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1. Policy ambition but slow progress: The UK aims for 27 –
29 GW of onshore wind by 2030. Despite policy moves to 
streamline planning, update community benefits, and 
improve grid capacity, delivery on the ground remains 
limited. 

2. Legal position remains unchanged: Following Wright v 
Resilient Energy Severndale  and Forest of Dean DC, 
voluntary community benefits are not material to 
planning decisions.  Any benefits must be designed and 
administered strictly outside the planning determination 
process. Query whether some local plan policies requiring 
community benefits are lawful.

3. Current and emerging policy : Updated 2025 guidance 
keeps community benefits voluntary, with an index -linked 
benchmark of at least £5,000/MW/year for projects ≥5 
MW, delivered via community funds, bill discounts, or 
shared ownership options subject to prudent risk 
management. Government is expected to respond in 
early 2026 on introducing mandatory community benefits 
and “shared ownership” for low -carbon infrastructure; 
indications are that onshore wind may retain £5k/MW and 
solar fall in the £400 –£1,000/MW range. 

4. Mandatory schemes : A mandatory payment system 
could improve consistency and certainty . Design

Executive Summary

On 6 November 2025 tor&co and Charles Russell Speechlys LLP held an industry roundtable. These are some of the take-away points from the discussion:

questions include basis of contribution (capacity vs 
output), treatment of technology differences and 
co -location, and apportionment among developers, 
suppliers and landowners. Viability impacts must be 
carefully managed; tying obligations to the generation 
licence  holder may misalign with market practice and 
repowering realities. General consensus  is against a 
mandatory scheme but favoured  a more structured and 
transparent voluntary system being the expectation. 

5. Case for a public register : There was broad support for a 
formal registry recording benefit flows, governance and 
outcomes to build trust, enable cross -project learning, 
and support cumulative impact planning. If any elements 
become mandatory, registry reporting should likely be 
mandated as well.

6. Local authority alignment without losing local control : 
Local Authority five -year local investment plans could 
help coordinate and co -fund across multiple projects, but 
many communities resist routing benefits through 
councils. A dual -track model —community control over 
decisions with local authority strategic frameworks and 
co -investment —was favoured .

7. Shared ownership: While attractive in principle, shared 
ownership faces barriers around capital, risk, and 
capacity. Hybrid models (e.g., income -linked benefits

with a floor) can deliver participation without equity risk 
or upfront capital, maintaining the legal separation from 
planning considerations.

8. Cost allocation must balance incentives : Over -shifting 
costs to landowners could deter land availability; putting 
all costs on developers may threaten viability. 
Contributions should be simple, predictable, index -linked, 
and durable through transfers and repowering, with 
transparent treatment in land agreements.

9. Repowering experience : Communities often engage 
more constructively with community benefit proposals at 
repowering or extension stages, but community benefits 
cannot overcome fundamentally hostile local opposition 
to a scheme. 

10. Best practice priorities : Early and continuous 
engagement, transparency, community -led 
decision -making, proportionality to project scale/impact, 
and long -term governance are essential. Defining the 
“community” is a recurring challenge; multi -tier 
allocations can balance local proximity with wider 
regional priorities. Robust governance is needed to avoid 
dominance by the loudest voices.
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The UK Government has set a strategic ambition to deliver 27 –29 GW of onshore 
wind generated energy by 2030, with new policies aimed at streamlining the 
planning system, updating the community benefits system, improving grid 
capacity, and reducing legal barriers. Yet progress on the ground remains 
limited, with the latest DESNZ data showing little movement compared with last 
year.

On 6 November 2025, renewable energy planning consultants, tor&co and 
Charles Russell Speechlys LLP, a City law firm with specialist clean -tech and 
renewable energy lawyers, hosted a roundtable to explore how social and 
economic benefit arrangements – including shared ownership models - can be 
structured to strengthen community buy -in and accelerate project delivery.

This report summarises and analyses the six core discussion topics from the 
onshore wind roundtable. The session examined the legal and policy context for 
community benefits and shared ownership, practical challenges in 
implementation, and options for future frameworks at both project and system 
level. The six topics were: best practice for community benefits (including 
transparency and governance), scope to leverage regional and local authority 
funds, the future of community shared ownership schemes, potential for a 
mandatory payment system, allocation of cost responsibility among 
stakeholders, and the planning “conundrum” given the legal position established 
by case law. 

Overview
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It was recognized that voluntary community benefits remain legally immaterial to planning decisions, following 
the Supreme Court’s decision in Wright v Resilient Energy Severndale  and Forest of Dean DC. For transmission 
projects the anticipated statutory consumer/community benefits scheme under the Planning and Infrastructure 
Bill aims to create a consistent, supplier -funded framework that is intended to be outside the planning control 
system although more details are awaited. For onshore wind in England, updated 2025 guidance reiterates the 
voluntary nature of community benefits and maintains an index -linked benchmark of at least £5,000 per MW per 
year for projects of 5 MW and above, with delivery via community funds, bill discounts, or shared ownership 
options subject to prudent risk management. 

