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Smart Metering Implementation Programme — Consumer Engagement Strategy

Thank you for providing SSE and SGN with the opporfunity to commant on the proposals set
out in the above consultation. Wea welcome the continuing engagement with the Smart
Metering Implementation Programme, | have set aul our response to each of the quastions in
the attached appendix.

Pleasa call me if you have any quesiions

Yours sincarely
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1. Are these the right aims and objectives against which to evaluate the Government's
consumer engagement strategy for smart metering? Please explain your views.

It will be difficult for a central engagement body o commit o deliver anargy savings. They
have ihe abilidy o educate, promote and encourage an energy saving culture within the
public, however the public must commit 1 managing anergy fo make savings. In addison,
"helping” customers to use smart metars is a role for the supplier as pant of the suppliers’
senice information and customer communications plans.

Z5E would suggest that an additicnal aim is te affirm with the public that the roll out of smart
meiering is & Government policy inifiative and that all domestic properties must have a smart
meter installation by 2048, The reason for this s 1o encoursge the public o grant sccess to
properies to facilitate installation,

2. What are your views on focusing on direct feedback, indirect feedback, advice and
guidance and motivational campaigns as behaviour change tools? What other levers
for behaviour change should we consider?

The drivers highlighted in paragraph 3.4 are relevant, however the key is getting customers o
engage with energy management, perhaps in the same way as they sngage with online
banking and money managemani. Recagnifion of engagement and incentivizing the initialian
of engagement are both appropriale and necessary and can be combined to drive response
and ultimately energy saving, The general direction of the focus 15 carrect hawever the point
about “market levers” in relation o regulatory measures requires further clarification

It may be prudent 1o pay particular attantion at this stage to prepayment customers whao will
seg 8 step change in the service they will receive with a smart mater. Raal time financizl
infarmation including multiple payment cotions via the IHD will act as a key driver for these
customers to both want and engage with a smart meter. Distinct messaging would therefore
be appropriate for this significant §.5m customer group and refevant expars across all
suppliers and stakeholders should be engaged to eddress this important issue. As there is the
passibility of increased demand for smart metering from this group the timing of the rell out (o
tham should be reviewsad in order to ensure suppliers are able to meet the demand.

3. What are your views on community outreach as a means of promoting smart meters
and energy saving behaviour change?

SEE would support this approach. This could be driven by energy suppliers, however the
scale of this task should nat be underestimated in terms of cost, planning and implamantation
not to mention the human resource commiment that would be required. Community outreach
will be particularly beneficial in engaging with vulnerable customers.

4. Have the right evidence requirements been identified for Foundation learning? What
other evidence or approaches to research and trialling might we consider?

318 Box 1. The point relating to sales of related goods and services reguires absolule
clarfication, particulary in relation to:

+  The provision of service information to customers &t point of installation. Whilst it is
clear that salas closure is not permitted the supplier must be able fo explain the
availlability of smar metering tariffs and how they work as this will form the wvery
foundation of customer benefil relating to the smart mater. There should be a focus
on 1aking every apporiunily to engage with customers o ensure they are on he bast
tariff and encouraging the take up of energy efiiciency measures including Green
Deal, Whilst the sale should not be made at thiz poinl we should not undar estimate

S5Epk
NMegicersd TFicn: Frverairoed Houss 70 Dunisdd Rasl Pacdhi PHI G
Nsgizisesd in Soofane Ha 55 1T H
LT g



@ SSE

1hiz as an apportunity to truly help and engage with customaers, particularly thase wha
are vulnerable and may be less likely fo proactively contact their energy supplier

* Installers should be permilled te respond to questions or queries regarding a
customer's smart mefer and energy efficiency measuras in an advisory capacity and
make the customer aware of the commercial solutions that are available relating fo
their enguiry. They shauld be able to establish a follow up route that may lead fo
sales out with the peried of smart meter installation. The key in this is that the
customer experience should not be damaged by restricting conversations araund
service mformation and energy efiiciency measures that are likely to ba as much
imitiated by the customar as the insialler,

5. What are your views about the desirability of the Programme, or other independent
parties, making available information on different suppliers® installation packages and
thelr impacts? When might this best be introduced 7

In relation to paragraph 4.1.7 the Programme must avaid any activity that might encourage
customers to defay the smarl mater installation as this will increase delivery costs, Activities
that could increase customer confusion should also be avaided. The propasal to differantiate
between suppliers’ smart metering installation packages does not fit with this view and
therefore S5E does net support this approach.

