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Abstract

Local governments are expected to act as catalysts to improve energy effstamdards in buildings within
their jurisdiction. In response, several UK local authorities have developed d&yeseagy efficiency
programmes to make effective use of government energy efficiending. Recent research documents the
scale of involvement in city-scale energy projebts reasons for actors’ involvement are less well understood.
Using empirical evidence, we address this limitation by exploring the @soti’organisations involved in the
delivery of a large scale energy efficiency programme in the Leeds (Ukiegibn.

Local economic, social, and environmental priorities are important factorsdevléopment of city initiatives,
and collaborative working between the public and private sector can realise effieiggcy objectives while
also contributing to local economic growth. With national energy policjestito ongoing uncertainty, it is
important to determine how local and organisational priorities can aligumpimort successful delivery of city-
scale energy efficiency schemes.

The focus of this paper is a case study of a joint programmeniatered viaa public-private framework
arrangement to deliver energy efficiency measures across several cities andrihidéng regionsEvidence
for the case study is drawn from semi-structured interviews prdgramme actors and from corporate and
programme documentation. Using a theoretical framework with orilgingsiness literature, we analyse the
characteristics of the participating organisations and their reasons ftueimemt in the programme. We
discuss the impact of policy changes to the Green Deal and ECO in stapprggramme and its
implementation. In the final section of the paper, we identify thedetprs contributing to the continued
delivery of the programme and lessons that can be drawn to infiture §chemes.

Keywords

Collaboration, public private partnerships, energy efficiency programmgemisation behaviour, cities,
motivations



Introduction

Energy efficiency improvements have been implemented by localréighdor many years, both in respect of
their social housing stock and their corporate assets. Over time, upgiadiegtic energy efficiency has been
linked variously to efforts to improve public health, as a responge th973 energy crisis, and to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions in the wake of the Kyoto Protocol (Bdlbare] 2000; Dowson et al., 2012). With
climate change mitigation continuing to climb the global agenda, retrofit ea#figjgncy measures have
become well established as a means by which local authorities can deliver redunctiarbon emissions while
simultaneously addressing local issues such as fuel poverty. These emidenittfits are reflected in a history of
UK government policies and incentives designed to stimulate energy efficienovengents, the most recent
of which are the Energy Company Obligation (ECO) and the short-@ivedn Deal finance mechanism
(Mallaburn and Eyre, 2014; Rosenow and Eyre, 2016). Despite the sugiegsedce of energy efficiency
within UK legislation, reductions in both ambition and financial supporhfcentral government led to a
decline in retrofit installations fror2013(House of Commons Energy and Climate Change Committee,.2016)

The role of local authorities in delivering local energy measures, oftemghiocal partnerships, is known
(Betsill and Bulkeley, 2007; Kelly and Pollitt, 201 Past research has identified the importance of
collaboration between local residents, business and government (Khar@@t H).and the types and
frequency of existing partnerships delivering climate change experimagities across the globe (Castan
Broto and Bulkeley, 2013). To date however, little is known about titevations and experiences of
organisations involved in such partnerships. In this studialesa case study approach to examine the
motivations of the organisations involved in the Leeds city regised Better Homes Yorkshire schénwe
use a combination of the theoretical lenses of institutional and stakeholdeacmy to organisational
management and thematic analysis to consider the original reasgasticipation in, and experiences of,
delivering the programme. In doing so we consider whether lessawa hom this case study can be used to
inform the development of similar collaborations in the future. Furthermee believe that in the face of
ongoing policy uncertainty and likely future reductions i§ ehergy subsidigsinderstanding the reasons for
action is an important step towards the identification of self-sustadipgrtunities to support such
collaborations, by local, regional or national bodies.

The paper is structured as follaowse first set out the response of cities to climate change, before introducing
the theory used to inform the framework for analysis of oyiecal evidence. The background context is
completed by considering the specific rolK local authorities have with regard to energy efficiency. We
introduce our case studyethods of analysis and resuliefore the findings are discussed in the context of the
insights they offer for future practice and research.

Background

City actions to reduce climate change

It is now readily accepted that cities have the potential to significantly conthibtitéo climate change and its
mitigation (Mills, 2007; Kennedy et al., 2012). Initiatives such as the Eurdpeanant of Mayors for Climate
and Energysupport local governments in developing and implementing nessuachieve voluntary targets
for reductions in carbon emissions through the use of Sastai Energy Action Plans. Cross-sector action is
required to achieve the ambitious voluntary targets set out by maawyisaiions, and local authorities across
the globe are engaged in, and often likely to be leading, a wide rangésitieado reduce carbon emissions
(Castan Broto and Bulkeley, 2013). Many of the global experimentskyit€hstan and Bulkeley were
implemented independently by local governments, with private sectorigsatians forming the largest partner
group.

