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Summary Overview 

The Cornwall Local Energy Market (LEM) project is a three-year trial from 2017 to 2020 jointly funded 

through the European Regional Development Fund and Centrica. The project is led by Centrica in 

association with project partners Western Power Distribution (WPD), National Grid, Imperial College 

London and the University of Exeter (UoE). 

In total, 100 households were recruited to take part in the domestic trial component of the Cornwall 

LEM project. All 100 households had an independent monitoring system and a Sonnen home battery 

installed free of charge (paid for by the LEM project) in order to take part in the project. In addition, 54 

of the households had solar PV installed at their property free of charge; whilst the remaining 46 

households already had PV installed.  

Three different capacities of batteries were installed across the households, depending on the 

household’s estimated energy, the capacity of any previously installed PV array, whether the 

participants also charged an EV, or had any other large load appliance installed. The batteries supplied 

were either 5kWh (61 batteries); 7.5kWh (24 batteries) or 10kWh (15 batteries). The householders were 

also encouraged to use a Sonnen App to monitor their daily electricity usage. Usage of the App is 

discussed in Objective 1.  

As part of the domestic trial, Centrica remotely discharged the home batteries simultaneously, at 

previously determined times and dates to test the feasibility of trading the aggregated battery output 

into the LEM platform trials which were being undertaken with WPD and National Grid. 

Householder Survey 

In 2019 the University of Exeter undertook a survey with the 100 householders who participated in the 

domestic trial component of the Cornwall Local Energy Market (LEM) project.  

The Householder Survey included an online survey which was emailed to all participants, and interviews 

held with 42 householders. This summary report outlines the results of the Householder Survey and is 

scoped around the following three research objectives: 

Objective 1: Evaluate householders’ experience of the LEM so far. 

Objective 2: Identify characteristics that might define who is likely to or unlikely to engage in the 

provision of flexibility, energy or other services via a local energy market.  

Objective 3: What might encourage people to participate? What needs to change to incentivise 

participation? 

The full Householder Survey Report is also available alongside this document. 

Key Findings 

Overall, the householders were thankful for their free equipment and for the opportunity to take part in 

the trial. They valued their contribution towards research and hoped that by being involved in the trial 

that they could help to prove that the viability of the LEM concept. They also valued the opportunity to 

test the equipment installed as part of the project and to assess the impact this had on their household 

by way of behaviour change and electricity demand. 
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We identified 5 motivational factors for the householders engaging in the LEM trial. These factors were 

not mutually exclusive, with people generally identifying with at least 2 of them: 

• Financially motivated 

• Environmentally motivated 

• Community motivated 

• Innovation / research motivated 

• Technology motivated 

Although the financial motivation was cross-cutting against all of the other 4 motivations it was rarely 

the single motivator; with the 4 more qualitative motivations being of equal or higher importance to 

many of the householders. 

The householders could see the environmental benefits of a LEM model in addressing grid flexibility 

needs and saw this as a solution to enabling more renewable generation to connect to the distribution 

network. However, there were different opinions in how this could best be achieved.  

Whilst the LEM concept was considered to be a useful option to realising the UK’s net-zero ambitions 

by 2050,  it was considered that there needed to be much more communication with the wider public 

on what the future energy system might look like in response to addressing climate change. In addition, 

it was considered that greater government intervention was needed to enable and finance 

householders to partake in energy system change at the domestic level. 

 

Objective 1: Evaluate householders’ experience of the LEM so far 

In the online survey this objective was explored in Section 3 Your Thoughts on the Cornwall LEM project 

which related to the respondents’ experience of being a participant in the Cornwall LEM project.  

In the interviews this objective was covered by Q2 ‘Describe any positive or negative experiences of 

being involved with the Cornwall LEM project’. 

Results 

Q15 Do you use the battery app to check how your equipment is performing? 

