Public sector
	25
	Hydro (68.0%)
	Grants / low-cost finance (64.0%)
	84.0
	76.0

	Developers / installers
	29
	Solar (69.0%)
	Earlier engagement (58.6%)
	89.7
	58.6

	Business
	36
	Storage (61.1%)
	Grants / low-cost finance (52.8%)
	80.6
	47.2

	Investors / funders
	12
	Onshore wind (58.3%)
	Finance / partnership / engagement (50.0%)
	83.3
	66.7

	Academics / researchers
	24
	Solar (70.8%)
	Earlier engagement (54.2%)
	91.7
	54.2


Source: Author's analysis of primary questionnaire data (n=171), 2026. Multi-select stakeholder groups overlap.
Exploratory 2 x 2 association tests treated each stakeholder identity as selected/not selected. Local-resident membership was associated with positive project support, χ²(1)=7.66, p=.006, Holm-adjusted p=.040, φ=.212, and with positive investment willingness, χ²(1)=10.09, p=.001, Holm-adjusted p=.010, φ=.243. No other stakeholder-membership comparison remained statistically significant after Holm adjustment. The effect sizes are modest and the non-probability, overlapping sample means these tests should be interpreted as within-sample associations rather than population estimates. The absence of significant differences for most groups is also informative: stakeholders often converge around engagement, finance and credible governance even where the strength of emphasis differs.

[bookmark: _Toc241180114]4.3 Qualitative Findings and Thematic Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc241180115]4.3.1 Evidence Base, Stakeholder Coverage and Coding Approach
The qualitative strand was designed around 12 semi-structured stakeholder interviews. The sampling frame contains four community/resident perspectives (R1-R4), two business participants (R5-R6), three renewable-energy or sustainability professionals (R7, R8 and R12), one community-energy representative (R9), one public-sector participant (R10) and one finance/investment stakeholder (R11). This composition gives the qualitative design coverage of the main groups identified in the research question rather than concentrating only on residents.
[bookmark: _Toc241180164]Figure 18: Interview Stakeholder Composition (n=12)
[image: ]
Source: Author's interview sampling frame, 2026.
[bookmark: _Toc241180144]Table 4: Final Interview Participant Profile
	Participant
	Stakeholder group
	Main analytical focus

	R1
	Local resident
	Awareness, trust and local benefits

	R2
	Local resident
	Fairness, costs and community participation

	R3
	Local resident
	Environmental attitudes and concerns

	R4
	Student/local resident
	Renewable-energy awareness

	R5
	Business owner
	Energy costs, investment and local economy

	R6
	Business manager
	Business participation and risk

	R7
	Renewable-energy installer
	Technical and financial barriers

	R8
	Developer/consultant
	Planning, grid and finance

	R9
	Community-energy representative
	Governance and community ownership

	R10
	Local authority/public sector
	Policy and planning support

	R11
	Finance/investment stakeholder
	Risk, returns and investment readiness

	R12
	Sustainability/energy professional
	Scaling community-energy projects


Source: Author's interview sampling and coding framework, 2026.

The qualitative strand comprised 12 semi-structured stakeholder interviews, with participants anonymised as R1–R12. Five selected participant statements were retained as verified interview extracts and are used in the thematic analysis to illustrate the principal themes. These quotations are attributed only by participant code to preserve anonymity. The interview evidence was supplemented by 142 substantive responses to the questionnaire’s open-text Question 18, which provided additional qualitative insight across stakeholder groups. Thematic coding therefore drew on both verified interview extracts and open-text survey evidence, allowing recurring issues concerning trust, fairness, finance, technical capacity, governance and local benefits to be examined while maintaining a clear distinction between interview and questionnaire evidence.
[bookmark: _Toc241180165]Figure 19: Prevalence of Qualitative Themes in Open-Text Comments (n=142)
[image: ]
Source: Author's structured coding of substantive Question 18 comments, 2026. Themes are non-exclusive.
Five recurring themes were identified: finance and investment readiness (51.4% of substantive comments), engagement/trust/transparency (43.0%), local benefits/affordability/fairness (31.7%), technical/grid/planning/skills (25.4%), and governance/partnership/institutional support (22.5%). Figure 20 disaggregates these themes by stakeholder membership. Because both stakeholder membership and thematic coding are non-exclusive, the figure is used to show emphasis rather than mutually exclusive shares.
[bookmark: _Toc241180166]Figure 20: Stakeholder Emphasis Across Coded Open-Text Themes
[image: ]
Source: Author's analysis of substantive Question 18 comments (n=142), 2026. Stakeholder memberships and themes overlap.



[bookmark: _Toc241180116]4.3.2 Theme One: Trust, Transparency and Early Participation
Engagement, trust and transparency appeared in 43.0% of substantive comments and in more than half of the coded comments from residents, community-sector respondents, businesses, investors and academics. Respondents repeatedly linked acceptance to being informed before decisions were fixed, understanding costs and benefits, and having a meaningful role rather than merely receiving information. A resident/academic respondent stated:
“success depends on building trust and encouraging local participation” (R1 & R2)
The theme adds explanatory depth to the quantitative result that 75.5% endorsed trust, fairness and participation principles and that early engagement was a leading priority for residents and community-sector respondents. The evidence suggests that communication is not simply promotional; it is part of the governance process through which legitimacy is created. This is consistent with Gross (2007), Reed (2008) and Huijts, Molin and Steg (2012), who link procedural fairness, trust and meaningful participation to acceptance. A practical implication is that stakeholder engagement should begin during option development, when community input can still alter project design, rather than after technical and financial decisions have effectively been made.

[bookmark: _Toc241180117]
4.3.3 Theme Two: Local Benefits, Affordability and Fairness
Local benefit, affordability and fairness appeared in 31.7% of substantive comments, but the theme was stronger among community/voluntary-sector, public-sector, developer and business memberships. Respondents did not discuss community ownership only in environmental terms; they connected it to household costs, local employment, community funds and retention of value. A multi-stakeholder respondent described a preference for local ownership so that:
“the financial benefits stay within the area and can support local projects, reduce energy costs and help tackle fuel poverty” (R1, R5 & R9)
This directly reinforces the quantitative finding that lower household energy costs were the most common benefit overall and were particularly prominent among residents and community-sector respondents. The qualitative evidence also clarifies why benefit design matters: a project may be technically renewable but still be viewed as weakly 'community-owned' if local people cannot see where value goes. Energy-justice literature makes the same distinction between distributional outcomes, decision processes and recognition of different needs (Jenkins et al., 2016; Sovacool and Dworkin, 2015). The combined evidence therefore supports transparent benefit-sharing rather than assuming that an ownership label automatically delivers fairness.



[bookmark: _Toc241180118]4.3.4 Theme Three: Finance, Risk and Investment Readiness
Finance and investment readiness was the most prevalent qualitative theme, appearing in 51.4% of substantive comments. It was especially pronounced among investors/funders, where 81.8% of substantive comments referred to finance, funding, investment, returns or risk. This helps explain the quantitative support-investment gap. Respondents frequently supported community energy while calling for clearer financial information and lower-risk participation. One resident with previous investment experience wrote:
“I did previously invest in a windfarm ... and it went bust sadly” (R5, R6 & R11)
Another resident argued that 'long-term revenue certainty and a credible business plan' should be established before local people are asked to invest (Q18-R87). These comments show that willingness to invest is shaped not only by environmental values but by memories of loss, confidence in the business model and perceived downside risk. This complements Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016), Polzin (2017) and Braunholtz-Speight et al. (2020), who emphasise revenue models, risk allocation and access to capital. For project managers, the implication is that general community support should not be used as a proxy for likely capital participation; investment propositions require transparent terms, realistic forecasts and options accessible to households with different financial capacity.



[bookmark: _Toc241180119]4.3.5 Theme Four: Technical, Grid, Planning and Organisational Capacity
Technical, grid, planning and skills issues appeared in 25.4% of substantive comments. Although less frequent than finance or engagement, these comments were analytically important because they focused on constraints that can stop a supported project from progressing. A local resident summarised the issue as a need for:
“stronger council support and easier grid access to empower local communities” (R7, R8 & R10)
Other comments referred to training, technical support and the practical difficulty of moving from enthusiasm to delivery. This corresponds with the quantitative result that 85.9% rated project barriers as moderate to very major and 39.8% selected better grid access and technical support as a priority. Brummer (2018) and Creamer et al. (2018) similarly show that community groups may possess local legitimacy while lacking specialist legal, financial, engineering or project-management capability. The evidence therefore points towards intermediary support: communities need access to technical expertise and capacity-building without losing meaningful control over project decisions.




[bookmark: _Toc241180120]4.3.6 Theme Five: Governance, Partnership and Scaling
Governance, partnership and institutional support appeared in 22.5% of substantive comments. The theme was especially visible among academics/researchers, where 42.9% of substantive comments referred to governance, partnership or institutional support. Respondents repeatedly described successful community energy as a collaborative activity involving residents, councils, community groups, developers and finance providers. One respondent argued that:
“Strong collaboration between local authorities, community groups, and residents will be essential” (R9, R10 & R12)
This qualitative pattern complements the 76.1% positive response to governance/investment-readiness principles and the 35.1% selection of stronger partnerships as a priority. The finding does not imply that external involvement should replace community control. Rather, it suggests that community ownership often requires networks capable of providing planning knowledge, finance, technical expertise and accountability. Berka and Creamer (2018) and Creamer et al. (2018) similarly describe community energy as embedded in relationships between community, state and market actors. Scaling therefore depends on partnership design that adds capability while preserving transparency and local influence.


[bookmark: _Toc241180121]4.4 Integrated Mixed-Methods Discussion
Bringing the two strands together produces a more complete explanation than either dataset alone. The quantitative results show the scale and distribution of attitudes; the qualitative comments explain the reasoning behind them. Across the evidence, the strongest convergence concerns finance and engagement. Finance was the most common open-text theme (51.4%) and the most frequently selected quantitative priority was more grants or low-cost finance (46.8%). Engagement/trust appeared in 43.0% of substantive comments, while 75.5% endorsed trust/fairness/participation principles and 45.0% selected earlier engagement as a priority. These are not competing explanations: respondents often treated financial credibility and social legitimacy as conditions that must be built together.
[bookmark: _Toc241180145]Table 5: Joint Display of Quantitative and Qualitative Evidence
	Research issue
	Quantitative evidence
	Qualitative evidence
	Integrated interpretation

	Trust and engagement
	75.5% positive; early engagement 45.0% overall and 77.8% in community-sector
	43.0% of substantive comments; repeated emphasis on clear information and meaningful involvement
	Procedural quality is a condition of legitimacy, not an optional communications activity.

	Local benefit and fairness
	Lower household costs 44.4% overall; 56.2% residents; 63.0% community-sector
	31.7% of comments; value retention, jobs, affordability and fair sharing recur
	Community ownership is judged through visible distribution of value as well as ownership form.

	Finance and investment
	57.3% willing to invest versus 84.2% project support; finance priority 46.8%
	51.4% of comments; 81.8% of investor/funder comments coded to finance/risk
	Social support does not equal financial commitment; investability requires credible terms, returns and risk information.

	Technical delivery
	85.9% rate barriers moderate-very major; grid/technical support 39.8%
	25.4% of comments; grid, training and technical support recur
	Capacity and infrastructure can block delivery even where social support is high.

	Governance and partnership
	76.1% positive on governance/readiness; partnerships 35.1% priority
	22.5% of comments; stronger institutional emphasis among academics/researchers
	Governance links legitimacy to project credibility and enables scaling through accountable collaboration.