The benefits of partnerships are highlighted in earlier work by KellyPariitt (2011) which identifies that
partnership with a wide range of organisations for both financial amdinancial support is a common feature
amongstsuccessful’ authorities. Indeed, the need for collaboration between local governimesitgsses, and
residents is described elsewhere as a necessary condition to successfullyclidwesshange from a city
perspective (Khare et al., 2011). While the nature and importance of phiseior city action is clearly
understood, there is less known about what might motivate organidgatienter into partnerships, particularly

1 Prior to launch the Better Homes Yorkshire scheme was known as the Leeds City Region Green Deal scheme,
but for simplicity the project will be referred to as Better Homes Yorkshire throughout.
2 http://www.covenantofmayors.eu/index_en.html|



public-private partnerships designed to implement environmental benefitsméfastsal. (2014) have begun to
address this, while eare et al. (2011) discuss the need for a win-win, or mutuahgesdple outcome for all
stakeholdergbut the nature of what constitutes a winning situation will vary betweemiseg@mns In the next
section, we introduce the theories of organisational management that wesvidleisaluate the motivations
behind participation for the organisations in our case study.

Organisational management theories

Organisational management theories are used to explore the relationships bahadefluences on structyre
operations and decision making within firms. Numerous theories witisteach rooted in a specific field such
as stakeholder theory in economics and institutional theory in sociology (@d&easal, 2013)This study
uses both institutional and stakeholder theories of management to infamaligsis framework. These have
been chosen because while they are rooted in contrasting logics, they algcsari#vities (Freeman et al.,
2010) relevant to their application in evaluating the motivations of eretgys.

Institutional theory assumes that firms’ organisational practices are determined in response to external
influences (Schmidt, 2010; Starik and Kanashiro, 20&8jernal influences may be formal or informal, and
include:the political, economic and legal frameworks which define the ‘rules of the game’ in which the firm is a
participant other organisationgnd the informal customs and beliefs embedded in the society in vaeich t
organisation operates (Williamson, 2000)e will term this group of influences thmstitutional environment’.

Where institutionalism focuses orfiam’s actions as a response to broad external influences, stakeholder theory
considers the two-way relationships betwadinm and the groups with which it interacts. Stakeholder theory
assumes that planning within the firm is undertaken with the objedth@&ancing the (sometimes conflicting)
interests of stakeholders (Freeman et al., 200®re are numerous definitions of stakeholders, but for the
purpose of this work we consider stakeholders in thekdast sense as “any group or individual who can affect

or is affected by the achievement of the organisation’s objectives” (Freeman, 1984 p. 46 in Mitchell et al.,

1997).

Issues linking legitimacy and actions are common to both stale@hwolanagement and institutional theory.
Legitimacy in the institutional sense may be linked to the actior®edfrin, which may be undertaken in
response to the changing norms of the organisational environmedemntomaintain credibility in the field
(DiMaggio and Powell, 1991)n a stakeholder sense, legitimacy can refer to the stakeholders thesnaéth
actions by firms likely to be taken to satisfy the more important oregfiéi stakeholders (Haigh and Griffiths,
20009).

The ideas of response to external influence, balancing interests ofadtlgkstand the relative legitimacy of
different influences are highly relevant when considering partnersigpveen local authorities and other
organisations for city-scale energy efficiency projects. Local actiotlifoate change mitigation is hampered
by market and institutional constraints (Azevedo et al., 2013) and esseggyindustry is highly regulated. The
public and private sector partners are to differing degrees part of thetioséite nvironment themselves, yet
must also operate cooperatively within this environment to deliver valuesiomtiany and varied stakeholders
including, for the private firms, their shareholdé?soject outcomes are likely to be affected by the extent to
which competing interests within and between partner organisationsrioé their (collaborative) decision
making. It is this expectation which forms the basis for including theegdieg theories in the analysis
framework described in the methodology, rather than a solely datardiadysis.