69% of survey respondents said that they checked the Sonnen App every day; with a further 28% 

stating that they checked it around once a week. Only one respondent said that they didn’t check the 

App at all, whilst two thought that it was too early to tell. 
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Q16 As a result of the equipment being installed, do you feel that you are more aware of the energy you use 

and generate in your home? 

In the online survey 70% said that they were ‘much more aware’ of their energy usage and 19% said that 

they were ‘slightly more aware’ of their usage. A further 10% thought that they were ‘already fully 

aware’ of their energy usage before the LEM project. Only one respondent thought they weren’t more 

aware. There were also options given for ‘too early to tell’ and ‘other’, which no-one selected.  

 

Q17 Has the way in which you use electricity changed since your involvement with the Cornwall LEM 

project? 

In the online survey 57% of respondents reported that their electricity usage had changed since their 

involvement in the project; whilst 28% thought that it was too early to tell.  
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The survey respondents who had indicated in Q17 that they had changed their electricity usage were 

asked to give a brief explanation as to how it had changed. Responses were concentrated around using 

appliances during times of the day when the PV was generating (especially on sunny days); being more 

mindful of how much electricity was being used by the household and a greater family awareness of 

usage. 

This was also a recurring theme in the interviews with 39 interviewees (93%) reporting that the way 

they used electricity had changed since joining the project. Change in electricity usage was the most 

frequently mentioned positive aspect of the LEM project as given by the interviewees (see Q18).  

50% of interviewees (21 households) already had solar PV installed before the LEM project and many of 

these expressed that their electricity usage had already been adapted to coincide with using appliances 

when the PV was generating. However, they were finding new ways of adapting this usage further with 

the addition of having the battery storage element included. Several expressed that this now gave 

them additional flexibility in the timing of when they used appliances. 

Q18 What positive impacts has involvement with the Cornwall LEM project had on your household? 

In the online survey Question 18 gave a list of 8 different positive impacts and respondents were asked 

to rank these on a 5-point Likert scale between ‘high impact’ and ‘no impact’. There was also an 

optional free text box for respondents to list any other positive impacts which hadn’t been covered by 

the list; which 33 householders responded to. Responses against each factor are shown in Figure 1 

below which is ranked by the answers given by the 90 online survey respondents: 
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Figure 1 Positive impacts on your household (by number of survey respondents) 

 

Other positive impacts included in the free text box included increased environmental awareness; 

better understanding of own energy usage; feeling involved in the project; positive impact on 

immediate family (within the household) and raising energy awareness with wider family, friends and 

neighbours. 

In the interviews this question was framed slightly differently. Instead of asking for positive impacts on 

the household, the question asked about any positive (and /or negative, see Q19) experiences of being 

involved with the Cornwall LEM project. 

Although interviewees were asked to list positive and / or negative experiences many pointed out that 

the positives outweighed the negatives with comments such as ‘97% positive’; ‘98% positive’; whilst 16 

interviewees (38%) stated that there were ‘no negatives’: 

Figure 2 below shows the interviewees most frequently mentioned positive experiences.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Not having to pay for equipment

Lower electricity bills

Contribution to research

Increased awareness of household consumption

Reduced CO2 emissions

Increased awareness of renewable technologies

Involvement in local project

Increased awareness of electricity prices

High impact Considerable impact Moderate impact Low impact No impact



 

   EPG    8 

 

 

Figure 2 Positive Experiences of being involved in the trial 

 

 

Q19 What negative impacts has involvement with the Cornwall LEM project had on your household? 

Question 19 gave a list of 5 different negative impacts and respondents were asked to rank these on a 

5-point Likert scale between ‘high impact’ and ‘no impact’. There was also an optional free text box for 

respondents to list any other negative impacts which hadn’t been covered by the list; which 29 

householders responded to (although 8 of these responses stated that there were no negative impacts). 

Figure 3 below shows the full responses given per impact.  