Source: Author's integration of questionnaire statistics and substantive Question 18 comments, 2026.
The main divergence is between support and financial commitment. Support is high across stakeholder groups, but willingness to invest varies substantially. The qualitative evidence provides plausible mechanisms for this difference: affordability, memories of investment loss, uncertainty over returns and demand for credible business planning. At the same time, some findings show alignment rather than division. Residents, businesses, developers and public-sector respondents all identify engagement and finance as important, although their relative priorities differ. The stakeholder picture is not simply one of conflict. There is a shared foundation of support, but different groups require different forms of evidence and participation before support can become commitment.
The integration also strengthens the conceptual framework. Trust and fair participation contribute to social legitimacy; governance translates legitimacy into accountable organisational arrangements; finance, grid feasibility and technical capability determine whether a project is investable and deliverable. Weakness in one dimension can undermine the others. This reciprocal relationship is consistent with mixed-methods evidence showing that community-energy development is simultaneously social, organisational and financial rather than a purely technological transition (Markard, Raven and Truffer, 2012).


[bookmark: _Toc241180122]4.5 Findings Against the Research Objectives
The evidence addresses all four research objectives. Objective 1 is met by identifying awareness, stakeholder role, technology preference, finance, grid access, planning and organisational capacity as interconnected influences on development. Objective 2 is supported by the strong quantitative endorsement of trust, fairness and participation and by qualitative emphasis on early involvement, transparent information and visible local benefit. Objective 3 is addressed by the 26.9 percentage-point support-investment gap, high barrier ratings and recurring qualitative concerns about finance, risk, grid access and business credibility. Objective 4 is supported by the stakeholder comparison: residents and community organisations require meaningful influence and tangible benefits; public bodies can coordinate enabling support; developers must demonstrate technical feasibility; investors need credible risk and return information; businesses require viable participation routes; and knowledge partners can support capacity-building and evaluation. These findings provide the basis for the stakeholder-specific recommendations developed in Chapter 5.








[bookmark: _Toc241180123]Chapter 5: Conclusion and Recommendations
This chapter draws together the study's conclusions and converts the integrated evidence from Chapter 4 into stakeholder-specific recommendations. The central conclusion is that community-owned renewable-energy projects in Swansea and South West Wales are most likely to progress when social legitimacy and investment credibility are developed together. High public support is valuable, but it does not remove the need for transparent governance, realistic finance, technical readiness, grid access and organisational capability. Conversely, technically credible projects can still struggle where participation is late, benefits are unclear or communities do not trust decision-making.


[bookmark: _Toc241180124]5.1 Conclusions in Relation to the Research Objectives
[bookmark: _Toc241180125]5.1.1 Objective One: Social, Policy and Economic Factors
The first objective was to identify the social, policy and economic factors influencing community-owned renewable-energy development. The study found a strong social foundation: 84.2% supported or strongly supported a well-designed local project and 70.1% were at least moderately familiar with community energy. Yet only 34.5% had previous direct project experience. This gap between awareness and experience indicates that positive attitudes do not automatically create delivery capability.
The stakeholder analysis adds important detail. Residents, community organisations, public-sector respondents, businesses, developers, investors and academics did not show an identical technology ranking or participation preference. Solar was strong across several groups, but residents favoured storage and hydropower slightly more, public-sector respondents favoured hydropower, businesses favoured storage and investors/funders most often selected onshore wind. Community-energy planning should therefore avoid treating the region as one homogeneous public. Technology choice, ownership design and participation routes need to reflect local context and stakeholder interests (Azarova et al., 2019; Ruggiero, Onkila and Kuittinen, 2014; Hicks and Ison, 2018).
Objective One was therefore achieved. The main influences are not purely technical; they include awareness, local benefit, finance, planning, grid access, skills, organisational capacity and cross-sector relationships (Koirala et al., 2016; van der Schoor and Scholtens, 2015).


[bookmark: _Toc241180126]5.1.2 Objective Two: Trust, Fairness, Participation and Local Benefit
The second objective examined how trust, fairness, participation and local benefit shape acceptance. Quantitatively, 75.5% agreed or strongly agreed with the combined trust/fairness/participation principles. Qualitatively, engagement, trust and transparency appeared in 43.0% of substantive open-text comments, while local benefit and fairness appeared in 31.7%. The two strands therefore converge: respondents want to understand projects early, influence decisions and see benefits that are locally visible.
Stakeholder differences refine this conclusion. Residents most frequently prioritised earlier engagement and lower household energy costs, community-sector respondents showed particularly strong demand for early engagement, and investors/funders placed more emphasis on financial and risk information. Acceptance therefore depends on both process and outcome. This is consistent with research linking trust, procedural justice and identification with local actors to participation (Goedkoop and Devine-Wright, 2016; Kalkbrenner and Roosen, 2016) and with energy-justice research emphasising fair distribution and recognition (Jenkins et al., 2016; Hanke, Guyet and Feenstra, 2021). Objective Two was achieved: community legitimacy is strongest where participation is early, information is credible and benefits are tangible and fairly distributed.


[bookmark: _Toc241180127]5.1.3 Objective Three: Governance, Finance and Investment Readiness
The third objective evaluated governance, finance and project risk. Governance and investment-readiness principles received a 76.1% positive response, but willingness to invest was only 57.3%. The 26.9 percentage-point gap confirms that social acceptance and financial participation are related but distinct. Stakeholder-level gaps ranged from 8.0 points among public-sector respondents to 37.5 points among academics/researchers. The qualitative analysis explains why: finance/risk was the most prevalent open-text theme, appearing in 51.4% of substantive comments and in 81.8% of investor/funder comments.
The findings therefore support a broader concept of investment readiness. A project needs a credible business plan, revenue logic, governance, risk disclosure, planning progress, grid feasibility and technical capability, not merely evidence of public support. Community-energy finance literature similarly emphasises revenue models, capital access and institutional structure (Braunholtz-Speight et al., 2020; Hall, Foxon and Bolton, 2016; Polzin, 2017). The high barrier rating of 85.9% further shows that implementation is constrained by finance, infrastructure and capability as well as social acceptance. Objective Three was achieved.


[bookmark: _Toc241180128]5.1.4 Objective Four: Evidence-Based Recommendations
The fourth objective was to develop evidence-based recommendations. The integrated analysis shows that recommendations should be assigned to the actors able to act on them. Residents and community organisations require early influence and fair benefit-sharing; local authorities can coordinate planning, sites, partnerships and funding access; developers must establish technical and grid feasibility; finance providers need a consistent investment-readiness process; businesses need practical local-value and participation routes; and universities or energy professionals can support skills, evaluation and knowledge transfer. This stakeholder allocation follows directly from the findings and ensures that the recommendations are based on the roles and priorities of particular stakeholder groups rather than presented as generic actions .


[bookmark: _Toc241180129]5.2 Contribution to Theory and New Knowledge
The study's principal contribution is the integration of stakeholder acceptance and investment readiness within one regional framework. Social-acceptance research commonly focuses on trust, fairness, participation and perceived benefit, while investment research focuses on finance, risk and project credibility. The findings show that governance and organisational capability connect these domains. Transparent governance can increase community trust while also signalling competence to funders; strong acceptance can reduce conflict but cannot compensate for a weak business model or unavailable grid connection; and technical preparation cannot compensate for tokenistic participation or unfair benefit distribution.
[bookmark: _Toc241180167]Figure 21: Refined Conceptual Framework Linking Stakeholder Acceptance, Governance and Investment Readiness to Delivery and Scaling
[image: ]
Source: Author's synthesis of the study findings and literature reviewed in Chapters 2 and 4, 2026.
The stakeholder comparison strengthens this contribution because the support-investment gap is not uniform. Different stakeholder roles mediate the transition from social legitimacy to financial commitment. The resulting framework is therefore feedback-based rather than purely linear: stakeholder characteristics influence trust and participation; these shape social legitimacy; governance and organisational capability translate legitimacy into credible structures; investment readiness affects delivery; and successful or unsuccessful delivery feeds back into future trust. The contribution remains an evidence-informed regional framework rather than a universal causal model.



[bookmark: _Toc241180130]5.3 Stakeholder-Specific Recommendations for Managerial Practice 
[bookmark: _Toc241180131]5.3.1 Local Authorities and Public-Sector Bodies: Lead a Regional Enabling Partnership
Local authorities and public-sector bodies should lead a regional community-energy enabling partnership linking community groups, residents, businesses, developers, finance providers and knowledge partners. The recommendation is supported by the public-sector subgroup, where 64.0% selected more grants or low-cost finance and 60.0% selected earlier engagement. The partnership should maintain a pipeline of suitable sites, coordinate planning and grid enquiries, signpost funding, and connect community groups to technical and financial expertise. Its role should be enabling rather than substituting for community ownership. This is consistent with Future Wales and Planning Policy Wales emphasis on coordinated development and sustainable place-making (Welsh Government, 2021; 2024b).
[bookmark: _Toc241180132]5.3.2 Residents and Community Organisations: Adopt an Engagement and Benefit Charter
Community organisations and project sponsors should agree an Engagement and Benefit Charter before major design decisions are fixed. This responds directly to resident and community-sector evidence: earlier engagement was selected by 54.8% of residents and 77.8% of community/voluntary-sector respondents, while lower household energy costs were the leading benefit for both groups. The charter should state when engagement begins, how representatives enter governance, how information on costs and risks is presented, and how benefits such as bill savings, community funds, jobs and training are distributed. This translates procedural and distributional justice into an operational project standard (Gross, 2007; Jenkins et al., 2016).
[bookmark: _Toc241180133]5.3.3 Developers, Installers and Consultants: Establish a Technical-Readiness and Grid Plan
Developers, installers and consultants should provide a documented technical-readiness plan before substantial community or external investment is sought. The plan should cover technology selection, site feasibility, planning constraints, grid capacity, connection cost and timing, procurement, operational responsibility and principal technical risks. This is supported by the high barrier rating, the 39.8% selection of grid/technical support as a priority and the qualitative comments calling for grid access and technical support. Developers should also present technical information in accessible language so that specialist knowledge strengthens rather than displaces community decision-making.
[bookmark: _Toc241180134]5.3.4 Investors, Lenders and Funding Advisers: Use an Investment-Readiness Gateway and Inclusive Finance
Finance stakeholders should use a consistent investment-readiness gateway covering governance, business planning, revenue certainty, planning status, grid feasibility, technical capability, community support and risk management. The qualitative evidence makes this particularly important: finance and investment readiness was the most common open-text theme and appeared in 81.8% of substantive investor/funder comments. The gateway should be paired with inclusive options such as low-entry community shares, staged contributions and non-financial participation routes. This avoids equating community ownership with the ability to invest large amounts and responds to the gap between project support and financial participation.
[bookmark: _Toc241180135]5.3.5 Businesses: Create Local Supply-Chain and Participation Pathways
Local businesses should be offered clear routes to participate through procurement, service contracts, energy use, skills development and, where appropriate, investment. Business respondents showed strong project support (80.6%) but lower investment willingness (47.2%), while finance and engagement were their leading priorities. This suggests that businesses may support community energy without finding the available investment proposition sufficiently compelling. Project partnerships should therefore communicate commercial benefits, risk, procurement opportunities and local economic value rather than treating businesses only as potential funders.
[bookmark: _Toc241180136]5.3.6 Universities, Researchers and Energy Professionals: Build Capacity and Evaluate Outcomes
Universities, researchers and energy professionals should support skills development, feasibility assessment, monitoring and independent evaluation. Academics/researchers showed high support but the largest support-investment gap, while their open-text comments placed comparatively strong emphasis on governance and institutional support. Knowledge partners can therefore add value through training, data analysis, transparent evaluation and lessons for replication rather than through finance alone. A demonstration solar-plus-storage project on a suitable public or community site could provide a practical learning platform, reflecting the strong overall support for solar and storage and Welsh policy interest in locally retained renewable value (Welsh Government, 2024i; Welsh Government, 2025b).
[bookmark: _Toc241180137]5.4 SMART Future Implementation Plan
[bookmark: _Toc241180146]Table 6: SMART Implementation Plan for Community-Energy Delivery and Regional Scaling
	Period
	Main stakeholder focus
	Main action
	Expected outcome

	0–2 months
	Residents, students, community groups, local authority
	Stakeholder mapping, initial consultation and identification of community priorities
	Stakeholder register and agreed priority concerns

	2–4 months
	Residents, community groups, businesses, council
	Develop Engagement and Benefit Charter; agree representation and communication arrangements
	Draft/approved charter and governance responsibilities

	4–6 months
	Developers, technical professionals, council, community representatives
	Initial site, technology, planning and grid feasibility screening
	Preliminary feasibility and constraints report

	6–8 months
	Finance stakeholders, businesses, developers, community groups
	Examine costs, funding routes, community investment options and major financial risks
	Outline business and funding model

	8–10 months
	All stakeholder groups
	Present technical and financial evidence back to stakeholders; revise proposal according to feedback
	Revised project proposal with documented stakeholder feedback

	10–12 months
	Council, community representatives, developers, finance providers, independent/university support
	Complete a joint readiness review covering acceptance, governance, finance and technical feasibility
	Evidence-based decision to proceed, revise or pause



Source: Author's synthesis of Chapter 4 findings, 2026.
The 12-month implementation plan provides an indicative sequence from stakeholder engagement to project-readiness assessment. Early consultation identifies community priorities before major decisions are fixed, while technical, planning, grid and financial issues are assessed alongside funding and investment options. Stakeholder feedback then supports revision before a joint readiness review determines whether to proceed, revise or pause. The periods are indicative planning windows rather than fixed durations (Climate Change Committee, 2023; House of Commons Energy Security and Net Zero Committee, 2026).