Case study legidlative context

Local authorities as part of the UK government institution have statoldigations to fulfil on behalf of
citizens in their area to provide decent homes as social landloygi®ving the thermal comfort of domestic
properties contributes to this obligation (Dowson et al., 2@8&)jer than this specific obligation, local
authorities at present only have a duty to report on the energy efficiehoygihg in their area; they do not
have to take action to improve it. The Home Energy Conservatioh9&(HECA) (DoE, 1995) required local
authorities with housing responsibilities to develop and publish a strateiggproving the energy efficiency of
the housing stock in their area by 30% over a ten to fifteen year gEtesding et al., 2004) he original

HECA reporting requirements were replaced in 2012 by a requiremergparp biannual reports documenting
the measures “that the authority considers practicable, cost-effective and likely to result in significant
improvement in the energy efficiency of residential aceoration in its area” (DECC, 2012 p. 6) Significant
improvementwas explicitly linked to measures which used‘@ea based/street by street roll out involving

local communities and partnerships” (DECC, 2012 p. 6) and took advantagéfofiancial assistance... offered



from central government initiativégibid.) including the Green Deal (DECC, 2010) and ECO (HM
Government, 2012)

Following the publication of this guidance, ECO legislation came into forbedember 2012. The Green Deal
finance mechanism was launched in January 2013, but its performasasmderwhelming from the outskt.
June 2014 the Green Deal Home Improvement fwad launched to try and stimulate interest in the offer.
Three funding rounds saw three corresponding spikes irtgdiivt failed to create a lasting impact, and all
public sector funding for the Green Deal ceased in July 2015 (ReserbEyre, 2016). Meanwhile the
ambition of the ECO was also scaled back with targets reduced in DecemBem2i0April20150n the
announcement of changes to the original ECO and the start of ECO2 respé€ifgeim, 2015). It was against
this background of policy flux that the energy efficiency scherad as our case study was created.

Methods and analysis

This study seeks to understand why a group of organisations themrk together to develop and deliver a
particular projectin doing so it satisfies one of the key measures of relevance foselef a case study
approach, namely the degree to whickeieks to explain a particular circumstance (Yin, 2008) the purposes
of this research we focus on the case study of Better Homes Yorkshirea$is an example of a local
government acting as a catalyst to improve energy efficiency standardsitgiflarisdiction through the use of
a public-private framework partnershipwas therefore considered an appropriate case for investigating our
research questions. Furthermore, in focusing our study on Better Homeshive, an ongoing real-world
project over which we have no control, we strengthen the argumemtése study approach (ibid). The
following section describes the Better Homes Yorkshire project and case study design

Leeds City Region and Better Homes Yorkshire

The Leeds city region is an area of the UK that includes urban and eaalaithin North, West and South
Yorkshire (Figure 1)Keepmoat and Willmott Dixohdeliver energy efficiency and renewable energy services
within the region via a framework contract with the West Yorkshire GoabAuthority (WYCA) and

individual call-off contracts with the ten local authoritiéhe Better Homes Yorkshire brand describes the
overall scheme, with sub-brands for each authority, e.g. Better $gor&.
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Figure 1: The Leeds city region (Ordnance Survey (GB), 2015)

The contracts provide Keepmoat and Willmott Dixon with exclusive endorsdamehe local authorities for
provision of services “including Green Deal and ECO services to private households”, with additional non-
exclusive opportunities to service corporate estate, social housing and busmésseegion (Rutherford,
2014). The contract is not a purchase contract; rather it provides market advathegeitate sector partners
when delivering their services, including Green Deal and ECO services. Bettes Monkshire launched in
March 2015 with a target to deliver undefined energy efficiency impnents to ovefl2,000 homes in the first
three yearsfunded through Green Deal grants and finaieO subsidies and customer contributions. At the

3 ECO is the most recent incarnation of the UK’s energy supplier obligation.
4 A cash-back grant for households installing certain energy-efficiency measures (Rosenow and Eyre, 2016).
5 A third private sector partner retains an option to become active but is excluded from this analysis.



end of the first year the overall and accompanying interim targets weresigeref in light of the suspension
of public sector funding for the Green Deal and changes to ECO desargwéaliply (Norreys, 2016).

Data Collection

Data for the case study were obtained from publicly available literature andsacfexight semi-structured
interviews with individuals from organisations involved in the sahefe initial series of online seaedwas
undertakernusing the term “Better Homes (Yorkshire) <org% where Yorkshire was used in one set and not the
other, and <org> was replaced in turn by each of the individeakar organisations participatirg. “Better
Homes Bradford”, or “Better Homes Yorkshire Keepmoat”. Relevant results from the first three pages of results
were captured and stored according to their source organidaétavant results included project and
organisation webpages, press releases, news articles and minutes of meetiafggduttorthe project
Additionally, the websites of each participating organisation were seaegehtify content relating to their
organisational make up and purpose.

In addition to the online literature search, eight semi-structured interwevesconducted with individuals from
six different organisations involved in the scheParticipants were chosen based on recommenddtiotheir
knowledge of and involvemeirt the scheme, with some individuals representing more than one orgamisatio
and some public sector organisations providing more than one intervi€hiseensured that both the
procurement history and current operation of the scheme could be exgloeg the interviews.