Figure 3 Negative impacts on your household (by number of survey respondents) 
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Other negative impacts reported in the free text option included issues to do with the batteries either 

being noisy or bulky; the Householder team at Centrica not being well informed or able to resolve 

difficulties easily; installation and teething problems; and technical (mainly internet) issues and 

problems with meters running backwards. 

As in Q18 above, this question was framed slightly differently in the interviews. Instead of asking for 

negative impacts on the household, the question asked about any negative experiences of being 

involved with the Cornwall LEM project. 

Figure 4 below shows the interviewees most frequently mentioned negatives.  

Figure 4 Negative Experiences of being involved in the trial 

 

 

Analysis of Objective 1 

As shown above there have been a range of both positive and negative impacts experienced by the 

householders in the trial. However, when evaluating the scale of these impacts, the positive impacts 

have generally had a significantly higher impact than the negatives. This can be shown through the 

online survey responses where all of the positive impacts (8 given impacts) scored in the ‘high impact’ 

fields whilst only two negative impacts (out of 5 given impacts) were scored as ‘high impact’. This can 

also be shown by the interview data which accumulatively mentioned 166 individual positives as 

opposed to 87 individual negatives; along with comments such as ‘97% positive’ and ‘98% positive’ 

which accompanied some of the negative responses.  

Overall, the householders were thankful for their free equipment and for the opportunity to take part in 

the trial. The biggest positive outcome came from the tangible everyday change in electricity usage, 

combined with the increased awareness of how electricity was being used within the household and the 

corresponding reduction in electricity bills. Through the Sonnen App in particular, householders were 

much more aware of their household consumption patterns.  
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In several cases participation in the Cornwall LEM also led to an increased desire to make other pro-

environmental behaviour changes, such as recycling more and being more aware of personal travel 

decisions.  

As will be shown in Objective 2 there were several different internal and external motivating factors for 

the householders initially wanting to be involved in the trial apart from just financial gain. In addition, 

whilst some of the householders’ experiences of the trial can be attributed to external qualitative 

factors (e.g. reduction in bills); other experiences are more qualitative and can to some extent be 

attributed to the householders’ original perception of the LEM project deliverables.  

In several areas therefore the participants’ viewpoint of whether the trial had been successful or not, 

and their perception of the positive or negative impacts of the trial, derived from how they personally 

considered the LEM had delivered against this initial personal motivation.  

Objective 2: Identify characteristics that might define who is likely to, or 

unlikely to, engage in the provision of flexibility, energy or other services via 

a local energy market. 

In the Householder online survey Objective 2 was explored through questions 8, 10, 11 and 12. 

In the interviews Objective 2 was explored through Q1 ‘What was your main reason for wanting to be 

involved in the Cornwall LEM project?’  And Q3 ‘At the end of the LEM project would you be interested 

in trading your excess generation?’ 

In the results section below we have divided the responses into 2 separate categories - Motivations for 

joining the LEM and Motivations to Trade - to aid clarity. 

Results 

1. Motivations for joining the LEM 

Q8 Please indicate how important each factor was in your original decision to get involved in the Cornwall 

LEM project. 

In Q8 of the online survey we gave 8 possible factors for why respondents had chosen to be participants 

in the LEM project; and we asked them to rank these factors by importance to their household on a 5-

point Likert scale ranging from ‘not important’ through to ‘very important’.  Figure 6 below shows the 

full range of responses given for each factor. 
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Figure 5 Motivations for joining the LEM (by number of survey respondents) 

  

 

In the interviews the question was rephrased as “What was your main reason for wanting to be involved 

in the Cornwall LEM project?” Through the interview data it became evident that there were five 

recurring motivational factors which had led people to initially become involved in the LEM project: 

• Financial motivations 

• Environmental motivations 

• Innovation / research motivations 

• Technology motivations 

• Community / social motivations  

These 5 factors were not mutually exclusive; with householders generally identifying with a minimum 

of 2 factors. Seventeen interviewees (40%) indicated that their primary motivation related either to 

their current career or a previous career (including those now retired). Those 17 interviewees span all 5 

of the motivational categories. Motivations also related to voluntary work undertaken in their local 

communities and other direct personal experiences such as higher education courses, family and social 

group influences and their political motivations.  