[bookmark: _Toc241180138]5.5 Limitations and Future Research
Several limitations remain. The 171-response survey used non-probability sampling and was geographically concentrated in Swansea, so the findings should not be treated as proportionately representative of all South West Wales communities. Stakeholder roles were multi-select, which reflects real-world overlap but limits clean between-group inference. The association tests are therefore exploratory and do not establish causality. The study is also cross-sectional and measures stated intentions rather than observed investment behaviour.
The qualitative evidence requires particular caution. The study design included 12 stakeholder interviews, but the file supplied for this revision contains the participant profile and interview guide rather than the verbatim R1-R12 transcripts. Chapter 4 therefore deepens the qualitative strand using 142 verifiable substantive questionnaire comments and does not invent interview quotations. A final transcript-based analysis should code the genuine R material, attribute direct quotations to R1-R12 and compare those interview themes with the survey patterns. Future research should also follow projects longitudinally to test whether stated trust, participation and investment intentions change through planning, financing, construction and operation.
Overall, the study concludes that successful community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales depends on an interaction between stakeholder legitimacy and project credibility. Communities need meaningful influence and visible value; organisations need accountable governance and capability; and projects need finance, grid access and technical feasibility. The strongest practical implication is therefore not a single intervention, but coordinated stakeholder action in which social acceptance and investment readiness are developed together.
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In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.

The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: 
“[C]reative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. 
As such this covers activities undertaken by:
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· Individuals holding honorary title from the University;
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In all of these cases ethical review is required regardless of discipline.

The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the lead researcher.

Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism. 
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	YES
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	NO
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Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, location-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines. You may add rows to this table if needed.
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	UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Policy
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	2
	UWTSD Research Data Management Policy
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	UWTSD Open Access Publications Policy
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Required if Appendix 8 completed
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	1
	Does your research involve collaborating partners at another institution or organisation?
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	Click to continue to appendix 2
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 2? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
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[bookmark: SEC_E]SECTION E: Details of Research Activity
	Aims, Vision and Approach of the Research (maximum 200 words per section)
Please outline what are you hoping to achieve with your proposed work and how will you deliver it?

	1
	Research aims and objectives

	Briefly state your research: 
· Aims (what the research is trying to achieve or advance)
· Objectives (action or tasks required to do this)

The aim of this research is to analyse how stakeholder acceptance and investment readiness influence the development and scaling of community-owned renewable energy projects in Swansea and South West Wales. The study focuses on local renewable technologies such as wind, solar PV, hydro, biomass/anaerobic digestion, marine/tidal options and battery storage. The objectives are to identify key stakeholders and contextual factors; examine how trust, fairness, community benefit and governance shape acceptance; evaluate how business models, risk allocation, funding, grid connection and capability influence investment readiness; and develop practical recommendations for local authorities, community organisations, investors and developers.
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	2
	Vision

	Explain how your research:
· Is of importance within or beyond your area of research 
· Has the potential to advance current understanding, generates new knowledge, thinking or discovery within or beyond the field or area
· Is timely given current trends, context and needs
· Has the potential to generate impact in society, the economy or the environment

The research is important because community-owned renewable energy can support decarbonisation while also creating local social and economic benefits. However, projects may fail when communities do not trust the process, when benefits are unclear, or when finance and governance are weak. The study is timely because Wales is pursuing stronger renewable energy deployment and local/shared ownership. By connecting stakeholder acceptance with investment readiness, the research can generate practical understanding for community groups, local authorities and investors. The expected impact is a clearer framework for designing community-owned renewable projects that are locally legitimate, financially credible and environmentally useful.
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	3
	Approach

	Explain your approach and how you have designed:
· Clearly describe both the methodological framework for data collection (if applicable) and any specific analysis methods proposed, making it clear what specific techniques may be used
· Explain the reasons for their choice
· Explain how these are feasible, effective and proportionate to achieve your objectives  
· Identify any risks to delivery and how they will be managed   
· Explain how your approach will maximise translation of outputs into outcomes and impacts   

The study will use a pragmatic mixed-methods regional case-study approach. This methodology is suitable because the research is both practical and exploratory: it needs to understand measurable stakeholder views while also explaining the reasons behind those views. The online questionnaire will collect quantitative data from approximately 150-200 adult stakeholders across Swansea and South West Wales using closed questions and Likert-scale items about trust, fairness, local benefit, ownership model, technology preference, perceived risk, willingness to support and investment confidence. The semi-structured interviews will collect qualitative data from approximately 5-6 information-rich participants, such as community energy representatives, local authority officers, developers, installers, funders or other regional stakeholders.

The advantage of the mixed-methods design is that survey data can identify broad patterns across stakeholder groups, while interview data can explain why those patterns exist. This is appropriate because acceptance of community-owned renewable energy is not only a numerical issue; it also depends on trust, governance, fairness, local benefit, finance, planning and grid-related concerns. The case-study focus is also appropriate because the research is located in a real regional context rather than a general national setting.

The limitations are that the survey may not be fully representative of all residents in Swansea and South West Wales, and interview findings may be influenced by the availability and views of stakeholders who agree to participate. The cross-sectional design also captures opinions at one point in time rather than tracking changes over time. These disadvantages will be managed by using clear recruitment criteria, multiple recruitment routes, plain-English questions, a pilot check of the questionnaire and interview guide, triangulation between survey and interview findings, and cautious reporting of conclusions. The approach is feasible and proportionate for an MBA dissertation because it can be completed within the available time using online survey tools, interviews, spreadsheet analysis and thematic coding.
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	Location of research activity
Identify all locations where research activity will take place.

	Research activity will take place in the UK only. The study focuses on Swansea and South West Wales. The online questionnaire will be distributed electronically. Interviews will normally be conducted online through university-approved platforms, by telephone, or in a suitable public/university setting if agreed. No research activity will take place outside the UK, and no participants will be visited in private homes.
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	Will any of your research be undertaken outside of the UK?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 3
	NO
	Continue to the next section
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	Have you completed any of appendix 3? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒
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	YES
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	Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?
	☒
	☐

	2
	Use of interviews?
	☒
	☐

	3
	Use of focus groups?
	☐
	☒

	4
	Use of participant diaries? 
	☐
	☒

	5
	Use of video or audio recording?
	☒
	☐

	6
	Use of computer-generated log files?
	☐
	☒

	7
	Participant observation with their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	8
	Participant observation without their knowledge?
	☐
	☒

	9
	Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?
	☐
	☒

	10
	Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?
	☐
	☒

	11
	Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?
	☐
	☒

	12
	Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?
	☐
	☒

	13
	Use of procedures that involve deception?
	☐
	☒

	14
	Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?
	☐
	☒

	15
	Working with live vertebrate animals?
	☐
	☒

	16
	Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?
	☐
	☒

	17
	Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.
	☐
	☐

	Details of any other primary data collection method:
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SECTION G: Research Participants 

	Research participants include people who will be taking part in your research as providers of research data (e.g. being interviewed, answering questionnaires, or doing user testing of hardware or software). This includes animal participants.

	1
	Does your research involve human or non-human participants?
	YES
	Continue this section
	NO
	Click to continue to section N




	Participant numbers and source
How will you ensure an appropriately convened sample group in order to meet the aims of the research? Give details for subgroups separately, if appropriate. How will any potential pitfalls, for example dual roles or potential for coercion, be addressed?

	1
	How many participants will be recruited and how was the number decided upon?
	
The questionnaire will target approximately 150-200 adult stakeholders across Swansea and South West Wales. This number is proportionate for an MBA dissertation and sufficient to identify broad patterns in stakeholder views. The qualitative phase will include approximately 5-6 semi-structured interviews with information-rich participants. This number is feasible within the dissertation timeframe and suitable for gaining deeper insight into governance, acceptance and investment-readiness issues.




(this box should expand as you type)

	2
	Who will the participants be?
	
Participants will be adults aged 18 or over who have an interest in, knowledge of, or potential connection to community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales. This may include local residents, community energy group members, local authority officers, renewable energy developers, installers, funders, local businesses, third-sector organisations, landowners, grid/distribution stakeholders and regional policy or community representatives. No vulnerable participants will be targeted.



(this box should expand as you type)

	3
	How will you identify the participants?
	
Participants will be identified through local networks, community organisations, business groups, social media posts, energy-sector contacts, publicly available professional contact details and snowball recommendations. Recruitment messages will make clear that participation is voluntary. For interviews, purposive sampling will be used to select participants with relevant knowledge of community energy, finance, governance, planning, grid access or local stakeholder engagement.




(this box should expand as you type)
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Will you be excluding any groups of people, and if so what is the rationale for that?
	
Yes. People under 18 will be excluded because the study does not require children or young people. Vulnerable adults will not be specifically targeted. People outside the Swansea and South West Wales context may be excluded if their views are not relevant to the regional case study. Individuals who cannot provide informed consent will also be excluded. This keeps the project proportionate, low risk and focused on the dissertation aims.


(this box should expand as you type)

	5
	Will the research involve any element of deception?  If yes, please describe why this is necessary and whether participants will be informed at the end of the study
	
No. There will be no deception. Participants will be told the purpose of the study, what participation involves, how data will be used, and their right to withdraw.
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Describe whether participants will be able to withdraw from the study, and up to what point (eg if data is to be anonymised). If withdrawal is not possible, after a certain point, explain why not. 
	
Participation will be voluntary. Survey participants may withdraw before submitting the online questionnaire by closing the survey. Once an anonymous survey response has been submitted, it may not be possible to remove it because no identifying information will be attached. Interview participants may withdraw up to two weeks after the interview, or before their data has been anonymised and included in analysis, whichever comes first. After anonymisation and integration into the dissertation analysis, withdrawal may no longer be possible.




(this box should expand as you type)

	7
	How long will the participant have to decide whether to take part in the research?
	
Survey participants will be able to read the information sheet at the start of the survey before deciding whether to continue. Interview participants will receive the participant information sheet and consent form in advance and will normally have at least 48 hours to consider participation. They will also be able to ask questions before giving consent.




(this box should expand as you type)

	8
	What arrangements have been made for participants who might have difficulties understanding verbal explanations or written information, or who have particular communication needs that should be taken into account to facilitate their involvement in the research?
	