Table 1: Summary of interviews undertaken

Sector | No of interviews | Dates conducted | Sector coverage
Public 6 September to November 2016 Six of nine authorities, plus WYCA*
Private 2 October and November 2016 Both active organisations

*The tenth local authority joined the scheme after the interviews were conducted.

Table 1 summarises the timing and makeup of the interviews undertaktethewnumber of public sector
interviews reflecting the larger proportion of public sector organisateEpresented in the framework.
Repetition in public sector responses was observed quite rapidly, a phendmenm as theoretical saturation
(Eisenhardt, 1989). Therefore, additional interviews with the remamibtic partners were not sought at the
time, as it was decided that a sufficiently diverse set of responses Imaglabieered

Interviews took place face to face where possibleydelephone where not, and lasted between 30 and 60
minutes. Due to the small number of organisations involveceiBéfter Homes Yorkshire scheme and to
protect the anonymity of participants, information provided by interviewsgk be identified only as
originating from the public or private sectoather than the specific organisation of the speaker.

Interviews undertaken for this study form part of an ongoatg dollection process for a larger piece of work,
and questions were focused on three areas of interest: the characteribicgrghnisation, the energy related
activities of the organisation, and the partnerships between organisatiensrgy related projects. Where
interviewees were involved in specific projects of interest, questions ar¢he of energy related activity and
partnerships were focused more closely on the project in question. Fafeaelinterviews undertaken for this
case study, this meant that as a minimum part of the interview was eghldssused on the Better Homes
Yorkshire scheme. The interview questions were primarily focuséideopositive reasons for participation;
however, specific challenges to projects were often raised and discussediltgtviewees. The use of a semi-
structured interview process afforded flexibility to explore these and lated topics whileataining an

overall structure to the conversats.

Analysis of the case study data

The case study data were analysed using QSR NVivo Version 10 fooWéhdl sources were uploaded to a
single project file within the software and categorised according to ttigimn and subject matter, then analysed
using a combination of theoretically derived and data-driven themes.

Table 2: Theoretically derived themesused in data analysis

Institutional | Stakeholder | Cross-cutting | Descriptive
Political Stakeholders Legitimacy External
Regulatory Balancing interests Ethical perspectives Internal
Cultural Value creation

6Year 1: 1,733 achieved of 2,136. Year 2 target of 4,133 reduced to 815. Year 3 targets placed under review.
7 http://www.gsrinternational.com/nvivo-support/downloads/nvivo10-for-windows



Table 2 summarises the theme structure developed using ideas fransatigaal theory and used to analyse
interview transcripts and corporate literature, i.e. the ‘public face’ of the organisations, to identify the relative
extent to which stakeholder and institutional logics guide the decisiors byettie organisations. In addition to
the theoretical analysis which was aimed at understanding broad orgaaigafioences, data driven themes
were used to capture ideas relating to decisions surrounding the speeifaf Batter Homes Yorkshire. Data-
driven categories were developed through analysis of the whole datasétoaithinitial themes such as
reasons and challenges being developed into more nuanced ideas intlotvadgjons, objectives, outcomes
and change. These were combined with a series of categories such af beulthr, funding etc. to provide
greater descriptive detail. In this way, the various factors affecting decisighse organisations during their
participation in the development and operation of the Better Homes Yorkshire suhchbe identified.

Results

The aim of the case study was to establish the characteristics and influetioegarticipant organisations in
the Better Homes Yorkshire scheme, their reasons for participation irraa@nd how the organisations are
working together to deliver the scheme. The following sections presemstliies for each of these questions in
turn.

Organisational characteristics and influences

There are fourteen organisations signed up to the Better Homes Yorkshiesvirek agreement, of which three
are private and the remainder public. The active organisations exhibitygelhmiganisational structure with
the exception of the West Yorkshire Combined Authority which was form2@14 via an amalgamation of the
public-private Local Enterprise Partnership and the public West Yorkshire Passeatgolt ExecutiveAt

the time of the study was undergoing a process of merging the previous organslagtoancturesogether irto

a series of directorates with common goals across the organisation.