2. Motivations to trade 

 

Q10 Does the concept of a smart, flexible electricity grid motivate you? 

In Q10 we asked the respondents to watch a short video clip designed by the Cornwall LEM team to 

show how a smart and flexible energy grid in Cornwall could operate in conjunction with a local energy 

market. We then asked the respondents whether this concept motivated them and why. 85 

respondents (94.4%) said that yes it did motivate them; whilst 3 respondents said that no it didn’t and 2 

said they didn’t know. 
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Q11 In the future, what would you like to do with the electricity stored in your home battery? 

In Q11 the householders were asked to rank by preference what they would like to do with the 

electricity stored in their home battery. As there were 7 given factors, they therefore had to rank each 

factor from 1st choice to 7th choice (see Figure 7). 

Figure 6 What would you like to do with the electricity stored in your battery? (By number of survey respondents) 

 

In the interviews this question was phrased differently as “At the end of the LEM project would you be 

interested in trading your excess generation?”  

34 of the 42 interviewees (81%) said that they would consider trading but there were several caveats 

within this; and overall they needed much more information in order to make an informed choice. 
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Of the 18 interviewees who saw battery capacity as a negative experience of the LEM project (Objective 

1) 5 interviewees directly linked this to their perceived inability to trade as they didn’t think they had 

enough excess generation. 

Of the 8 interviewees who didn’t want to trade 4 stated that this was because they wanted to be self-

sufficient. There was a strong opinion that self-sufficiency (being able to generate, store and use the 

generated electricity within the home) was the best option environmentally. 

Q12 Which trading route would you prefer? 

In the online survey Q12 asked the householders whether they would prefer an automated trading 

route (set to their own household parameters) or whether they would prefer to trade independently.  

63% opted for an automated trading route whilst 29% said that they’d prefer to trade independently 

and 7% expressed that they were not interested in trading at all.  

 

Of those not interested in trading 83% stated that this was because they didn’t know enough about 

trading to make a decision on it. 

Reasons given for wanting an automated trading route included ease of use, better use of personal 

time, a more efficient process and less personal stress. 

The main reason given for wanting to trade independently was to have more control over the trading 

process, with the actual word ‘control’ mentioned by 14 respondents out of the 26 respondents who 

chose this option.  

Analysis of Objective 2 

Through the data received from both the online survey and the interviews we have assigned the 

following set of attributes to householders who are likely to engage in a local energy market:  

• Financially motivated 

• Environmentally motivated 

• Community motivated 

• Innovation / research motivated 

• Technology motivated 
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As stated, these are not mutually exclusive factors, with people generally identifying with at least 2 of 

the motivations. In particular, the financial motivation was rarely the sole motivator; with almost all 

participants also seeing the LEM concept identify with their personal values, whether that be for the 

environment or for the community etc.  

However, although 94% of survey respondents were motivated by Centrica’s animation which 

portrayed how a smart and flexible energy grid in Cornwall could operate in conjunction with a local 

energy market, this motivation didn’t necessarily lead to participants seeing trading as an option. There 

was therefore a disconnection between the theory of a local energy market and the participants’ role 

within shaping that. In particular there were differing views on whether energy self-sufficiency in the 

home was environmentally better (and better for the electricity network) than providing grid flexibility 

through trading.  

Linked to this, further training is also needed on battery capacities. As shown in Objective 1 battery 

capacity was a main cause of negative feedback from trial participants with 18 interviewees considering 

that their options for self-sufficiency and / or trading were hampered through not having sufficient 

battery capacity.  

Objective 3: What might encourage people to participate?  What needs to 

change to incentivise participation? 

In the Householder online survey Objective 3 was explored through questions 13; 14 and 20.  