The view on performance of community benefits to date is that their “voluntary” nature and the artificial 
distinction of community benefits being immaterial in planning decisions, have led to confusion amongst host 
communities and decision makers, with negative associations. Whilst best practice in early engagement, 
transparency and community led control assist in bringing about positive results, the core issue remains the 
inability to take well -meaning community benefit packages into account in the planning process.  

In looking ahead, it is anticipated that the government will respond in early 2026 on the working paper 
consulting on the introduction of mandatory community benefits and “shared ownership” for low carbon energy 
infrastructure. Indications are that the Government is looking at splitting out shared ownership and community 
benefit with both onshore wind and solar in scope. Shared ownership may be trickier and take more time for a 
response. It is likely that the £5k/MW of onshore will remain with solar approximately £400 -£1,000/MW. 

Contextual policy
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Participants agreed that voluntary community 
benefits remain legally immaterial to planning 
decisions, following the Supreme Court’s decision in 
Wright v Resilient Energy Severndale Ltd and Forest 
of Dean DC, and that best practice is that it must 
therefore sit firmly outside the planning 
determination process. The provision of community 
benefits is, however, often referred to in planning 
application documentation but care is needed to 
distinguish it from lawful material considerations to 
avoid falling foul of the Wright decision.

Within that boundary, the group noted that above all 
else the industry required flexibility. In most cases the 
industry seeks to observe best practice by engaging 
early, providing for community leadership and 
transparency, proportionality to scale and impact and 
longevity. 

A central operational challenge is defining the 
“community.” The group noted tensions between 
narrowly affected localities and wider geographies – 
regional v parish level. There was discussion about 
how to address this and account for the different 
impacts between the technologies – solar v wind. 

1. Best Practice: Transparency, Governance and Scope of “Community”

Participants explored whether multi -tier allocations 
could reconcile local proximity with regional priorities.

Another recurrent issue is avoiding the dominance of 
the loudest voices; robust governance and clear 
eligibility criteria were seen as necessary to ensure 
equitable distribution. Where no parish or community 
council exists, developers should map and engage 
with alternative representative structures to avoid 
gaps. 

There was broad interest in a formal register to record 
benefit flows, governance arrangements, and 
outcomes across projects. Such a register could 
support cross -project learning, enable cumulative 
impact planning, and build public confidence. 
Questions remain on administrative ownership, 
reporting burdens, and completeness; if any element 
of the benefits scheme is mandated in future, 
participants considered that registry reporting should 
likely be mandated as well. 

The group noted that for repowering projects or 
extensions to operating wind farms, it was suggested 
that 15 years later, communities are less concerned

with the scheme and more prone to engage on 
community benefit proposals.

However, the group also underscored that community 
benefits cannot remedy fundamentally hostile 
communities no matter how suitable a scheme is 
portrayed in terms of quality of siting, design and 
mitigation.
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The group considered whether and how project -level community benefits could 
align with broader place -based strategies without displacing local control. 

There was support for local authorities producing five -year local investment 
plans on what they want to spend money on. This could be a practical device to 
seek co -funding opportunities across multiple developments thereby avoiding 
fragmentation into small, low -impact pots.

However, many communities are resistant to routing developer benefits through 
councils, reflecting concerns about responsiveness and accountability. A 
potential approach is dual -track governance in which community -controlled 
mechanisms retain decision rights while local authorities provide strategic 
frameworks and co -investment pipelines.

Participants noted the potential to ringfence local tax receipts or leverage 
national vehicles (for example, Great British Energy or the National Wealth Fund) 
to amplify outcomes where appropriate, provided this does not reduce 
transparency or weaken local decision -making. 

Clarity on roles was considered important —who identifies priorities, who 
administers funds, and how outcomes are monitored —was viewed as essential 
to avoid duplication and mistrust.

2. Leveraging Regional and Local Authority 
Funds
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The roundtable recognised the appeal of shared ownership but highlighted 
practical barriers. Access to capital, risk tolerance, and the need for ongoing 
financial and legal support vary significantly across communities, creating 
uneven capacity to participate. 

Several participants pointed to hybrid approaches that bridge the gap between 
“gift” and investment. One cited example was an income -linked community 
benefit with a minimum floor, which provides exposure to project performance 
without requiring equity risk or upfront community capital. Such structures can 
deliver a sense of participation while respecting the legal separation from 
planning considerations and avoiding the pitfalls of complex investment offers. 
The distinction between voluntary benefits and investment remains important. 
There was a query about whether local community investment offers are 
considered a benefit? 