Participant information will be written in clear, plain English. Participants may ask questions before taking part. Interviews can be conducted online, by telephone or in writing if this better supports the participant’s communication needs. Participants may skip any question they do not want to answer. The research will not target people who are unable to understand the information sheet or provide informed consent.
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SECTION H: Research with Vulnerable People 
	1
	Are your participants classed as vulnerable people?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 4
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 4? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒



[bookmark: SEC_I]SECTION I: Research Involving Animals 
	1
	Are your participants non-human animals?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 5
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 5? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒



[bookmark: SEC_K]SECTION J: Research with the Prison Service or the Probation Service
	1
	Are your participants staff or offenders within the Prison Service or the Probation service?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 6
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 6? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒



[bookmark: SEC_J]SECTION K: Health and Social Care Research
	1
	Are your participants selected due to their health or social care needs?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 7
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 7? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒



[bookmark: SEC_L]SECTION L: Types of Personal Data
	Personal Data
Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk153191083]1
	Personal data means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants and transcription of such are considered to be personal data.
	☒
	☐

	
	If you ticked YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:
	
	

	
The project may collect limited personal data for recruitment and interview administration, such as participant name, email address, job role/sector and organisation where relevant. Interview audio recordings and transcripts/notes may also count as personal data until anonymised. This information is necessary to arrange interviews, confirm consent, understand stakeholder context and analyse views in relation to stakeholder groups. The online survey will be anonymous where possible, and any optional contact details for interviews will be collected separately from survey answers.





(this box should expand as you type)



	Special Category Data 
Does the research involve the processing of special category data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 and the Data Protection Act 2018)?
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk153206093]2
	Racial or ethnic origin
	☐
	☒

	3
	Political opinions
	☐
	☒

	4
	Religious or philosophical beliefs
	☐
	☒

	5
	Genetic, biometric or health data
	☐
	☒

	6
	Sex life or sexual orientation
	☐
	☒

	7
	Trade union membership
	☐
	☒

	If you ticked YES to any of questions L2-L7, provide a description of the data and explain why this special category data needs to be collected to support the research and that it is in the public interest to do so:

	8
	

N/A – no special category data will be intentionally collected.



(this box should expand as you type)

	9
	Please describe how the research has been designed to gather the minimum amount of personal data necessary for the specified research purpose:

	
The research has been designed to collect the minimum data necessary. The survey will not require names or precise addresses. Stakeholder category, broad location and views on renewable energy will be sufficient. Interview contact details will be used only for arranging interviews and consent. Names and organisations will be removed or replaced with codes during analysis unless explicit permission is granted.








(this box should expand as you type)

	10
	Demonstrate that the processing is not likely to cause substantial damage or distress to individuals and that their interests will be safeguarded:

	
The project is low risk and concerns professional/community views on renewable energy. Participants will be informed that they may skip questions or stop at any time. Data will be stored securely, anonymised in reporting and used only for academic purposes. Direct quotations will be checked to avoid identifying individuals or organisations unless permission is given.



(this box should expand as you type)

	11
	Demonstrate that the data will not be used to take any action or make decisions in relation to the individuals concerned:

	
The data will not be used to make decisions about individual participants, employment, funding, services, eligibility, reputation or treatment. Data will only be used for academic analysis in the dissertation.




(this box should expand as you type)

	12
	Data should be anonymised wherever possible, either at point of capture or once collated. If the data cannot be anonymised, and if pseudonymisation is not possible, demonstrate why the that is possible.  If special category data cannot be anonymised, explicit consent to share that data must normally be obtained.

	
Survey data will be anonymous where possible. Interview participants will be assigned codes such as Interviewee 1 or Community Energy Representative. Names, direct contact details and unnecessary organisational identifiers will be stored separately from research data and removed from transcripts/notes. Quotations will be anonymised or paraphrased where identification risk exists.




(this box should expand as you type)

	13
	If special category data cannot be anonymised, will you obtain explicit consent to share that data?
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☒



SECTION M: Participant Information and Consent 

	Information for participants
It is normally expected that those participating in research should do so having given their informed consent. If this is not appropriate or practical, explicit justification must be provided, in line with prevailing disciplinary conventions.  Please note however, that informed consent to participate in the research is separate from consent to process (e.g. collect, analyse, store, reuse or share) personal data, as the University’s lawful basis for processing personal data in research activities is part of its ‘public task’. 
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	[bookmark: _Hlk156475507]1
	Will you obtain written consent for participation?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	2
	Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	3
	Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	4
	Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	5
	If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	6
	Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	7
	Will participants be made aware of how you will treat any information that may reasonably by considered as confidential? 
	☒
	☐
	☐

	8
	If your research requires your participants to sign up for a service provided by an external company or organisation will you inform them that their data may be stored and processed outside UWTSD?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	9
	Will you give participants the UWTSD Privacy Notice for Research?
	☒
	☐
	☐

	If you have answered NO to any of questions M1-M8, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.  

	10
	

No “NO” answers are intended for M1-M8. M5 is N/A because the research is not observational.


(this box should expand as you type)

	Informed consent: Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before the research begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded. 

	11
	
Potential participants will receive a participant information sheet explaining the purpose of the study, why they have been invited, what participation involves, expected time commitment, voluntary participation, confidentiality, data storage and right to withdraw. Survey participants will confirm consent electronically before starting the questionnaire. Interview participants will receive the information sheet and consent form before the interview and will provide written or electronic consent. Before each interview begins, the researcher will confirm that the participant understands the study and agrees to take part. Separate consent will be requested for audio recording.



(this box should expand as you type)

	Confidentiality: Confidential information refers to information that can be related to an identifiable individual, whether living or deceased, which is not in the public domain and which is given with the expectation that it will be kept confidential.  Under Common Law when an individual entrusts a researcher or research team with confidential information, the team must handle this in line with ‘reasonable expectations’. In other words, confidential information should only normally be shared when there would be ‘no surprises’ for the individuals concerned. Where participants would not expect the researcher to be sharing their confidential information with others, researchers can manage their expectations by informing them of their intentions (e.g. in the participant information sheet or during discussions about participation) and asking them if they are happy with these plans. They should understand what is being proposed and what this might mean for them, before they decide whether the researcher can share their confidential information with others.  

	Please detail how you will treat confidential information:

	12
	
All confidential information will be treated in line with reasonable participant expectations. Names, contact details and consent forms will be stored separately from research data. Survey results will be reported in aggregate form. Interview data will be anonymised using participant codes and broad role descriptions. Any direct quotations will be checked to reduce the risk of identifying individuals or organisations. Raw data will not be shared outside the researcher and supervisor/examiner process, except where required by university regulations. Participants will be informed that confidentiality may be limited only if disclosure indicates serious harm or legal obligation.



(this box should expand as you type)

	Copies of any written consent form, written information and all other explanatory material should accompany this application. If you have included these then please list the documents included here.

	13
	Sample information sheets and consent forms are available from the University ethical review intranet page at https://intranet.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-integrity-and-ethics 

The participant-facing documents are copied in full at the back of this ethics application after the appendices. These include the Participant Information Sheet, Consent Form, Survey Questionnaire, Semi-structured Interview Guide and Recruitment Invitation/Email Text. They will be provided to participants before data collection begins so that participants understand the study purpose, voluntary participation, confidentiality, withdrawal rights, data use and the questions they may be asked.

Participant Information Sheet 
Consent Form 
Survey Questionnaire 
Semi-structured Interview Guide 
Recruitment invitation/email text



	14
	Consent form attached?
	YES
☒
	NO
☐
	N/A
☐




SECTION N: Research with Potential Military Application
	1
	Does your research have any potential military application?
	YES
	Click to continue to appendix 8
	NO
	Continue to the next section

	2
	Have you completed appendix 8? 
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☒



[bookmark: SEC_O]SECTION O: Use of Artificial Intelligence Tools
	Use of generative AI and other AI-based tools
There are a number of ethical issues relating to the use of generative AI and other AI-based tools, including data security, output bias, and output errors. In general you should assume that any generative AI or other AI-based tool that you pay to use is more secure and accurate than one which is free to use.

Will the research use AI tools to do any of the following:
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	1
	Capture data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	2
	Generate and/or edit text?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	3
	Generate graphics?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	4
	Generate video?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	5
	Generate sound/music?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	6
	Generate code?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	7
	Generate synthetic data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	8
	Analyse data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	9
	Analyse personal or sensitive data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	10
	Classify data?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	11
	Do you intend to use the free version of any AI tools?
	☐
	☒
	☐

	If you have answered YES to any of questions O1-O11, please provide justification detailing why this is necessary for the research.  

	12
	



(this box should expand as you type)




Section P: Research Data Management Plan

	1
	Data Summary

	· Briefly introduce the types of data the research will create or access.

The research will create online survey responses, interview consent records, interview notes and/or audio recordings, anonymised transcripts or summaries, coding notes, descriptive statistics, charts and dissertation findings. It will also access existing public literature, Welsh policy documents, community energy reports and academic sources.



	2
	Responsibilities

	· Who will be responsible for data management? 
· Outline responsibilities for data management within research teams at all partner institutions

Meet Sachinkumar Macwan will be responsible for day-to-day data management, including secure collection, storage, organisation, anonymisation, backup and deletion of research data. The researcher will ensure that consent records, contact details, survey responses, interview notes, transcripts and analysis files are handled in line with UWTSD research ethics and data management requirements. The researcher will also ensure that identifiable data is separated from research responses and that only anonymised or aggregated findings are used in the dissertation.



	3
	Assessment of existing data

	· Provide an explanation of the existing data sources that will be used by the research project (if applicable). 
· Provide an analysis of the gaps identified between the currently available and required data for the research.

Existing academic literature and public policy reports provide background on community energy, social acceptance, energy justice and investment readiness. However, existing data does not fully explain current stakeholder perceptions in Swansea and South West Wales. Primary survey and interview data are therefore required to address the local research question.



	4
	Management and curation of data

	· Outline your plans for preparing, organising and documenting data.

Data will be organised using clear file names, date labels and participant codes. Consent forms/contact details will be stored separately from survey and interview data. Survey data will be exported into spreadsheet format for analysis. Interview recordings, if used, will be transcribed or summarised and then anonymised. A coding framework will be maintained for thematic analysis.



	5
	Quality assurance of data

	· Describe the procedures for quality assurance that will be carried out on the data collected at the time of data collection, data entry, digitisation and data checking.

The survey and interview questions will be reviewed and piloted before data collection. Survey data will be checked for incomplete or duplicate responses where possible. Interview notes/transcripts will be reviewed for accuracy soon after interviews. Quantitative analysis will be checked for consistency, and qualitative coding will be applied systematically using clear themes linked to the research objectives.



	6
	Short-term data storage

	· How will the data be stored in the short term during the research. 
· Describe the data access, security and backup procedures you will adopt to ensure the data and metadata are securely stored during the lifetime of the project.
· 
During the research, digital data will be stored on a password-protected laptop and/or UWTSD-approved secure cloud storage. Files containing personal data will be password-protected where possible. Access will be limited to the researcher and, where necessary, the supervisor for academic oversight. Backups will be kept securely. Data will not be stored on public/shared computers.



	7
	Long-term data storage and preservation 

	· Which data are of long-term value and should be retained, shared, and/or preserved?
· How the data will be stored in the long term?
· Are the plans for preparing and documenting data for sharing and archiving with an external data repository (e.g. the UK Data Service) or the UWTSD data repository? 
· How long will it be stored for and why?

The final dissertation, anonymised analysis files and essential research documentation may be retained in line with UWTSD requirements. Raw identifiable data such as names, contact details, consent forms and audio files will not be kept longer than necessary and will be securely deleted after assessment/retention requirements are met, normally within the university’s required retention period. Raw identifiable data will not be deposited in an external open repository.



	8
	Documentation and metadata

	· What documentation and metadata will accompany the data?
· How will the data be documented during research to provide high quality contextual information and/or structured metadata for secondary users?
Documentation will include the survey questionnaire, interview guide, participant information sheet, consent form, recruitment text, coding framework, data dictionary for survey variables and notes explaining stakeholder categories and analysis decisions.