The educational journey that takes a customer from a non-smart world to 3 smart world in an
angaged way is complex and defailed. 5ot against & background of ather wnrelated
messaging and distractions that compete for the customer's time and attention gives contexl
to the challeanging environment suppliers and the Gowernment face in the quest for &
successful consumer engaged rell cut, Adding ancther layer of explanation and choice for the
customer at this stage would have a disengaging effect as it adds unnecessary complexity
and length fo the customer journey,

Such comparisons and customer choice should sit within the normal healthy competitive
environment enjoyed by customers and suppliers alike, and can allow the customer, over
time, to decide on a supplier based not only on the installation package, but on the post
installation customer experence and the broader energy propositions and services offered by
respeciive suppliers,

&. Do you agree that a centralized engagement programme, established by suppliers
with appropriate checks and balances, is the most practical solution given other
constraints? If not, what other practical alternatives are there?

S5E agree that a centralised programme of engagement is the best way to assist in the
education, promation, motivation and o address concermns of the public regarding the smart
metenng roll out. Howaver, its establishmant should not be seen as driven salely by suppliers.
For reasons of credibility, Governmental, Ofgem and consumer body (and perhaps athers)
engagameant should be seen (o be evident 30 that the output of such a programime will be fully
trusted by the public. [deally the Government could esfablish a foundational credibility fo the
body by seed funding the initial set up, with further consultation on the scurce of further
development funding required subsequently, whether this be from Government, suppliers ar
ather stakehclders or a combination of these.

7. Do you think that suppliers should be obliged through licence conditions to
establish and fund a Central Delivery Body or would a voluntary approach be
preferable?

S5E would advocate a valuntary approach. We believe that as suppliers will be abliged via
licence condition to complete the smart rellout prior 1o the end of December 2019, this will
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provide ancugh of an incentive fo introduce a CODB in order to assist with smoath delivery
We alzo consider that the establishment and funding should be voluntary bul subject 1o a
fixed time frame under set objectives, Following a review of objectives DECC can taka a view
whether or nol to sal a condition.

8. What are yvour views on the proposed objectives for the Central Delivery Body? Are
there any additional objectives which should be included?

The objectives are appropriate however there should alzo be an additional clear objective to
cammunizate the need for the puldic 1o co-operate and allow accass to the home to facilitate
installation. Ceniral fo this is o communicate the fact that this rall cut is essentially the
implementation of Government policy nol an energy supplier policy. This will assist in the
efforts io molivate people to prionfise access to their homes for installaton.

9. What are your views on the suggested activities for the Central Delivery Body?

The suggested activities are broadly as previously agreed in clher forum however there are
other activities that should e highlighted:
+ The impartance of the use of social media to create customer champions.
# The generafion of positive PR and the mitigation of negalive PR in all its forms.
. Ahn emphasis on Govemnment policy as mentionad i our response to quastion eight
above.

10. Do you have any views on mechanisms for monitoring progress and holding
suppliers to account in delivering objectives?

Sccountzbility resis with the COB as it is an entirely separale body. Whilst suppliers clearly
have a large input into the CDE, they must remain &t a distance which allows them to give
and accept constructive criticism both of and from the CDB. This will ensura the credibility of
the CDB. Other groups such as DECC, consumer groups and Ofgem will alse have varying
degrees of input and therefore accountability.

As campaigns progress, research monitoring can measure heightened awareness and
therefore delivery 2gainst objectives, as can home access rates and understand regicnal
differances.

11. How can we ensure sufficient effort and funding to achieve the objectives is
balanced against the need to keep costs down?

This requires campaign planning and is derived by convenlional methods of looking at
required audiance reach against the valume and type of media and other activities required to
reach that audience effectively. It is largely a marketing and media planning exercise with the
addition of appraprizte call cenfre and third party support costs. The budgset needed to
achieve the required reach will then fall out of this process.

The costs of establizhing and running the COE therefore nead fo be sufficient 1o service the
public response from the campaign activity and that of PR, commundy angagement and athar
refated initiatives.