Analysis of corporate literature and interview evidence suggests that outeaopewdfthe influence of,
stakeholder groups inform decisions about actions across all paigaeisations, but the number and makeup
of stakeholders considered varies according to organisation type. Putidicssecces were more likely to refer
to balancing a range of stakeholder needs, such as opportunities finulsioesses and economic growth of the
region alongside improving the quality of life for citizens and communi@iesversely, the need to return a
profit for shareholders remains the underlying driver for the privat®soperations, though the responses of
both private sector interviewees suggested that the client groups and woskekey undertake is recognised
for, and chosen in part because of, its social as well as economicMaikisocial value @asalluded to when
discussing the personal importancegfanisations’ objectives for employees from both sectors

“People [...] tend to join councils because they have some kind of social conscience and want to
improve the lives of people who are living in an area.” (Public)

“...there's quite a strong moral ethos [that]wloeks we do are there to improve the lives of people
[...] that’s the sort of underlying sort of get out of bed reasdon(Private)

Despite energy being a highly institutionalised sector nationally, refereniresitotional factors directly
influencing the organisatiswere largely confined to the effect of government policy on resource allocation
For the public sector, this manifested as a steadily decreasing resourcdiefttiordeliver services under
government austerity, and the organisational response to the reductions

“Staff have been slimmed down dramatically, and will continue to be slimmed down dramatically, so
you are looking at better processes to do more with less.” (Public)

Conversely, private sector commentary included references to investnaelditional resources to prepare for
expected market growth stimulated by government policy. One such exaagptbe expectation surrounding
the launch of the Green Deal, and the waste associated with its lack of datidezyentual failure

“Setting up subsidiary businesses and other bits and pieces, which haven’t been used, so there has been
quite a lot of wasted effort | guess on the basis that we expected markets torathedasis of government
promises that haven't materialisg@rivate)

Legitimacy, in the institutional sense of validity of an organisatithimvits field, was not cited as a driver for
the general activities of any of the organisations in the context consitiegedtakeholder sense, legitimacy can
mean that certain stakeholders are held to be more importarittiieas The fundamental need for the private
organisations to satisfy their shareholders could arguably be characterigea@dxample of variation in
stakeholder importance, however this was not explicitly stated as suoh iBgfondents.



Reasons for participation

One of the questions asked of the case study was “what are the reasons for organisations’ involvement in the
Better Homes Yorkshirescheme™? The evidence collected suggests theadsonscan be divided into objectives
and motivationsWe define objectives as the desired material outcomes of the project determined at the
procurement stage, and these are therefore associated solely with the publassénet@rocuring parties.
Motivations on the other hand capture both the intrinsic drivers and tlibléabgnefits that an organisation
expected to gain by being part of the project, and are therefore condidéredontext of both public and
private sector organisations

Objectives of the Better Homes Y or kshir e proj ect

The Better Homes Yorkshire procurement followed on from earlier suotésshestic energy efficiency
framework contracts in the region (Rutherford, 2014), bth tie new framework designed around the Green
Deal and ECO which had replaced earlier funding mechanisms to beepréntary means to fund retrofit
energy efficiency improvements.

“It was set up to respond to the Green Deal, and then ECO. It was going to bring millions of pounds
worth of ECO funding in and do loads of stuff to people’s homes.” (Public)

“I think that the ability to draw down significant amounts of external funding that, that was really one
of the key drivers(Public)

While leveraging funding was the key driver, there were multiple additahjattives stated for the scheme.
Table3 summarises these objectives as identified in the scheme procuremenirétarat interview responses
These are split into the overall outcomes hoped for from the work delivecedjththe framework, and the
expected benefits of using a framework as the chosen delivery structu

Table 3: Objectivesfor the Better Homes Y or kshire framework over and above funding leverage

Delivery outcomes Framework objectives

Improved living standards for residents* Access to economies of scale

Contributions to voluntary emissions reduction targets Cost levelling across the region

Reduction in energy bills (domestic and corporate) Reduced bureaucracy for large scale project delivery

Creation and safeguarding of jobs within the energy
efficiency supply chain

Creation of apprenticeship opportunities
Opportunities for local SMEs

*Encompasses multiple interrelated objectives including reducing fuel poverty, improving housing stock and creating warmer
and healthier homes

The delivery outcomes in Table 3 broadly reflect the wider, long-term strategtiass of the local
authorities involved with Better Homes Yorkshire. However, the aspiratiaodess Green Deal and ECO
finance using a long-term framework arrangement with endorsatepakvas expected to deliver the specific
framework objectives shown in Table 3; a logic apparent in documenidgnee and supported by interview
responses.

Motivationsfor participation

The motivations for participation for the public sector are distinct frorptthject objectives in that they are
concerned both with intrinsic drivers guiding the decisions to participdtéharanticipated benefits of
participation to the organisation itsdfor the private sector, motivations include their reasons for bidding for
the framework and the decision to bid as a consortium

Considering local authorities initially, strength in numbers and theiassd market benefits were cited by
respondents as a motivating factor for being part of the framework th#redelivering the works as an
individual authority, with the scale of the project a common factor linktiegn together. These were described
to be beneficial both from the internal perspective of the authorities, ardtéreal perspective of the partners
they were trying to attract, though for some authorities this hadtialbeced against constraining factors such
as a reduction in perceived control.