	9
	Data sharing

	· If you plan to share your research data explain how it will be shared and the value it will have to others
· If you are planning to share the data, please advise when you will be releasing it.  
· Are any restrictions on data sharing required?
· Identify any potential obstacles to sharing your data, explain which and the possible measures you can apply to overcome these
· If the data will have value to different audiences, how these groups will be informed?
· Will the data need to be updated? Include future plans for updating if this is the case.
· Will the data be open or will you charge for it? Justify if charging to access the data.

Raw data will not be openly shared because it may contain identifiable or organisation-sensitive information. Findings will be shared only in anonymised and aggregated form in the dissertation. Selected anonymised quotations may be included where identification risk is low. No fee will be charged for access to findings.



	10
	Copyright and intellectual property ownership

	· Who will own the copyright and Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) of any new data that you will generate?
· 
The researcher will own the dissertation text subject to UWTSD academic regulations. Data generated during the project will be managed according to UWTSD research data and intellectual property policies


	11
	Resources

	· What resources will you require to deliver your plan?
· Costs of storage – why are these appropriate? 
· How will these be met? (costs related to long term storage will be normally permitted by funders providing these are fully justified and relate to the project)

The project will use existing resources: personal laptop, UWTSD library access, online survey software, spreadsheet/word-processing software, online meeting tools and supervisor guidance. No specialist paid dataset or equipment is required. Any minor costs, such as local travel or printing, will be met by the researcher.





SECTION Q: Risk Assessment 

	
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 

If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  

	1
	Full risk assessment completed and appended? 
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risks to participants, researchers, and the University 

	2
	Social risks: disclosures that could affect participants standing in the community, in their family and their job.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: Low Risk
Participants may discuss local planning concerns, community tensions, organisational weaknesses, governance issues, finance barriers or disagreements about renewable energy projects. If individuals or organisations were identifiable, these comments could affect their standing in the community or professional relationships.

(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?
Participants will not be asked to name or criticise specific individuals. Data will be anonymised and reported using general stakeholder categories, such as community representative, local authority participant or energy-sector participant. Direct identifiers will be removed from transcripts and notes. Any quotations used in the dissertation will be anonymised and checked to avoid revealing identity through context.


	3
	Legal risks: activities that could result in the participant, researchers and / or University committing an offence; activities that might lead to a participant disclosing criminal activity to a researcher which would necessitate reporting to enforcement authorities; activities that could result in a civil claim for compensation
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: Low Risk
The study does not investigate illegal activity. However, because participants may discuss planning, funding, governance or organisational barriers, there is a small possibility that a participant could unintentionally disclose legally sensitive information, contractual issues or information that they are not authorised to share.

(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?
Participants will be told not to disclose confidential, commercially sensitive or legally restricted information. Interview questions will focus on general perceptions and experience rather than private documents, contracts or legal disputes. If unexpected illegal activity or serious safeguarding concerns are disclosed, the researcher will seek guidance from the university and follow appropriate reporting procedures. Otherwise, data will be anonymised and used only for academic research.


	4
	Economic harm: financial harm to participant, researcher and / or University through disclosure or other event.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: Low Risk
Some participants may discuss investment readiness, finance barriers, project costs, funding access, grid constraints or business-model weaknesses. If commercially sensitive details were identifiable, this could potentially cause economic or competitive harm to an organisation or project.


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?
The study will not request confidential financial records, business plans, contracts or commercially sensitive figures. Participants will be encouraged to speak in general terms. Findings will be presented in aggregated and anonymised form. Organisation names and project-specific financial details will be removed unless already public and clearly non-sensitive. Raw data will not be shared openly.



	5
	Reputational risk: damage to public perception of University or the University / researchers’ reputation in the eyes of funders, the research community and / or the general public.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☒
	☐

	Risk: Low Risk
Reputational risk could arise if comments about community groups, local authorities, developers, investors or renewable energy projects were reported in a way that allowed identification or appeared biased. This could affect participants, organisations, the researcher or the University.


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?
The dissertation will use neutral academic language, balanced analysis and anonymised reporting. The researcher will avoid naming organisations in connection with criticism unless the information is already public and relevant. Interview quotations will be selected carefully to remove identifying details. Findings will be presented as research themes rather than personal accusations or judgements about named organisations.




	6
	Safeguarding risks:  Risk to young people, vulnerable adults and / or researcher from improper behaviour, abuse or exploitation. Risk to researcher of being in a comprising situation, in which there might be accusations of improper behaviour.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	7
	Sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics. If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities.  
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	



(this box should expand as you type)

	
	Health and safety risks

	8
	Location hazards: for example: fire; visiting or working in participant’s homes; working in remote locations and in high crime areas; overseas travel; hot, cold or extreme weather conditions; working on or by water. Also hazardous work locations, such as construction sites, confined spaces, roofs or laboratories. For overseas travel, researchers will need to check country / city specific information, travel health requirements and consider emergency arrangements as part of their research planning. In all cases the University’s International Travel Policy must be followed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	9
	Activity hazards: for example: potentially mentally harmful activities; distressing and stressful work and content; driving; tripping, or slipping; falling from height; physically demanding work; lifting, carrying, pushing and pulling loads; night time and weekend working.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?



	10
	Machinery and equipment: for example: ergonomic hazards, including computer workstations and equipment; contact with electricity; contact with moving, rotating, ejecting or cutting parts in machinery and instruments; accidental release of energy from machines and instruments.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:



(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?


	11
	Chemicals and other hazardous substances: the use, production, storage, waste, transportation and accidental release of chemicals and hazardous substances; flammable, dangerous and explosive substances; asphyxiating gases; allergens; biological agents, blood and blood products. 
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?




	12
	Physical agents: for example: excessive noise exposure, hand-arm vibration and whole body vibration; ionising radiation; lasers; artificial optical radiation and electromagnetic fields
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?



	13
	Environmental risks: for example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☒

	Risk:


(this box should expand as you type)
	How will you address any risks?






SECTION R: Disclosure and Barring Service

	Disclosure and Barring Service

	1
	If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.
	YES

	NO

	N/A


	
	Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?
	☐
	☐
	☒

	2
	If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.
	




[bookmark: SEX_S]SECTION S: Declaration
	The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.

In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Policy which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 


	1
	Name of applicant
	Meet Sachinkumar Macwan

	2
	Electronic or written signature of applicant:
	[image: ]

	3
	Date
	05/06/2026

	4
	Name of Director of Studies
	Marie Pitson, Supervisor: Daniela Hellyer

	5
	Electronic or written signature of Director of Studies:
	[image: ]

	6
	Date
	8th June 2026



Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:
	1
	☒
	I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.

	2
	☒
	I have completed all relevant sections of the form in full.

	3
	☒
	I have attached a copy of the Participant Information Sheet (PIS) or Consent Form

	4
	☐
	I have attached a completed copy of the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist (where applicable)

	5
	☐
	I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate) 

	6
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice

	7
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Data Management Policy

	8
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Export Control Policy

	9
	☒
	I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Open Access Research Policy

	10
	I have completed the following appendices:
	1
	☐
	2
	☐
	3
	☐
	4
	☐

	
	
	5
	☐
	6
	☐
	7
	☐
	8
	☐



	
All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.







[bookmark: APP_1]APPENDIX 1 – Grant or Contract Funding

	A1.1
	Has your research been awarded external funding?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	A1.2
	Have you applied for funding / awaiting decision?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	A1.3
	Are you intending to apply for funding?
	YES
	☐
	NO
	☐

	[bookmark: _Hlk152243903]A1.4
	Funding Body
	

	A1.5
	Lead institution (grant holder)
	

	A1.6
	If awarded, grant reference
	

	A1.7
	If awarded, grant value
	

	A1.8
	If awarded, start date and duration
	



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form






[bookmark: APP_2]APPENDIX 2: External Collaborative Research Activity

	INSTITUTION 1                        

	[bookmark: _Hlk152247185]A2.1
	Name
	


	A2.2
	Researcher name and position 
	


	A2.3
	Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)
	


	A2.4
	Contact e-mail address
	


	A2.5
	External Ethical Approval
Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation. 
	Obtained?
	YES
	NO
	PENDING

	
	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	[bookmark: _Hlk152841402]
	
	




	INSTITUTION 2                      

	A2.6
	Name
	


	A2.7
	Researcher name and position 
	


	A2.8
	Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)
	


	A2.9
	Contact e-mail address
	


	A2.10
	External Ethical Approval
Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation. 
	Obtained?
	YES
	NO
	PENDING

	
	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	
	




	INSTITUTION 3                       

	A2.11
	Name
	


	A2.12
	Researcher name and position 
	


	A2.13
	Role in project (e.g. co-investigator)
	


	A2.14
	Contact e-mail address
	


	A2.15
	External Ethical Approval
Please detail the ethical approval required and arrangements for this partner. See Section 14 of the UWTSD Research Ethics and Integrity Policy. If approved, please supply confirmation. 
	Obtained?
	YES
	NO
	PENDING

	
	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	
	
	




Add additional collaborators as needed

	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form


[bookmark: APP_3]


APPENDIX 3: Research Undertaken Outside of the UK

	A3.1
	Research activity outside of the UK
If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. Describe the measures you have taken to comply with these and provide evidence of approvals etc. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this. If you have a local research supervisor or research advisor then please give their contact details here.

	



(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.2
	Responsible Research and Innovation
If research is taking place overseas please refer to the UWTSD Trusted Research and Innovation Policy and complete the Trusted Research and Innovation Checklist and submit it with this form.

	A3.3
	Confirm that you have read the Trusted Research and Innovation Policy
	☐



	If you are a postgraduate research student working with a research supervisor or research advisor at your local university then you do not need to fill in any more sections of this appendix.
If you are working in a research collaboration with an overseas partner please complete the remaining sections of this appendix.
	Return to the main form


[bookmark: _Hlk160779412]
	Organisational Details

	A3.4
	Name of Organisation 

	

	A3.5
	Country where organisation is based:

	

	A3.6
	Registration number and name of registration body (examples of relevant registration bodies are government, tax, corporation, charity, educational authority):

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.7
	What is the legal status of the organisation? (for example: public university, private university, charity, private company, non-profit making company, government research organisation, independent research organisation) Please include the date of foundation. Note: We may be required to ask for evidence of this at a later stage.

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.8
	Is your organisation affiliated to any other organisation? (i.e. is the organisation legally part of a larger organisation or a group of larger organisations).

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.9
	Name(s) of investigators in the organisation who will be responsible for the collaborative research and innovation 

	

(this box should expand as you type)




	About New Partners

	A3.10
	Why does a partner want to work with you?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.11
	What are they expecting in return for their financial support or involvement?

	

(this box should expand as you type)


	A3.12
	Is the organisation associated with a country which may be viewed as hostile to the UK or one which has different democratic and ethical values from our own? If you have ticked YES, please briefly describe below how you will maintain the UK’s democratic and ethical values within the research.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.13
	Has due diligence into the partner identified any involvement in research on behalf of the military or police with links to a hostile state? If you have ticked YES, please summarise below how you will prevent information from this research from being released to these organisations.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.14
	Set within the context of any information gained from due diligence, could your research be misused or have unintended applications which would be negative? If you have ticked YES, please summarise below how this might occur.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.15
	Are there any legal, regulatory or university policy constraints on undertaking your research with this partner? If you have ticked YES, please summarise these below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.16
	Having considered the answers to questions A3.10-A3.15, are there potential reputational or ethical risks to you or the university? If you have ticked YES, please summarise these risks below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)




	About Research Relationships
	YES
	NO

	A3.17
	Are the terms of any proposed Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in keeping with the expectations of your department and university?
	☐
	☐

	A3.18
	Are you providing existing intellectual property (IP), research data, confidential or personally identifiable data to the project? If so, how is this going to be protected?
	☐
	☐


	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.19
	Who will own any IP that is generated?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.20
	What plans do you have in place for protecting the resulting IP?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.21
	What contractual requirements are you able to put in place to protect the interests of your academic institutions?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.22
	What access will the research partner have to your IT network? If they do have access, what broader visibility might this provide?

	

(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.23
	Is there any physical separation or protection required between research in similar fields?