Mandatory shared ownership models raise further questions about enforcement 
standards and protections for participants who may not fully understand project 
risks. It was understood that the Government is wrestling with the “shared 
ownership” response to the consultation working paper on the introduction of 
mandatory community benefits for and “shared ownership” of low carbon energy 
infrastructure.

3. Future of Community Shared Ownership 
Schemes
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Comparative experience from Ireland and Denmark illustrates the potential for 
statutory schemes to create consistency and set expectations, whether through 
installed capacity (£/MW) or output (£MWh) or mandated share offers. 

For UK onshore wind, participants noted that a mandatory payment system could 
deliver certainty, clarity and reduce variance in practice but would not alter the 
legal position on planning materiality. More guidance would be required on 
interaction with the planning control system with parallels such as the Community 
Infrastructure Levy and the New Homes Bonus noted as examples of other 
financial payments and linkage with the planning control system. 

Key design questions include the appropriate benchmark basis (capacity versus 
output), how to treat technology differences and co -location, and how to 
apportion obligations among developers, suppliers, and potentially landowners. 
Viability is also considered an important issue with some commentators 
estimating a reduction in profit to less than 1% if proposals are not thought 
through. Tying obligations to the generation licence holder risks severe penalties 
for non -compliance and may be poorly aligned with transactional realities at 
transfer or repowering. 

4. Scope for a Mandatory Payment System

Participants saw advantages in strengthening the existing voluntary framework 
with clearer benchmarks and reporting, while considering carefully scoped 
statutory elements where they do not infringe planning law or create 
unmanageable compliance burdens. Any move toward mandatory schemes 
should also address enforcement practicality and ensure parity across regions. 
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The question of who ultimately funds community benefits remains sensitive. 
Developers face finely balanced economics in onshore wind, and there was 
concern that shifting too much burden away from developers to landowners 
could suppress land availability or complicate negotiations, whereas placing all 
costs on developers risks undermining viability. The discussion recognised the 
need to balance incentives for all parties — developer, landowner, supply chain —
while maintaining the integrity and predictability of community packages.

Potential approaches include transparently articulating how community benefits 
are factored into land agreements, exploring whether certain system -level 
programmes could contribute in defined circumstances, and ensuring that any 
benchmark contributions are index -linked and stable over time. Whatever the 
allocation, participants stressed that the structure should be simple to 
administer, predictable through ownership transfers, and durable at repowering.

5. Cost Allocation: Who Pays and How
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Finally, throughout the discussion, the group addressed the persistent tension 
between community benefits and the planning process. The Wright decision 
confirms that voluntary community benefits are not material to land -use 
planning and cannot form part of the planning balance. Policies that blur this 
distinction risk legal challenge. Within this constraint, the discussion returned to 
process: early engagement well before application; clear process maps that 
communities can understand; a single point of contact across construction and 
operation; and routine monitoring and evaluation that inform repowering 
proposals.

Participants also discussed whether a sliding scale of arrangements — from 
outright voluntary benefits to shared -revenue or investment -type 
mechanisms —risks crossing into material considerations if presented within the 
planning case. The consensus was that careful separation is required: benefits 
should be governed and communicated outside planning submissions, while the 
planning case itself rests on land -use merits, mitigation, and policy compliance. 
A credible, publicly accessible register would support this separation by 
evidencing delivery without influencing planning determinations. 

6. The Planning Conundrum
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Charles Russell Speechlys LLP is a limited liability partnership registered in England and Wales, registered number OC311850,  an d is authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA number: 420625).  Charles Russell Speechlys LLP is als o licensed by the Qatar Financial 
Centre Authority in respect of its branch office in Doha, licensed by the Ministry of Justice and Islamic Affairs in respect of its branch office in Manama and registered in the Dubai International Financial Centre under number CL2511 and regulated by t he Government of Dubai Legal Affairs 
Department in respect of its branch office in the DIFC.  Charles Russell Speechlys LLP's branch office in Singapore is licens ed as a foreign law practice under the Legal Profession Act (Cap. 161). Any reference to a partner in relation to Charles Russel l S peechlys LLP is to a member of Charles 
Russell Speechlys LLP or an employee with equivalent standing and qualifications.  A list of members and of non -members who are described as partners, is available for inspection at the registered office, 5 Fleet Place, London, EC4M 7RD. In Hong Kong, F ran ce, Italy, Luxembourg and 
Switzerland Charles Russell Speechlys provides legal services through locally regulated and managed partnerships or corporate  en tities. For a list of firms trading under the name of Charles Russell Speechlys, please visit https://www.charlesrussellspeec hly s.com/en/legal -notices/.

If you have any queries, please contact:

Kevin Gibbs
Senior Consultant
+44 (0)1242 246332
Kevin.Gibbs@crsblaw.com
or
Amar Benkreira
Technical Director – Strategic Communications
+44 (0)20 3664 6755
amar.benkreira@torandco.com  
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