“So, there’s strength in numbers and certainly in terms of working our way through the procurement
process it helped combining forces with the other authorities ingddd City Region. | think also it meant that
we could bring a more attractive offer to the market if you like. | kn@felt that we could get a better show of
interest from wouldse bidders, so that was another reason.” (Public)



“...they believed it was a better option to go with the scale of Better Homes, rathéhéheomfort
and local control... | think really the motivator was the economic scale that by doing that, we lvenefit from
the reduced costs” (Public)

The decision by the private sector organisations to bid for the schathepecifically to bid for the scheme as a
consortium, was linked by respondents to expectations surroundingphetiof the Green Deal and ECO, with
both private respondents speakofdghe likelihood that an individual organisation may have struggled to
allocate sufficient resources to manage and deliver the foeglsadtime of works.

“...physically if you think about it you have to meet each council once a month, so that’s ten meetings
a month and now if one contractareg for it it’s quite time consuming and you end up with a lot of resource
allocation to it and ...your supply team might not be able to cope with it. So the power of three came together
and we thought it would be a much stronigiel’ (Private)

“When that famework came out we looked at who we could partner with to bid because... we thought,
the volume of work that would come from those ten authorities would be too big for one company [...] because
we felt that ECO and Green Deal would work and the volume of wotkdabe fairly significarit (Private)

In addition to the direct market motivations both public and private sectamaspts identified examples of
increased standing as a result of the partnership. Private sector parteeabl@eao capitalise on the standing of
local authority partners to implement the project aims, while local autlpaiitgers gained legitimacy with
central government due to the improved efficiencies associated with the exadftarfceamework contract.

“...you’ve got the council logo and brand behind it to support what we do.” (Private)

“...with government, having to not go through procurement and being teaoll actually makes it
more likely we will get funding. So it makes us a little bit more efficient and effective, when we are bidding.
It doesn’t seem like it sometimes, but practically, it streamlines what we have’ @Btblic)

The examples above describe some of the motivations discussed in detaildsptimelents. Table 4
summarises the wider range of motivations cited by interview respondplittby sector. Taken in conjunction
with the objectives in Table 3 we see that while stakeholder benefits angamo the objectives of the
scheme, market drivers remain the most common motivations for chdodie part of the framework itself.

Table 4: Motivationsfor participation in Better Homes Y orkshire by sector

Public sector | Private sector

Avoidance of competition for the same funding Estimated value of works available

Taking advantage of cost levelling opportunities Avoidance of competition for the same works
More attractive to investors - bureaucracy Benefits of collaboration for delivery

More attractive to investors — scale Positioning with public sector

Using resources wisely Association with trusted organisations

Collaboration

The Better Homes Yorkshire framework contract was signed in 2014 at tioé aneighteen month

procurement process. During this time the Green Deal and EG@hion much of the anticipated work
programme was predicated, were significantly altered (Rosenow aedZEyi6) leading to one of the three

private sector organisations modifying their role from active to sileirigrain the scheme in advance of the

final contract award. Furthermore, eight months after the framesamtkact was awarded the Green Deal
Finance company ceased to be funded by government. The originallyateticgpurces of funding for the

Better Homes Yorkshire scheme are therefore leaner than at the timeahisatigns were making the decision

to develop and bid for the framework contrddtis has had a direct impact on the resource allocation and scope
of delivery for the project by the private sector.

“It’s meant that we’ve reduced our service offering, we’ve reduced our promotions and we’ve reduced
our call centre mmbers...” (Private)

The roles of project partners within the framework have also chahgedl authorities are taking a much more
active role in the identification and vetting of suitable candidate areas and tothesoriginal iteration of the
scheme, this would have been a risk shouldered by the contractors.

“...we're asking [the authorities] to put in a lot more time effort in the marketing anddrio source
and allocate funidg to make it work.” (Private)

The decrease in funding has had a number of effects over avel thlecstructural organisation of the projeot
contractual terms, a major consequence of the funding reductioragsaciated reduction in delivery targets
By March 2016, only 1,733 homes had been treated compared vetget of 2,136 for the year and an overall



target of 12,000 in the first three years. In response to these raadlis, light of the suspension of the Green
Deal finance offer and significant reduction in funding representedeblydhsition from ECO to ECO2 in the
same period, the Better Homes Yorkshire Programme Board (which inchelabers from all participating
organisations) reduced the performance targets for year twd%\a8d reduced the contract management fee
payable to WYCA (Norreys, 2016)