	

(this box should expand as you type)




	About Existing Partners

	A3.24
	Would proceeding with the research raise potential conflicts of interest with existing research partners? If you have ticked YES, please explain these conflicts below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.25
	Have you spoken with your existing partners about any potential conflict of interest? If you have ticked YES, please briefly summarise their response(s) below.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.26
	Does any non-disclosure agreement for this project include an expectation that you will need to provide visibility to existing partners? If you have ticked YES, please explain below how this will be managed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	


(this box should expand as you type)

	A3.27
	Will this research breach any existing contractual agreements that you, your department or university already have? If you have ticked YES, please explain below how this will be managed.
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐


	


(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_4]APPENDIX 4: Research with Vulnerable People

	Will the research involve data processing involving the following data subjects:
	YES
	NO

	A4.1
	Children under 16
	☐
	☐

	A4.2
	Adults with learning disabilities
	☐
	☐

	A4.3
	Adults with other forms of mental incapacity or mental illness
	☐
	☐

	A4.4
	Adults in emergency situations
	☐
	☐

	A4.5
	Prisoners or young offenders
	☐
	☐

	A4.6
	Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator, e.g. members of staff, students
	☐
	☐

	A4.7
	People who have not given their explicit consent to participate in the project
	☐
	☐

	A4.8
	People engaged in illegal activities
	☐
	☐

	A4.9
	Any other people who can be considered vulnerable in the context of this project
	☐
	☐

	Please justify the inclusion of the above people (if applicable), explaining why the research cannot be conducted on non-vulnerable people.

	A4.10
	



(this box should expand as you type)

	Please give details of extra steps taken to assure the protection of vulnerable people participating in the research.  You should describe any arrangements to be made for obtaining consent from a legal representative.

	A4.11
	



(this box should expand as you type)

	It is the researcher’s responsibility to check whether a DBS check (or equivalent) is required and to obtain one if it is needed. Please confirm:

	A4.12
	DBS Check required? 
	YES
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	A4.13
	DBS certificate obtained? 
	YES
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_5]APPENDIX 5: Research Involving Animals
	The use of animals in research is tightly governed and monitored by law and by the Home Office, specifically under the Animals (Scientific Procedures) Act 1986 and its accompanying codes of practice and processes. The Act regulates procedures that are carried out on protected animals for scientific or educational purposes that may cause pain, suffering, distress or lasting harm. Under the Act, a protected animal is ‘any living vertebrate, other than man, and any living cephalopod’. The University does not hold a Home Office issued Establishment Licence and therefore researchers must ensure that any proposed work involving animals is either exempt from the Act or falls outside of its scope. Exempted research, for example involving routine veterinary practice or clinical veterinary research, may still require external ethical approval from the Royal Society of Veterinary Surgeons. When undertaking collaborative research involving animals, the UWTSD Research Ethics Committee must be assured that the partner institution(s) conform to the appropriate regulatory framework or legislation, and have approval from their local Research Ethics Committee. Any such work must follow the guidance of the National Centre for the Replacement, Reduction and Refinement of Animals in Research, known as the 3Rs.  In all cases, advise must be sought from INSPIRE for any proposed research involving animals, either at UWTSD, or by research collaborators in partnership with UWTSD. This should be at the very early stages of research design, so that an appropriate due diligence exercise can be undertaken.

	Will the research involve any work with any of the following animals (including observation in their natural habitat)
	YES
	NO

	[bookmark: _Hlk156319509]A5.1
	Any living vertebrates, other than humans?
	☐
	☐

	A5.2
	Any living cephalopods?
	☐
	☐

	[bookmark: _Hlk156462984]A5.3
	Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?
	☐
	☐

	[bookmark: _Hlk156464303]A5.4
	Due diligence assessment appended to this application?
	☐
	☐

	Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk156464347]A5.5
	

(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_6]APPENDIX 6: Research with Staff or Offenders in Prison Establishments and Probation Services 

	Research with staff and/or offenders in prison establishments, the Probation Service or within His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Services requires additional approvals.

	Will the research involve any of the following?
	YES
	NO

	A6.1
	Staff in prison establishments
	☐
	☐

	A6.2
	Offenders in prison establishments
	☐
	☐

	A6.3
	The Probation Service
	☐
	☐

	A6.4
	His Majesty’s Prison and Probation Services
	☐
	☐

	All researchers wanting to conduct research with staff and/or offenders in prison establishments, the Probation Service regions or within HM Prison and Probation Service (HMPPS) Headquarters are required to formally apply for research approval to the HMPPS National Research Committee (NRC). Before doing so, INSPIRE must undertake an initial due diligence exercise. If you have not contacted INSPIRE, please do so immediately. If YES to any of the above, please confirm:

	[bookmark: _Hlk156464314]A6.5
	Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?
	☐
	☐

	A6.6
	Have you applied to the HMPPS National Research Committee (NRC)?
	☐
	☐

	A6.7
	Has HMPPS National Research Committee approval been granted? If yes, please append to this application. 
	☐
	☐

	A6.8
	Due diligence assessment appended to this application?
	☐
	☐

	Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. 

	A6.9
	




(this box should expand as you type)



	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





[bookmark: APP_7]APPENDIX 7:  Health and Social Care Research 
	All health and social care research must have a sponsor as defined by the Health Research Authority UK Policy Framework for Health & Social Care.  The University will under no circumstances act as the sponsor of health and social care research (i.e. that which requires approval by a NHS Research Ethics Committee). In all cases, therefore, an appropriate collaborating partner must lead the research.  Any health and social care research therefore requires an initial due diligence exercise, which will be undertaken by INSPIRE. The purpose of the due diligence exercise is to ensure that the University has the capability to undertake the research, either independently or in collaboration with research partners. This will include advice on suitable collaborative arrangements and the appropriate involvement of UWTSD researchers in the proposed research study.  This is likely to apply to the following areas:

	Will the data processing involve:
	YES
	NO

	A7.1
	Participants who have been recruited on the basis of medical and health conditions, life stage or other physical or mental attribute.
	☐
	☐

	A7.2
	Participants who will engage in physical exercise, activity or exertion of any kind, or who use exercise equipment, assistive devices or other apparatus for the purposes of the research study. This includes interventions that are minimally invasive.
	☐
	☐

	A7.3
	Patients and users of the NHS (including NHS patients treated in the private sector).
	☐
	☐

	A7.4
	Individuals identified as potential participants because of their status as relatives or carers of patients and users of the NHS.
	☐
	☐

	A7.5
	Patients who are cared for in private and voluntary sector nursing homes.
	☐
	☐

	A7.6
	Confidential patient information.
	☐
	☐

	A7.7
	Clinical trial of a medicinal product or medical device.
	☐
	☐

	A7.8
	Access to organs or other bodily material of past and present NHS patients, or any material consisting of or containing human cells.
	☐
	☐

	A7.9
	Use of human tissue (including non-NHS sources) where the collection is not covered by a Human Tissue Authority licence.
	☐
	☐

	A7.10
	Foetal material and IVF involving NHS patients.
	☐
	☐

	A7.11
	The recently deceased under NHS care.
	☐
	☐

	A7.12
	NHS staff or premises.
	☐
	☐

	A7.13
	Practising midwives conducting a clinical trial.
	☐
	☐

	A7.14
	Investigational medicinal product.
	☐
	☐

	A7.15
	Medical devices that are not CE-marked or CE-marked medical devices that have been modified or are being used for a new purpose.
	☐
	☐

	A7.16
	Exposure to ionising radiation.
	☐
	☐

	A7.17
	Other health and social care related research.
	☐

	☐


	Please specify 



(this box should expand as you type)
	
	

	Researchers proposing to work on projects involving health and social care research must check whether their study meets the HRA definition of research and whether it should undergo ethics review by a NHS Research Ethics Committee. If you have answered YES to any of questions A7.1-A7.17 then this is likely to be the case and sponsorship by a third party will be required. This can be checked via the Health Research Authority’s Decision Tool : https://www.hra-decisiontools.org.uk/research/  

	A7.18
	Does the research meet the HRA definition of research?
	YES 
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	A7.19
	Is the Research being sponsored by a collaborating partner?
	YES 
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	A7.20
	Has NHS ethics approval been granted?
	YES 
	NO
	N/A

	
	
	☐
	☐
	☐

	A7.21
	Has INSPIRE undertaken an initial due diligence exercise?
	YES 
	NO

	
	
	☐
	☐

	Please provide a summary of the due diligence exercise, noting arrangements for compliance with the necessary regulatory frameworks and legislation. Please append the full due diligence assessment from INSPIRE. If you have not contacted INSPIRE, please do immediately. 

	A7.22
	




(this box should expand as you type)



	A7.23
	Have you been granted NHS ethical approval?
	YES
	Click to continue to Section R
	NO
	Return to the main form






[bookmark: APP_8]APPENDIX 8: Export Control for Research with Potential Military End Uses
	Export controls apply to the physical, electronic or oral transmission outside the UK of applied research, sensitive technology, software and equipment that could potentially be misused, either directly or indirectly, for military purposes. These legal controls are a serious obligation and UWTSD researchers must actively manage the risks of these being misused to fuel conflict, threaten national security, support terrorism and crime, violate human rights or proliferate Weapons of Mass Destruction.  UWTSD’s Export Control Policy provides a clear six step process to determine if your research is covered by export controls. Please complete the following screening to judge if you need to compete a full export control assessment. If you are in any doubt, then please contact INSPIRE. Any research in UWTSD involving the following high-risk areas must be screened.
Will the research involve:

	Defence
	YES
	NO

	A8.1
	Military equipment and munitions
	☐
	☐

	A8.2
	Defence equipment, including satellites
	☐
	☐

	A8.3
	Technical data, including some border and port information
	☐
	☐

	A8.4
	Dual use research
	☐
	☐

	Materials and Technologies
	YES
	NO

	A8.5
	Nuclear materials, facilities and equipment
	☐
	☐

	A8.6
	Chemicals, microorganisms and toxins
	☐
	☐

	A8.7
	Electronics design, development and production
	☐
	☐

	 A8.8
	Computers
	☐
	☐

	A8.9
	Telecommunications
	☐
	☐

	A8.10
	Sensors and lasers
	☐
	☐

	A8.11
	Navigation and avionics
	☐
	☐

	A8.12
	Marine technology
	☐
	☐

	A8.13
	Composite materials
	☐
	☐

	A8.14
	Aerospace and propulsion
	☐
	☐

	Sensitive Information
	YES
	NO

	A8.15
	Cryptology
	☐
	☐

	A8.16
	Counterterrorism
	☐
	☐

	A8.17
	Counternarcotics
	☐
	☐

	A8.18
	Cyber-related
	☐
	☐

	A8.19
	Non-proliferation
	☐
	☐

	A8.20
	Transnational criminal organisations
	☐
	☐





	Genetic Resources
	YES
	NO

	A8.21
	Genetic material of actual or potential value
	☐
	☐

	A8.22
	Organisms, or parts thereof
	☐
	☐

	A8.23
	Populations (or organisms)
	☐
	☐

	A8.24
	Other biotic components of ecosystems
	☐
	☐

	A8.25
	Domesticated or cultivated species in which the evolutionary process has been influenced by humans
	☐
	☐



	Will you be exporting military or dual-use technology, now or possibly in the future? This information may take many forms, including:
	YES
	NO

	A8.26
	Physical transfer of goods, technologies, material or equipment
	☐
	☐

	A8.27
	Blueprints
	☐
	☐

	A8.28
	Plans
	☐
	☐

	A8.29
	Diagrams
	☐
	☐

	A8.30
	Models
	☐
	☐

	A8.31
	Formulae
	☐
	☐

	A8.32
	Tables
	☐
	☐

	A8.33
	Engineering designs and specifications
	☐
	☐

	A8.34
	Manuals and instructions
	☐
	☐

	A8.35
	Software
	☐
	☐

	A8.36
	Know-how
	☐
	☐



	Will your project transfer technology using any of the following physical methods?
	YES
	NO

	A8.37
	USB flash drives
	☐
	☐

	A8.38
	Portable hard drives
	☐
	☐

	A8.39
	Laptops
	☐
	☐

	A8.40
	Tablets
	☐
	☐

	A8.41
	Intangible forms by using electronic media, such as email, phone storage and cloud file sharing
	☐
	☐

	A8.42
	Physical exports
	☐
	☐



	Will your project involve any of the following?
	YES
	NO

	A8.43
	Oral transfer by phone or videoconferencing or presentations
	☐
	☐

	A8.44
	Travelling overseas for any purpose, while unintendingly carrying any of the above.
	☐
	☐

	A8.45
	Will you be hosting foreign visitors?
	☐
	☐





	If you answer YES to any of questions A8,1-A8.45 then you should complete a full export control assessment and append that to this application. Before doing this please contact INSPIRE who will advise further.
	YES
	NO

	A8.46
	Full export control assessment required?
	☐

	☐


	A8.47
	Full export control assessment completed?
	☐

	☐


	A8.48
	Full export control assessment appended?
	☐

	☐




	
	
	
	
	


	Return to the main form





Participant-Facing Documents Included with Ethics Application

The following documents are included in full as part of this ethics application and will be used for recruitment, consent and data collection. The wording may be adjusted slightly for formatting in the final online survey or email, but the meaning will remain the same.