12, Do vou think contracting an existing organisation or setting wp a new Central
Delivery Body would be a workable mechanism for delivering consumer engagement?
What are the advantages and disadvantages of these two options?
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A new central body has the benefit of being truly new and completely bespake in s approach
ard its IT and back office systems. However with this comes start up costs and additional
staff and training costs.

An existing boady has the benefit of 8 ready made infrastructure that can be axpanded o maet
the demands of smart rallout. Howewver, this will onby wark if staff are dedicated to their role in
rafation to smart rollout and do not have ofher roles to perform, One suggestion was that the
EST could be a potential solution, however, this would need be to be fully investigated as it is
now a commercial arganisation.

13. Do you think the ohjectives and activities of the Central Delivery Body described
here will help deliver the aims of the consumer engagement strategy (see paragraphs
4.32 — 4.33)? Please explain your views. Do you have any alternative suggestions?

Yas, thera is synergy between activities and objectives and the operation of a cenfral body is
the best cplion for raising general awareness and public support in & credible co-ocrdinated
way, allowing suppliers to undertake their own engagement strategies wilh thelr awn
cusiomers

14. How can we ensure that the Expert Panel attracts a sufficient level of expertisa?

The Programme should wish o attract a credible and knowladgeshle chair with experience of
cross Industry stakeholder management and a close link 1o both the public and cantral
governmeant through experience.

This is & major national mabilisation of activity that literally affects every member of the public
in a vary tangible and beneficial way, Given this level of imporance and positioning the
Frogramme should be able to attract candidates with relevant experience to all key positions

15. Do you foresee any conflicts between this approach (particularly when structured
in accordance with the information provided in the rest of this chapter) and
competition law? If 5o, what are these and how might they be addressed?

Mo, the activity of the CDB is completely non competitive, Energy suppliers may perhaps sit
on the CDB board, and have a have a voice and voling rights, but the contred and decision
making does not rest with suppliers alone, Their input relates to advising on the activities of
the COE to meel ils proposed chjeclivas stated alsawhere in the consultation documeant. Mo
compelitive advantage or disadvantage iz envisaged. There may also be a case o be made
for Energy UK having a rale in the sef up of the CDB. However, SSE would wish to retain tha
facility to make independent approaches o the CDB as necessary.

16. Do you have any other comments on how a governance framework could be
designed to ensure the appropriate balance as described in paragraph 4.257

Provided there is clear independence for the COE then the suggested governance framework
shoukd be robust. Clearly, suppliers, consurmer groups, DECC and Ofgarm will play key ralas.
There may also be a need (o appoint non executive directars to bring a wider exparience fo
the CDB.
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17. What role should smaller suppliers have, if any, in setting up a delivery mechanism
for central engagement? What should the ongoing relationship between small
suppliers and the central delivery mechanism be?

ook believes that small suppliers should be able o table an adw=ary input in the interest of
inclusion and cradibility, however there is perhaps an implication that somea funding should be
forthcoming from small suppliers if they wish to have a more fermal input to the COB. but the
funding issue would nof iiself precluds their input

18, What role, f any, should network companies and communications service
praviders have in central engagement?

The netural paint of contact for & customer is generally their supplier and taking this approach
should maximise simplicily. However, if there are cases where natwork invalvemant in the
CDE would help with safe dalivery of the programme this should be judged on dAs merits.
Currently, it is S5E's view that the nebtwork companies should nat sit on the board of the CDE
but possibly act as technical advisers ta it

In addition we need (o consider the fact that in @ number of cazes nelworks shall have to
undartake work to facilitate the smart meter installation e.g. to lower a cut-out to make roam
for a larger electncily smart meler. It would be helpful if the Energy Metworks Association
could provide suppart and guidance and to provide responses o FAQS el

19. Do you agree that the timings for the creation of a Central Delivery Body as set out
above are achievable? Please explain your views,

These timescales are nol unreasonable howevar thay must be driven by supplier readiness

The CDB must be a scalable antity which is flexible enough to grow as the pace of rollout
dictates. Initially it would start very small and add to ils resource in a contralled butb tirmaky way
in ling with mass roll oul. It is essential that its work, unfil suppliers have daveloped a robust
national capability, does nat of itself generale demand for sman meters from the public as
there is a danger that suppliers may not be geared up to mest such demand. Such promotion
should be judged by engagement with suppliers as various constraints (e.g. technical, WAMN
availability, field resources efc.) may be applicable in the early rofl owt perod.