In the interviews Objective 3 was explored through Q4 ‘What services do you think a LEM should 

provide for householders?’; Q5 ‘What might encourage other people to join a LEM?’ and Q6 ‘If you 

could tell other people whether they should join or shouldn’t join a LEM what would you say?’ 

Results 

Q13 Would you have joined the Cornwall LEM if you had to pay for the equipment yourself? 

The online survey gave three options of ‘Yes’, ‘No’ or ‘Maybe’. Only 4.4% of survey respondents 

selected that ‘yes’ they would have joined the Cornwall LEM if they had to pay for the equipment 

themselves; with 42.2% stating ‘no’ and 53.3% stating ‘maybe’.  
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Q14 If you had to pay for the equipment yourself what would most encourage you to do so? 

Question 14 gave 5 options (of which respondents could only pick one answer); or they could select the 

‘Other’ category and specify their answer. 43% selected the option of ‘significant discount for any 

equipment’; followed by 18% who selected ‘guaranteed reduced electricity bills’ and 16% who selected 

‘ability to pay for the equipment in instalments’. 5.6% selected the option of ‘wouldn’t pay towards any 

of this equipment’ and of the 6.7% who selected ‘other’ two people wrote that they would not have 

been able to afford the equipment / installation costs whilst the remaining comments related to 

payback times and requiring a clear cost / benefit analysis. 

 

 

Q20 What do you think would need to change to encourage other households to participate in a local 

energy market? 

Question 20 was a free-text box for respondents to add their own comments; which 84 respondents 

completed. Responses were heavily weighted towards finance issues and the cost of installing the 

technology being a barrier to people (48 responses) and the withdrawal of the Feed-in-Tariff (FiT) (8 

responses). Other responses included the need for energy advice (including independent advice); 

greater awareness and marketing of the LEM concept and greater awareness of the environmental and 

/ or community benefits of the LEM concept; as well as any financial benefits. 

Three out of the six interview questions were devoted to answering Objective 3. The responses to all 3 

questions have been compiled under the following four headings: - 

1. Incentives to participate 

2. Barriers to participation 

3. Overcoming barriers 

4. Innovative approaches / what should a LEM provide? 
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1. Incentives to participate 

 

• LEM Concept 

The interviewees liked the general concept of the local energy market; although no-one had an exact 

definition of what the LEM was in practice. It was also apparent that the concept meant different things 

to different people; which appealed to their different motivational preferences. Interviewees were 

thereby able to distinguish a range of motivational factors which could incentivise other people to join a 

LEM.  

• Environmental incentives 

Environmental incentives were the most frequently mentioned motivations; with 19 interviewees (45%) 

highlighting the benefits of the LEM concept as one solution to reducing fossil fuel usage and reducing 

individual carbon footprints.   

 

• Community incentives (including localness) 

The second most frequently mentioned incentive (43% of interviewees) was the community benefits 

that could be achieved through a LEM. Direct solutions to help the community are identified in 

Innovative approaches later; but purely from an incentive point of view interviewees expressed that 

local identity (especially Cornish identity) and helping the local community was a high motivator:  

• Financial incentives 

Thirteen interviewees (31%) saw financial incentives for others in joining a LEM, particularly for those 

that already had their own micro-generation as they saw that as the easiest way to enter a LEM without 

having to finance home installations prior to joining; and also being able to instantly earn revenue 

through LEM trading. 

It was also seen by 10 interviewees (24%) as a good opportunity for those who had capital to invest, 

stating that due to low interest rates people could receive a better return on their capital by installing 

microgeneration and trading through the LEM.  

The potential reduction in energy bills was also seen as an incentive to participation. This was from the 

point of view of potential LEM participants who would install microgeneration and therefore have the 

ability to reduce their purchase of electricity from a supplier; as well as their potential to offset energy 

bills through exporting (trading) generation via the LEM.  

In addition, interviewees also considered that energy bills could be reduced for those who wanted to 

join the LEM purely as buyers of generation (without being a microgenerator themselves).  