The effects described above are two examples of material alterations to the kckedn® the suspension of
the Green Deal, but interview evidence from both sectors suggeststhaipttoach to collaboration by all
partners is subtly different to that which would have emerged witheuthallenges created by policy change.
Respondents describe a general pulling together and deepening of collaboratisdefieeen all parties to
ensure success of the framework despite the difficult environment in Wiial operates

“...it works because we are all doing whatever we can wibkinonstraints of the contracts [...] if we
stuck to just what the contract says, we would doing nothing becausd @limut Green Deal. So everybody
has kind of opened up a bit.” (Public)

“...we're both quite dependent on each other to put in the effort nowmmurehso than we would have
been. And | think that probably has driven us to work togathemore collaborative environment” (Private)

Furthermore, the drive for increased collaboration extends beyond the lBathess Yorkshire partners with
several respondents linking the work of the framework to publidtin outcomesThere is a recognition that the
benefits of improving energy efficiency in homes creates associatefitber reduced numbers of visits to
public health services as a result of the improved health and wellbeiegjdémts. This has led some of the
partners to seek closer integration between the project and a widemngaggnisations in the health and
social care sector, who have the potential to support the project by pgpaitdiadditional avenue for the vetting
and signposting potential applicants to the scheme. These links help ¢itstretine business case for works
within the scheme, while the health and wellbeing benefits are used tpdrsimde householders to sign up to
works, with one respondent noting warmth, comfort and reductidiueiipoverty chime more closely with
those in greatest need than carbon reduction objectives, despite the clear il lwetrbon and energy
efficiency as one of the original drivers for the scheme.

“But ... public sector energy efficiency - domestic stuff - historically has besustd on carbop..] |
think actually it is a better message navtalking to a cold family about carbon emissions, we are not going to
go anywheref...] we have always done the fuel poverty stuff, but yes it is nolly tba thrust is all about
that’ (Public)

Discussion

Organisational characteristics

Data collected suggest that the Better Homes Yorkshire partners are largely structueeratat! as typical
public and private sector organisations. Despite this, there are similaritiesiinfltdences on decision making
from both stakeholder and institutional perspectives. The neetiskehslders were often cited by respondents
of all organisations in the context of being a positive influence asides about organisational activity, often
linked to ideas of social responsibility and improving lives. Howevethéngrivate sector, these aspirations
appear to be balanced against the need to ensure positive outcomesFar#holders, chiming with ideas
about stakeholder legitimacy as described by Haigh and Griffiths (2002Jdition to the external influences
on decision making, the internal values of all the partner organisatmesr@eerned with making a positive
difference to stakeholders, with interview evidence suggesting thas & genuinely held position by
employeesWhether this is a common characteristic exhibited by organisations invialegiger projects with
similar objectives to Better Homes Yorkshire is worthy of further research

The nature of the influence of institutional factors, in particular the politichlegislative environment, was
varied. There is evidence that funding announcements had in somercaspted investment activity, but
respondents generally spoke of the constraints on activity thraligly ppheaval and funding reductions. This
viewpoint is likely to be shaped by the fact that the case study diseission was so closely tied to the
unsuccessful Green Deal initiatives. Nevertheless, the responsive logic demobsttategrivate sector
organisations in this case study shares similarities with public sectmissjons implementing projects in
response to funding opportunities (Fleming et al., 2004), with thieglisshing features being the objectives
behind the actions. For the public sector, these are linked to trying to adaictions in services as policy
changes challenge the availability of resources, whereas the private sector edpazin to be more concerned
with seeking growth asing from policy change.



ODbjectives and motivations

The multiple social and environmental delivery objectives for the Better Homé&shiar framework e

shown in Table 3. Many of these align with the more general strategic oegectithe local authorities in the
region. The fact that a long-term framework arrangement was devdtopaglivery of these objectives may be
partially as a result of the regulatory context at the time of procurement. Guidsuee fisr local authorities
referred to'significant improvements’ as arising from measures that took advantage of the Green Deal and

ECO, were area-based, and utilised partnerships (DECC, 2012Tpisyuidance, coupled with the cessation
of alternative funding mechanisms for energy efficie(dallaburn and Eyre, 2014) is likely to have provided a
strong steer on the development of the Better Homes Yorkshire framawanigements and demonstrates that
government policy may simultaneously drive and constrain activity.