20. What are your views on the need for the Central Delivery Body to establish an
outreach programme?

This initiztive could have some limited value however there 15 a danger that considerable
drain on rasource of the COE could result, Third pary relationships are time consuming Lo
manage and difficult to control. In areas where a potential partner is not in any way related to
the energy indusiry the commitment to efficient delivery of services on the ground, whether it
be of display collateral and so on can be impossible o manage leaving 8 poor impression
with the public. This should be limited o information packs for libraries, local authorities, CAB
etc. Such bodies could contact & dedicated helpline at the CDB on behalf of customears whara

appropriate.

Should the COE adopl a communily engagement roll owt strategy across the LK under its
oWN Drand it should permaps publsh the communily programme =o that enargy suppliers can
ses if it fits with their geagraphic roll cut plans with a view to alignment where possible.

21. Should there be requirements for suppliers to share roll-out plans with the Central
Delivery Body, and for the body to take them Into account?
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This should not be a requirement as such plans are subject to regular change and may be
commercially sensitive. Again, thera may be cases to promote any limitations that ocecur,
particularly in the early stages of rall out, when general limitations may occur as services and
technelogies are developed. We suggest that suppliers should have dedicated telephone
numbers for smart related enquiries so that the COB can advise callers to speak to their
supplier, whanever appropriate, and provide the contact numbers.

22. Is there value in such a brand and if so, when should it start to be visible? Should
suppliers or other stakeholders be able to use the brand on their own {non-central
body) smart meter communications and if 50, on what basis?

Yes, 35E is very supportive of this approach, As DECC has stated within paragraph 4.45 the
rodlout should be positioned as a national programme,

However, there may be some merit in suppliers being allowed 1o use the COE brand in
general communications, to educate their cuslomears an smart metering and an other smart
communications as a message reinforcement tool in support of the work of the CDBE. Uss
should be prohibited on general marketing communications unrelated to smart metering and
on commercial campaigns aimed at acquisition or retention of customers or anyihing linked to
overt selling as this may damage the credibility of the COE. A set of business rules relating 1o
this could be established to provide guidance.

23. Do you agree that the licence conditions as drafted in Part A effectively underpin
the policy intention to require energy suppliers to form a Central Delivery Body?
Please axplain your views.

A5 noted previously, S3E would advecate a veluntary approach. In addition suppliers shauld
not be expected to fund such a body under a licance obligation and ramain completely
detached fram it.

24. Do the licence conditions as drafted give the Central Delivery Body sufficient
separation from suppliers to achieve the policy objectives as set out above? Do you
have any specific comments on the Constitution, Members and Directors, and
Independence sections of the licence conditions?

Yas, however we do nat consider that lcence condition 212 (b} Is required under Part B.
S5E believes this could affactively exclude a number of patential board members that contain
the relative expertise. As is currently the case within industry, othar central bodies cantain
mambers of industry who are expected to act independenily of their employer and this has
been proven to work effectively.

Alza, 3ZE believes that in order to maintain consumer confidenca and pravent the possibility
of criticism members and direciors should perhaps be widened to include nominations from
olher bedias for consideration.

We would also re-ilerate our response to Q23 above regarding funding and detachment.

25. Do you agree with the way the objectives are drafted in the licence conditions?
Should they be more or less detailed?

Yas, hawever as we have sfated praviously, we would support an approach whereby the CDB
is required to maintain that the rallout of smart metering is a Government initiated programme
as to allaw for increased trust within the consumer base
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The COE should alse be more proactive in creating positive PR message rather than simply
reacling Lo thase raised wilhin the media atc.

26. Do you agree that the licence conditions as drafied underpin the policy intention
with regard to the expert panel? In particular, do they correctly identify the types of
expertise reguired, and give sufficient clarity and detail on the purpose, role,
independence, membership and operation of the Expert Pansl? Do you agree that the
Secretary of State should approve the process for appointing the Panel 7

Yes, the Secretary of State should agree the process for appoantment. Howevar thara neads
io be much marz defail on the skill sets required o defiver 3 genuinely expent and broad
ranging experience base. The current description in 2.20 (b} 1- 4 is too general, A board
siructure with representation from consumer groups {including vulnerable customers) and
other relevant positions should be defined.