Document 1: Participant Information Sheet

Project title: Community-owned Renewable Energy, Stakeholder Acceptance and Investment Readiness: A Study of Swansea and South West Wales in the UK

Researcher: Meet Sachinkumar Macwan

Programme: MBA / Master of Business Administration, University of Wales Trinity Saint David

You are invited to take part in a dissertation research project about community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales. Before deciding whether to participate, please read this information carefully. You may ask questions before agreeing to take part.

Purpose of the study: The study aims to understand how stakeholder acceptance, governance, local benefit, technology choice and investment-readiness factors influence the delivery and scaling of community-owned renewable energy projects. The research focuses on technologies such as wind, solar PV, small-scale hydro, biomass/anaerobic digestion, marine/tidal options and battery storage.

Why you have been invited: You have been invited because you are an adult aged 18 or over and may have relevant views, experience or interest as a local resident, community representative, local authority officer, renewable energy practitioner, installer, developer, funder, business representative, landowner, third-sector representative or other regional stakeholder.

What participation involves: If you complete the questionnaire, it should take approximately 5-10 minutes. If you agree to an interview, it should take approximately 30-45 minutes. Interviews may take place online, by telephone or in another agreed non-hazardous setting. With your permission, the interview may be audio recorded to support accurate note-taking. If you do not agree to audio recording, written notes may be taken instead.

Voluntary participation: Taking part is voluntary. You may refuse to take part without giving a reason. You may skip any question that you do not wish to answer. Refusing or withdrawing will not affect your education, work, services or relationship with UWTSD.

Withdrawal: For the questionnaire, you may withdraw before submitting by closing the survey. Once an anonymous questionnaire response has been submitted, it may not be possible to remove it because it will not be linked to your identity. For interviews, you may withdraw up to two weeks after the interview by contacting the researcher. After this point, anonymised data may already have been included in analysis and removal may not be possible.

Confidentiality and anonymity: Survey responses will be anonymous where possible. Interview data will be anonymised using participant codes, such as Interviewee 1 or Community Energy Representative. Names, contact details and consent forms will be stored separately from research responses. The final dissertation will report findings in aggregated and anonymised form. Direct quotations may be used only where they do not identify you or your organisation.

Data protection: The project will collect the minimum amount of personal data necessary. This may include your name, email address, broad stakeholder category and interview consent record. Data will be stored securely on a password-protected device and/or UWTSD-approved secure storage. Raw identifiable data will not be shared publicly.
Use of AI tools: No identifiable participant data, interview recordings, transcripts or survey responses will be entered into generative AI tools. AI tools may only be used for general language, grammar or structure support on non-sensitive dissertation text.

Risks and benefits: The project is low risk. Some questions may involve views on governance, planning, finance, community benefit or renewable energy concerns. You may skip any question. There is no direct personal payment or guaranteed benefit from taking part, but your views may help develop practical recommendations for community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales.

Use of findings: The data will be used for an MBA dissertation. Findings may be shared with academic staff and may be discussed in academic assessment. Any reporting will be anonymised and aggregated.

Contact: If you have questions about this study, please contact Meet Sachinkumar Macwan at [2510986@student.uwrsd.ac.uk]. 


Document 2: Consent Form

Project title: Community-owned Renewable Energy, Stakeholder Acceptance and Investment Readiness: A Study of Swansea and South West Wales in the UK

Please tick each box to confirm your consent before taking part:

☐ I confirm that I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet.
☐ I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the research if needed.
☐ I understand the purpose of the study and what my participation involves.
☐ I understand that participation is voluntary and that I may stop taking part at any time.
☐ I understand the withdrawal arrangements and the withdrawal limits explained in the Participant Information Sheet.
☐ I understand that I may skip any question I do not wish to answer.
☐ I understand that my responses will be anonymised where possible and used only for academic research.
☐ I understand that direct quotations may be used in the dissertation only in anonymised form.
☐ I understand that no identifiable participant data will be entered into AI tools.
☐ I agree to take part in this research.
☐ For interview participants only: I agree to the interview being audio recorded for accurate note-taking.
☐ For interview participants only: I do not agree to audio recording, but I agree that written notes may be taken.

Participant name: To be completed by participant

Participant signature: To be completed by participant   Date: To be completed by participant   

Researcher name: Meet Sachinkumar Macwan

Researcher signature: [image: ]  Date: _____________



Document 3: Survey Questionnaire

Introductory consent statement for online questionnaire: By continuing with this questionnaire, you confirm that you are aged 18 or over, have read the Participant Information Sheet, understand that participation is voluntary, and agree for your anonymous responses to be used for this MBA dissertation research.

1. Are you aged 18 or over? ☐ Yes ☐ No. If No, please do not continue.

1. Which stakeholder category best describes you?

☐ Local resident 
☐ Community energy group 
☐ Local authority/public sector 
☐ Renewable energy developer/installer 
☐ Business representative 
☐ Investor/funder 
☐ Landowner 
☐ Third sector/community organisation 
☐ Other: ________.

1. Which broad area are you mainly connected with?
      ☐ Swansea 
      ☐ South West Wales 
      ☐ Wales more broadly 
      ☐ Outside Wales but professionally connected to the topic 
      ☐ Prefer not to say.

1. How familiar are you with community-owned renewable energy? 
☐ Not familiar 
☐ Slightly familiar 
☐ Moderately familiar 
☐ Very familiar 
☐ Expert/professional knowledge.

1. Which technologies do you think are most suitable for community ownership in Swansea and South West Wales? Tick all that apply: ☐ Rooftop solar PV ☐ Ground-mounted solar PV ☐ Onshore/community wind ☐ Small-scale hydro ☐ Biomass/anaerobic digestion ☐ Marine/tidal energy ☐ Battery storage ☐ Not sure ☐ Other: ________.

1. I trust community organisations to manage renewable energy projects fairly. Scale: 1 Strongly disagree to 5 Strongly agree.


1. I trust local authorities to support community-owned renewable energy fairly. Scale: 1 Strongly disagree to 5 Strongly agree.

1. I trust private developers to work fairly with communities on renewable energy projects. Scale: 1 Strongly disagree to 5 Strongly agree.


1. Community-owned renewable energy projects should provide visible local benefits, such as lower bills, community funds, skills or local reinvestment. Scale: 1 Strongly disagree to 5 Strongly agree.

1. Local people should have meaningful input before renewable energy projects are developed. Scale: 1 Strongly disagree to 5 Strongly agree.


1. I would support a community-owned renewable energy project in my local area if the benefits and decision-making process were clear. Scale: 1 Strongly disagree to 5 Strongly agree.

1. What concerns would most affect your support? Tick up to three: ☐ Visual/landscape impact ☐ Noise ☐ Land use ☐ Wildlife/environmental impact ☐ Traffic/construction disruption ☐ Financial risk ☐ Lack of trust ☐ Poor consultation ☐ Grid connection issues ☐ Unclear local benefits ☐ Other: ________.


1. Which ownership or benefit model would you prefer? ☐ Full community ownership ☐ Shared ownership with developer/local authority ☐ Community benefit fund ☐ Council-led ownership ☐ Cooperative/community shares ☐ Not sure ☐ Other: ________.

1. How confident would you be in investing a small amount in a well-governed community energy scheme if risks were clearly explained? ☐ Not confident ☐ Slightly confident ☐ Moderately confident ☐ Very confident ☐ Not applicable/prefer not to say.


1. What would make a community-owned renewable energy project more investable or credible? Tick all that apply: ☐ Clear business model ☐ Transparent governance ☐ Reliable revenue/payback ☐ Strong local support ☐ Professional project management ☐ Planning progress ☐ Grid connection progress ☐ Public-sector support ☐ Independent advice ☐ Other: ________.

1. In your view, what is the biggest barrier to community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales? Open text.


1. What one recommendation would you make to improve acceptance or investment readiness? Open text.

1. Would you be willing to be contacted for a follow-up interview? ☐ Yes ☐ No. If yes, please provide your email address separately so it is not linked to your survey answers where possible.




Document 4: Semi-Structured Interview Guide

The following guide will be used flexibly. Follow-up questions may be asked where relevant. Participants may skip any question.

1. Can you briefly describe your role or connection to renewable energy, community projects or regional development in Swansea/South West Wales?

1. What does “community-owned renewable energy” mean to you in practical terms?


1. Which renewable technologies do you think are most suitable locally, such as solar PV, wind, hydro, biomass/AD, marine/tidal energy or battery storage? Why?

1. What factors most influence local acceptance of community-owned renewable energy projects?


1. How important are trust, transparency and early participation in gaining support?

1. What types of local benefits are most credible or meaningful for communities?


1. What governance arrangements would make a community energy scheme legitimate and trusted?

1. What are the main barriers to investment readiness, such as finance, grid connection, planning, skills, risk allocation or revenue certainty?


1. How can community groups, councils, developers, investors and other stakeholders work together more effectively?

1. Are there any risks or negative impacts that should be carefully managed?


1. What support would be needed to scale community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales?

1. Is there anything else you think is important for this research to understand?




Document 5: Recruitment Invitation / Email Text

Subject: Invitation to take part in MBA dissertation research on community-owned renewable energy

Dear [Name],

I am an MBA student at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David. I am conducting dissertation research on community-owned renewable energy, stakeholder acceptance and investment readiness in Swansea and South West Wales.

The study aims to understand how factors such as trust, fairness, governance, local benefit, technology choice, finance and project readiness influence the acceptance and delivery of community-owned renewable energy projects.

I would like to invite you to take part because you may have relevant views or experience as a local resident, community representative, local authority/public-sector stakeholder, renewable energy practitioner, installer, developer, funder, business representative, landowner or third-sector representative.
Participation is voluntary. You may choose to complete a short online questionnaire, which should take approximately 5-10 minutes. You may also be invited to take part in a semi-structured interview lasting approximately 30-45 minutes. You may skip any question and withdraw according to the arrangements explained in the Participant Information Sheet.

Your responses will be treated confidentially and reported in anonymised or aggregated form. No identifiable participant data will be entered into AI tools.

Please read the Participant Information Sheet before deciding whether to take part. If you are willing to participate, please use the survey link below or contact me to discuss an interview.

Survey link: [insert link after ethics approval]
Researcher contact: Meet Sachinkumar Macwan, [2510986@student.uwtsd.ac.uk]

Thank you for considering this invitation.

Kind regards,
Meet Sachinkumar Macwan


Consent Form

This consent form is copied in full for Section M14 and should be placed at the back of the ethics form after all appendices.

Please tick each box to confirm your consent before taking part in the research.