Motivations for participation in the framework were largely centred onaoanbenefits to the organisatigns
whether direct, such as the access to new markets for the private @ertdirect, such as the increase in
standingof local authorities seeking to attract investment. These anticipated returns hawve texsent been
eroded by the reduction in scale to the project discussed previouslgvelg some of the fringe benefits of the
framework arrangement itself have been less affected by the deicreaake, such as the reduction in
bureaucracy for the public sector partners after the initial procurementfrenabling large volumes of work
to be undertaken in urban regions at short notice to exploit short-tedindusvailability. Additionally, rural
authorities have been able to benefit from planned cost levelling effectg drigimthe scale of works
undertaken by the urban authorities in the partnership. The final se€tiois discussion considers whether
these returns alone are providing the win-win for all partners that Khate(2011) suggest is required for a
successful collaboration, or whether there are other reasons that thespgrthas survived in the face of non-
trivial challenges to the scheme since its inception.

Previous research has identified the value of economic co-benefits irtlstnr@ing the case for local energy
investment (Kelly and Pollitt, 2011). In this example the situationgisadly reversed with the environmental
and social objectives shoring up the weakened economics of the scheme indlggmigds to Green Deal and
ECO funding. While there has clearly been a reduction in scale to theeselsemresult of funding reductions,
local authority respondents spoke of looking to add value to the bsisiasss for projects delivered by the
framework by highlighting when works were improving fuel/edy and health issues. References to links with
health reflects a historical connection between energy efficiency policheatith (Dowson et al., 2012) and
also returns to the idea of the value of co-benefits raised by Dulal and @ki&) when discussing how the
case for local climate change mitigation activities can be strengthened usingiloiteg.

Why persist?

In response to changes to the Green Deal and ECO partners have txtamput aside competing
organisational interests in order to ensure the ongoing viability &dtter Homes Yorkshire scheme. The
choice by the programme board to reduce targets and contractual paymesp®irse to the challenges faced,
rather than enforce contractually legitimate penalties, is one example offifosep. Additionally, some

public sector partners within the framework have played a greater iidknitifying potential clients for Better
Homes Yorkshire than was originally envisag€de changes to funding have also resulted in partners seeking
to strengthen the business case for works undertaken thrau@hrework with informal collaborations with
bodies beyond the partnershifghat has driven this collaborative response to the challenges? A number of
possible explanations emerged during discussions, primarily linkedtteations for participation in the first
place and a shared financial burden from procurement and biddingTdusse. are now discussed.

In addition to the economic motivations for the scheme, there was also aasacalvironmental ethos evident
in interview responses and documentary evidence from both sectoesstatdd desire to make a positive
impact on both. The need for common values for successful Eeis identified by Wassmer et al. (2014)
and supported here by a sense that despite differences in the malaupaiiligations to, their stakeholders,
the underlying values of the participating organisations overlap and thiapg&engthens the shared
commitment to success of the scheme. Anecdotally, those authoddtiémtte engaged more closely with the
private partners have achieved greater volumes of household impraseharihose that have not.

Alongside shared values, there is a shared financial burden for all amtiethe procurement and bidding
process, and a mutual dependence on the success of the scheeoepomiot insubstantial sunk co# of the
organisations involved have a vested interest to provide a return on tlesimiant for their stakeholders,
whoever they might be. The outcome of the scheme on the futuréngtafidrganisations was also raised in
responses, with private sector responses reflecting on the long-term bdrefitabmration in terms of the
position afforded to them through the scheme, and the potentialtfwe fgrowth despite the current challenging



climate Conversely one individual from the public sector inferred it was pdliticaportant for the scheme to
succeed, to avoid calling into question the decision to discontinue prewriamgiements for provision of
similar services; a situation exemplified by the rise and fall of the Gredrn(Resenow and Eyre, 2016jhese
ideas are all worthy of additional exploration, and suggest that while thediai® financial drivers are an
important factor in the choice to persist, they are not the sole criteria fdedfston.

Conclusions and future research

In this study we have examined the reasons for participation and tehistées of the organisations involved in
the Better Homes Yorkshire energy efficiency scheame have identified similarities in their values concerning
outcomes for stakeholders, and provided examples of links between theiomstitenvironment and decision
making at both organisational and project levelrtner organisations have responded to challenges of UK
energy efficiency policy changes by strengthening their collaborative dffcgtssure continuation of the
scheme. We suggest that while their shared financial burden undoytitadiyt part in this collaborative
response, the ongoing success of the scheme can be partially attributesharéd values of the partners and
the wider effects on the standing of the organisations involved.

There is value in pursuing further research to establish if the organaatf@racteristics, motivations and
collaborative methods identified in this study are common to other eaffigjgncy collaborations, and indeed
to other types of energy-related projects. In doing so, we seek t@avalhether some of the tentative lessons
drawn from this case study can be reasonably developed intodirotusions to inform future policy and
collaborations.
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