• Research and Technology incentives 

The remaining 2 motivations from Objective 2 were not seen as major incentives to induce others to 

join a LEM. Obviously, the original research motivation is removed; the motivation having been to join 

the trial to prove the LEM concept.  
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2. Barriers to participation 

Notwithstanding the incentives above, most interviewees could see potential barriers to participation 

in a LEM. The main barriers were seen as financial, but within this there are several factors as described 

below: 

• Initial outlay costs of equipment and installation  

The main barrier was seen as the initial cost of purchasing and installing microgeneration technology 

and home battery storage devices if these had to be paid for upfront without any subsidy or long-term 

preferential rate loan. Cost was identified as the main barrier to participation by 25 interviewees (60%) 

and 44 survey respondents (49%). 

• Closure of the Feed in Tariff  

Related to the cost of equipment as above, some interviewees saw the closure of the Feed in Tariff (FiT) 

to new entrants as of April 2019 as a major deterrent to others investing in solar PV installations.  

• Those in fuel poverty 

The 2019 Annual Fuel Poverty Statistics show that over 13% of households across Cornwall are classed 

as being in fuel poverty; at almost 33,000 households1. Interviewees were concerned that the people 

who could most benefit from the LEM were the people who would least be able to access it. This led to 

discussions around whether the LEM should be run for the benefit of the community as discussed in 

Innovative Approaches later. 

• Housing tenure  

As previously stated, all of the LEM householder trial participants were homeowners. Eight 

interviewees however expressed concern that those in rented accommodation (particularly privately 

rented accommodation) would not easily be able to access a LEM as a provider of microgeneration as 

the current LEM model relies on changes to the building fabric (whether or not this is provided for free 

by a third party such as Centrica).  

• Trust issues 

Eleven interviewees (26%) thought that trust would be a barrier to people engaging with a LEM.  

• Reluctance to change existing behaviour  

The final barrier was seen as peoples’ reluctance to change their behaviour; especially in a culture 

where people have limited time and money to spend on becoming engaged in energy issues. 

 

 

1  BEIS. Annual Fuel Poverty Statistics in England, 2019. 
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3. Overcoming barriers 

Interviewees suggested a range of solutions for overcoming the perceived barriers to participation in 

order to enable the rollout of the LEM concept to a wider audience. 

• Government intervention / policy approach / Building Regulations 

The main solution for overcoming the participation barriers was a need for central government to make 

climate change solutions a serious priority - adopting policies to actively support decarbonisation of the 

energy system, making ‘joined-up’ decisions on how these policies would be enacted and financing this 

where appropriate. Government intervention was mentioned by 26 interviewees (62%).  

• Cost of equipment 

25 interviewees (60%) and 36 survey respondents (40%) discussed different ways that technology could 

be subsidised or made more affordable for people. These centred around two main options; the first 

being that there is some kind of subsidy element; and the second being that if these technologies were 

incorporated into all new builds (and potentially a government led retrofit programme), that the unit 

price would reduce enough to make them affordable (economies of scale). 

• Education & Communication 

25 interviewees (60%) and 15 survey respondents (17%) discussed the need for education and 

communication of the environmental benefits of renewable technologies and the role that a LEM 

concept can play in enabling further rollout of domestic renewables. This included education at school 

about climate change in general, through to adult education and people talking to their neighbours 

about the positive aspects of domestic technologies, including relevant case studies. 

• Independent energy advice 

8 interviewees (19%) and 11 survey respondents (12%) mentioned the need for more energy advice; 

with several stating that this should be independent advice from a neutral third party such as Citizens 

Advice or Cornwall Council or through a local community group or forum. 

 

4. Innovative approaches / what should a LEM provide? 

As stated at the start of this Objective, no-one had an exact definition of what the LEM was in practice. 

Therefore, when asked what a LEM should provide there were many divergent answers. Responses 

have been grouped into 3 different business model approaches to aid clarity; although there are 

obvious overlaps between what each model could potentially provide. 