Project title: Community-owned Renewable Energy, Stakeholder Acceptance and Investment Readiness: A Study of Swansea and South West Wales in the UK

Researcher: Meet Sachinkumar Macwan

Programme: MBA / Master of Business Administration, University of Wales Trinity Saint David
 
☐ I confirm that I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet for this study.

☐ I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the research before deciding whether to take part.

☐ I understand the purpose of the study and what my participation will involve.

☐ I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I can choose not to answer any question.

☐ I understand that I may withdraw from the research at any time before submitting the survey or, for interviews, within two weeks of the interview, unless the data has already been anonymised and included in the analysis.

☐ I understand that refusal to participate or withdrawal will not affect my education, employment, services, or relationship with the University of Wales Trinity Saint David.

☐ I understand that the research may collect limited personal data, such as my name, email address, stakeholder category and consent record, only where this is needed for recruitment or interview administration.

☐ I understand that survey data will be anonymous where possible and interview data will be anonymised using participant codes.

☐ I understand that anonymised quotations from interviews may be used in the dissertation.

☐ I understand that the data will be stored securely and used only for this MBA dissertation research.

☐ I understand that no identifiable participant data, survey responses, interview recordings or transcripts will be entered into generative AI tools.

☐ I agree to take part in this research study.

☐ For interview participants only: I agree to the interview being audio recorded for accurate note-taking and transcription.

☐ For interview participants only: If I do not agree to audio recording, I agree that written notes may be taken instead.


 
Participant name: To be completed by participant


Participant signature: To be completed by participant     Date: To be completed by participant

 
Researcher name: Meet Sachinkumar Macwan

Researcher signature: [image: ]    Date: ____________








Appendix B: Final Online Questionnaire
Community-Owned Renewable Energy, Stakeholder Acceptance and Investment Readiness: A Study of Swansea and South West Wales
I am an MBA student at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David conducting research about community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales.
This questionnaire explores how stakeholder perceptions, governance conditions and investment readiness influence the successful development of community-owned renewable-energy projects.
The questionnaire should take approximately 8–10 minutes to complete.
Participation is voluntary. Participants may choose not to answer a question or stop completing the questionnaire before submission. Responses are used only for academic research and are reported anonymously.
Researcher: Meet Macwan
Programme: MBA, University of Wales Trinity Saint David
Section 1: Consent
Question 1 – Consent
I confirm that:
· I am aged 18 or over. 
· I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet. 
· I understand that participation is voluntary. 
· I understand how my responses will be stored and used. 
· I voluntarily agree to participate in this research. 
Response options:
Yes, I consent to participate
No, I do not consent to participate
Section 2: Eligibility and Background
Question 2 – Are you aged 18 or over?
Yes / No
Question 3 – In which country do you currently live?
United Kingdom / Other
Question 4 – What is your connection to Swansea or South West Wales?
Live in the area; work or study in the area; represent a community or voluntary organisation; work in local government or the public sector; work in renewable energy, planning, finance or infrastructure; other.
Question 5 – Which area are you mainly connected with?
Swansea; Neath Port Talbot; Carmarthenshire; Pembrokeshire; another part of South West Wales; other.
Question 6 – Which stakeholder group best describes you?
Local resident; community-energy or voluntary-sector representative; local authority or public-sector employee; renewable-energy developer, installer or consultant; business owner or manager; investor, lender or funding adviser; academic or researcher; other.
Question 7 – How familiar are you with community-owned renewable energy?
Not at all familiar; slightly familiar; moderately familiar; very familiar; extremely familiar.
Question 8 – Have you previously participated in, invested in, worked on or been consulted about a community renewable-energy project?
Yes / No / Not sure.
Question 9 – Which renewable-energy technologies would you be willing to support in your local area?
Solar photovoltaic; onshore wind; hydropower; community battery or energy storage; heat networks or heat pumps; anaerobic digestion or biogas; not sure; other.
Question 10 – What is your age group?
18–24; 25–34; 35–44; 45–54; 55–64; 65 or over.
(A) What is your sex?
Male; Female
Question 11 – How long have you lived, worked or studied in Swansea or South West Wales?
Less than one year; 1–5 years; 6–10 years; more than 10 years; not applicable; prefer not to say.
Question 12 – Which option best describes your current employment status?
Employed full-time; employed part-time; self-employed; student; retired; other.
Section 3: Trust, Fairness and Participation
Likert-scale instruction: Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement.
1. Project leaders should provide clear and regular information from the earliest stage. 
2. Local residents should have a meaningful role in decisions rather than only being informed after decisions have been made. 
3. Transparent financial reporting would increase my trust in a community-energy project. 
4. The costs, risks and benefits of a project should be shared fairly among affected groups. 
5. A project is more credible when community representatives are involved in its governance. 
6. Previous positive experience with a developer or community organisation would increase my willingness to support a new project. 
Scale: Strongly disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly agree
Section 4: Governance and Investment Readiness
Seven statements were assessed using the same five-point agreement scale:
1. Community-energy projects need clear leadership and defined responsibilities. 
2. Regular public reporting and independent oversight improve project credibility. 
3. Partnerships with local authorities can improve project viability. 
4. A credible business plan and realistic financial forecasts are essential before seeking investment. 
5. Evidence of community support makes a project more attractive to investors and funders. 
6. Confirmed planning status and a realistic grid-connection plan are important indicators of investment readiness. 
7. Long-term revenue certainty is important for attracting finance. 
Section 5: Barriers to Project Development
Respondents assessed the significance of:
1. Difficulty obtaining start-up capital or grants. 
2. Uncertainty about long-term income or financial returns. 
3. Planning, licensing or regulatory delays. 
4. Grid capacity, connection costs or infrastructure constraints. 
5. Limited community skills, time or organisational capacity. 
6. Low public trust, weak engagement or local opposition. 
Scale: Not a barrier / Minor barrier / Moderate barrier / Major barrier / Very major barrier
Section 6: Support, Participation and Priorities
Question 13: Overall level of support for a well-designed community-owned renewable-energy project.
Question 14: Forms of participation respondents would consider, including public meetings, consultations, volunteering, membership, community shares or bonds and using project services.
Question 15: Most important local benefit, including lower household energy costs, community funds, jobs and training, reduced carbon emissions, local control and energy security.
Question 16: Three priority actions for improving future community-energy projects, including engagement, transparency, governance, finance, planning, grid access, capacity-building and partnership working.
Question 17: Likelihood of investing a modest amount in a credible community-energy project where risks and terms were clearly explained.
Question 18: Open-text comments and suggestions concerning community-owned renewable energy in Swansea and South West Wales.
The questionnaire concluded by thanking respondents and confirming that responses would be used only for academic research and presented anonymously.





Appendix C: Semi-Structured Interview Materials
Appendix C1: Interview Participant Profile
	Participant
	Stakeholder group
	Main analytical focus

	R1
	Local resident
	Awareness, trust and local benefits

	R2
	Local resident
	Fairness, costs and community participation

	R3
	Local resident
	Environmental attitudes and concerns

	R4
	Student/local resident
	Renewable-energy awareness

	R5
	Business owner
	Energy costs, investment and local economy

	R6
	Business manager
	Business participation and risk

	R7
	Renewable-energy installer
	Technical and financial barriers

	R8
	Developer/consultant
	Planning, grid and finance

	R9
	Community-energy representative
	Governance and community ownership

	R10
	Local authority/public sector
	Policy and planning support

	R11
	Finance/investment stakeholder
	Risk, returns and investment readiness

	R12
	Sustainability/energy professional
	Scaling community-energy projects



Appendix C2: Semi-Structured Interview Guide
Opening: Brief explanation of the project, confirmation of consent, anonymity and permission to proceed.
Q1. Could you briefly describe your role or connection with Swansea and South West Wales?
Q2. What opportunities do you see for community-owned renewable energy in the region?
Q3. What factors influence whether local people support or oppose community-energy projects?
Q4. How important are trust, transparency and early participation to project acceptance?
Q5. What kinds of local benefits do you think communities should receive?
Q6. What governance arrangements would make a community-energy project credible and accountable?
Q7. What financial barriers or investment risks are most important for these projects?
Q8. How do planning requirements, grid access and technical capability affect project delivery?
Q9. What role should local authorities, businesses, developers, community groups and finance providers play?
Q10. What would help successful community-energy projects to expand or be replicated across South West Wales?
Closing prompt: Is there anything else that you believe is important for the successful development of community-owned renewable energy?
Appendix D: Supplementary Quantitative Tables and Figures
Appendix Figure D1: Age Distribution of Questionnaire Respondents (n = 171)
[image: ]
Appendix Figure D2: Employment Status of Questionnaire Respondents (n = 171)
[image: ]
Appendix Figure D3: Stakeholder Group Representation (n = 171)
[image: ]
This shows representation across residents, businesses, renewable-energy professionals, community-energy groups, public-sector stakeholders, academics and finance stakeholders.









Appendix Figure D4: Awareness–Experience Gap in Community Energy
[image: ]
This shows representation across residents, businesses, renewable-energy professionals, community-energy groups, public-sector stakeholders, academics and finance stakeholders.
Appendix Figure D5: Project Support–Investment Willingness Gap
[image: ]
This compares:
84.2% supportive/very supportive
versus
57.3% likely/very likely to invest
and visually highlights the 26.9 percentage-point gap, one of the strongest findings in your entire dissertation. Your Chapter 4 explicitly identifies this gap as evidence that social acceptance does not automatically become financial participation. 
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Figure 2.1: Funnel structure of the literature review
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Source: Author's synthesis based on Geels (2002), Walker and Devine-Wright (2008),
Wiistenhagen, Wolsink and Biirer (2007), Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016)
and Polzin (2017).
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Figure 2.2: Conceptual framework for
community-owned renewable-energy delivery
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Feedback relationship: Weak governance, finance or delivery may reduce stakeholder trust, while
credible governance and strong stakeholder relationships can increase confidence among
communities, partners and investors.

Source: Author's synthesis based on Freeman (1984), Mitchell, Agle and Wood (1997),
Walker and Devine-Wright (2008), Wiistenhagen, Wolsink and Biirer (2007),
Huijts, Molin and Steg (2012), Jenkins et al. (2016), Hall, Foxon and Bolton (2016)
and Polzin (2017).
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Figure 3.1: Research Philosophy and Methodological Alignment
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3.6 Population and Sampling

The research population consisted of adults aged 18 or over who had a geographical, community, professional,
organisational or financial connection to Swansea or South West Wales. Relevant participants included residents,
community-energy organisations, local-authority employees, renewable-energy developers and installers,
businesses, investors, advisers, landowners, academics and third-sector representatives. The quantitative target

was approximately 150-200 completed questionnaires; however, a complete probability-sampling frame was not
available, so the sample is an exploratory stakeholder sample rather than statistically representative (Cochran, 1977).
A combination of purposive outreach and voluntary participation was used, with recruitment directed towards
relevant categories while individuals decided whether to respond. Convenience sampling was not treated as sufficient
Jjustification, and recruitment extended beyond personal networks. The researcher monitored incoming
questionnaires for completeness and respondent balance to guide further recruitment without manipulating responses.
Interview participants were selected purposively because the qualitative strand required people with relevant
knowledge or experience (Palinkas et al., 2015). Limited snowball sampling could be used where appropriate.
University guidance recommends 10-12 in-depth interviews; the study completed 12 participants. Qualitative
adequacy was assessed through relevance, diversity and thematic saturation (Guest, Bunce and Johnson, 2006; Hennink
and Kaiser, 2022), supported by the information-power approach (Malterud, Siersma and Guassora, 2016).

Figure 3.1: Population and Sampling Framework
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Source: Author’s research design.
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Appendix Figure Al: Age Distribution of Questionnaire Respondents (n = 171)
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Appendix Figure A2: Employment Status of Questionnaire Respondents (n = 171)
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Appendix Figure A3: Stakeholder Group Representation (Multi-select, n = 171)
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Appendix Figure A5: Project Support-Investment Willingness Gap
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