27, Do the licence conditions effectively underpin the policy intention of the functions
of the COB? Are there any additional functions that you think should be included in the
legal drafting ¥ Please explain your views.

Yos, however we believa that should the CODB wish to make amendments to the Consumer
Engagement Programme the COE must be required 1o consull with the ‘Relavant Suppliars”,
Az the COB will effectively be fulfilling a licence condition on Behalf of the suppliers, they must
be consulled upon any changas the Consumer Engagement Strategy otherwise they cannot
be held accountable for any failings

28. Do you agree with the form and content of the Engagement Agreement as drafted in
the Licence Conditions? Please explain your views,

Yes, however we believe that supplier funding for the CDE remains a concern. The
Programme intends o maintain the COB as an independent body (in terms of its corporate)
structure then funding must be wider than suppliers only. This will help ensure the credibility
of CDB.

28. Do you agree that the licence conditions as drafted effectively underpin the other
duties of suppliers in relation to the Central Delivery Body? Are there any other duties
that should be included? Please explain your views,

Yeas, however in arder to ensure that the amaount of funding that suppliers are expected fo
provide they should be closely invalved in the devalopment of the Annual Budgst fo ensure
the CDB is operating in a cost effective manner that iz achieving value for money. As
suppliers will have litke or no inpul inta the ‘beardroom level decisions that are taken by the
CDE it is vilal suppliers arg involved in the development of the Annual Budgat document in
ardar b ansura that costs do not, unnecassarily, spiral aut of control,

30. Do you have any other comments on the licence conditions which have not been
covered by the previous guestions? Are there any unintended conseguences we can
anticipate?

Ma, with the exceplion of the issues we have highlighted in our response to quastion 28,

31, Do you think there are any consequential changes to existing licence conditions or
codes which are needed in order to make the proposed obligations work as intended?
Please explain your views.
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Mo, we do not anficipate any subsequent changes at this time, hawever this has the patentizl
{a change as the COB is developed,

32. What are your views on the state of the energy services market for non-domestic
consumers and its future development?

S5E believes that micro business consumers will benefit from a similar understanding of the
smarn initiatives available 1o the domestic market. However, it is also likely that many of these
small businesses will already have experience of the sman rellout through the domestic
sector, The promotion of energy management measures will become an increasing focus as
businesses such as these recognise the benefits of closer affention to energy saving
MEASUres,

43. Do you agree that information on current smart and advanced metering would be
useful to non-domestic customers in the short term? Is there other information that
could usefully be provided at the same time?

Yes, information an smart metering would be useful in the short term. Amylhing that pramotes
an energy saving culture is a posithive and warllwhile action.

34. Should the central delivery arrangements proposed in Chapter 4 extend to micro-
businesses? What are your views on any centralised activities focussing on micro-
businesses alone?

Mo, S5E weould recommend thal more engagement and research is undertakan prior to
making such a commitment. The COB shoulkd have a focus on domestic customa s anly given
the scale of the task involved. If the Pragramme considers extending to micro-business
CONSUMErs 85 necassary. this should be adopled later in tha COBE's life cycle.

35. What changes might be required to the licence conditions at Appendix 2 to address
the needs of the non-domestic sector?

The current drafling of the licence condition distinguishes between domestic and mon-
domestic consumers under licence condition Q.18{k). If the Programmea decided fo remave
this entire condiion would most likely to apply to domestic and non-domestic consumerns,
however we appreciate it is not the inlention of the Programmea to incorporate all non-
domeslic consumers. Tha gas and electricity supply licences already contain & provision for
micra business consumers which could also be used in this instance,

Also, the Programma would need to review the aobjectives of the Expert Panel as micro
business consumers are not afforded the same protection in ralation 1o vulnarable customears
ags a domestic custormer would be. It would therefore be inappropriate to include this under
condition Q20

26. What are your views on whether the Government should, in due course, alter
energy efficiency incentives in the light of new opportunities arising from smart
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SEE would suppon thizs approach. This will also assist with the Government's low carban
agenda. We agree thal Government should explore synergies wilh ofher policy abjectives
such as the Green Deal. ECO, Carbon Reduction Commitment or other initiatives focussed
on the non-domestic sectar
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