1. LEM as a local energy company (LEC) 

In this model the LEM would act as a supplier of electricity, offering a local tariff which links local 

generation with demand and providing local generators/customers with improved export and import 

prices. Through this model people without microgeneration would still be able to participate in the 

LEM/LEC; purely by switching from their current electricity supplier to the LEM. Therefore, any 

electricity customer within Cornwall could take advantage of local price tariffs including those in 

rented accommodation and fuel poverty. 
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Several interviewees also discussed the possibility of the LEM/LEC incorporating Time of Use tariffs 

(ToU). ToU is based on dynamic price signals derived from demand data from smart meters as well as 

generation data. During periods of high demand/low generation, prices would be higher and vice versa.  

2. LEM as a community co-operative  

18 interviewees (43%) thought that there should be community benefits arising from a LEM. Whilst 

several of these interviewees spoke about the community benefits which could arise from the Centrica 

LEM project being rolled out to a wider audience, others thought that a LEM should be run by the local 

community, or at least for the benefit of the local community: 

In this model the LEM would presumably need to be run as a LEC (as above) but the community could 

choose an alternative LEC provider, with some interviewees suggesting that Cornwall Council could be 

the provider.  

3. LEM as a P2P trading market 

Peer-to-Peer (P2P) energy trading can be defined as local energy trading between participants, where 

excess generation is traded amongst local individuals and organisations. Essentially, allowing 

households to become small energy providers. 

Four interviewees stated that they liked the P2P trading concept; which included virtual trading 

between LEM participants; trading between local businesses and households; and trading to the wider 

Cornish community. 

A P2P market would allow anyone to be able to sell their excess generation or demand reduction to 

whomever they choose within their locality, including from domestic customer to domestic customer. 

P2P trading would appear to be one of the fundamental values of a LEM; offering the ability to trade 

electricity locally, within a defined area and between defined participants without the need for a third-

party licensed supplier (TPLS). However, the current electricity trading regulations do not allow for this 

to happen due to several regulatory and market barriers. 

However, local P2P trading could be beneficial to network management if all transactions occur within 

defined Grid Supply Points. This could help reduce network constraints, if trading occurred below the 

constraint area or bottleneck. This in turn could reduce the likelihood of curtailment for existing 

renewable generators and allow for additional network connections to be made for currently stalled 

projects. 

Analysis of Objective 3 

When asking the householders their views on what might encourage people to participate in a LEM; 

and what needs to change to incentivise participation, it became clear that no-one had a clear 

definition of what the Cornwall LEM actually was, or could become, beyond the scope of the 3-year 

trial. This in itself is a fundamental barrier to overcome if LEMs are to be developed and rolled out 

across GB.  

45% of the LEM householder interviewees discussed the environmental incentives of a LEM; whilst 43% 

discussed wider community incentives. It should be recognised, however, that the Cornwall LEM 

concept was never portrayed by the project partners as a ‘community’ energy scheme; the ‘local’ in the 

LEM referring to the locality of the generation and its impact on the local distribution network; with 
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wider social benefits only portrayed as environmental system benefits, not cheaper electricity for 

community projects. 

The ability to afford renewable technologies and battery storage devices was considered one of the 

major barriers to be overcome. The perceived solution to this problem was that Government should 

intervene in some way to make domestic technologies more affordable to a wider audience; whether 

that be through subsidies or grants. In addition, local authorities should mandate the inclusion of 

renewable and low carbon technologies in all new buildings local planning policies and Building 

Regulations; and should encourage retrofit programmes in existing buildings. 

Education and communication were also seen as important elements in raising people’s awareness; 

both of the environmental benefits of renewable technologies and the role that a LEM could play in 

reducing the carbon intensity of the electricity system and providing flexibility to overcome network 

constraints.  

Communication was also seen as important in overcoming other barriers such as distrust and apathy. 

However, several interviewees wanted a place where they could signpost their friends and neighbours 

to receive independent energy advice. 


