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1 Executive summary  

Ofgem guidance: Executive Summary (This section should be no more than 4 pages) This section 
should be able to stand alone and provide a clear overview of the Projectôs progress and any 
significant issues over the last period. All stakeholders, including those not directly involved in the 
Project, should be able to have a clear picture of the progress. The DNO should describe the general 
progress of the Project and include any notable milestones or deliverables achieved in the period. The 
Executive Summary should also contain two subsections: one for the key risks and one for the 
learning outcomes. 

 

 

The SAVE (Solent Achieving Value from Efficiency) project is a £10.3m project which is primarily 

funded by Ofgemôs Low Carbon Networks (LCN) Fund, aiming to assess the use of energy efficiency 

measures as an alternative to traditional reinforcement. The Project will involve a cross-section of 

domestic customers which are representative of much of the UK. Organisations partnering with 

Southern Electric Power Distribution (SEPD) to manage and deliver the Project include the University 

of Southampton (UoS), Future Solent, Neighbourhood Economics Ltd(NEL) and DNV GL. The Project 

will involve approximately 8,000 customers across 4 trial methods: using campaigns linked to the 

electrical consumption of individual households; adding a financial incentive to these campaigns; 

deploying LED lighting; and using community energy coaches. 

 

The initial stage of this reporting period saw the first live trial period of method 4; the Community 

Energy Coaching trial. This was focussed on the coachesô engagements with the trial communities of 

Shirley Warren and Kings Worthy. These engagements were used to identify local community groups 

and engagement vehicles which would facilitate the projectôs wider aspirations while building 

supportive relationships within those communities, as a foundation for future demand reduction 

activities.  

 

Within the final weeks of the previous reporting period SEPD received notification from three project 

participants that the smart plugs, provided by project partner Maingate and installed to provide 

appliance specific usage data had failed during use; overheating and causing damage to the external 

casing, and in two cases the appliance plug. While investigation proved no fault within the smart plugs 

and data from previous installations supported a clean safety record, because of the potential severity 

of future failures SSEPD completed a full recall of these devices from project participants within the 

initial stage of this reporting period.   

 

A core issue within the period was the ongoing liability dispute with equipment supplier Maingate 

Enterprise Solutions following the endemic failure of the household monitoring equipment supplied for 

the target 4,600 participants which would form the population for trial methods 1-3. In March Maingate 

Enterprise Solutions advised SSEPD that they had entered into voluntary administration, although it is 

essential to state that Maingate listed a number of factors in addition to the SAVE project as reasons 

for this decision.     
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SSEPD immediately commenced an ITT process with potential suppliers identified through the risk 

mitigation activities which had been undertaken throughout the liability dispute. In May, following a 

period of questions and securing approval from both the Project Partner Review Board (PPRB) and 

SSEPD Innovation Steering Board, the project appointed Navetas Energy Management Ltd as the 

new equipment supplier for the Project. The Navetas equipment offers great improvements in ease of 

installation, data capture, battery life and communications ability in comparison to the previously 

utilised equipment. The user interface and data transfer systems provide equivalent and in some 

cases enhanced capabilities over the previously utilised Mvio system, delivering a whole solution that 

meets or exceeds all project requirements and learning objectives for the lifespan of the project.   

 

Following this appointment and utilising installation processes and formal change request 

documentation produced within the last reporting periods, the project has implemented a pilot process 

for this new equipment which commenced on the 1st June 2016. This pilot installation and full 

reinstallation plan, combined with impact analysis conducted by each project partner and supplier has 

informed the revision of Formal Change Request CR-2 which is planned for submission before the 

end of June 2016. This change request seeks approval for the delay of trial methods 1-3 and all 

associated deliverables by a 12-month period, effectively extending project completion from June 

2018 to June 2019, noting the endemic failure of household monitoring equipment detailed in the 

previous report as the reason for the delay. Upon approval the plan will ensure the reinstallation of 

household monitoring equipment across the project population can be completed by the end of 

December 2016.  

 

To maintain a clear focus on the successful management of the various packages of work, the Project 

has held six PPRB meetings, enabling all partners to meet at least once a month to discuss progress 

and plan activities. Representatives of BMG, the supplier responsible for recruitment and equipment 

installation in trial methods 1-3, have attended all PPRBs within the reporting period to obtain support 

in the construction of the pilot process and support the wider corrective actions work package.  

1.1 Risks 

Ofgem guidance: The risks section reports on any major risks and/or issues that the DNO 
encountered, including any risks which had not been previously identified in the Project Direction. The 
DNO should include a short summary of the risk and how it affects (or might affect) delivering the 
Project as described in the full submission. When relevant, the DNO should group these key risks 
under the following headings:  
 a. recruitment risks ï describe any risks to recruiting the numbers of customers to take part in the 

Project as described in the full submission and how these will impact on the Project and be 
mitigated;  

 b. procurement risks ï describe any risks to procuring the equipment and/or services needed for the 
Project, as described in the full submission, and how these will impact on the Project and be 
mitigated;  

 c. installation risks ï describe any risks to the installation of the equipment (including in customersô 
homes, and/or large scale installations on the network) and how these will impact on the Project 
and be mitigated; and  

 d. other risks. 

 

Project risk management is considered in detail in section 4 of this report; a high level summary is 

shown below: 
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1.2 Learning Outcomes 

Ofgem guidance: The learning section reports on the learning outcomes outlined in the Full 
Submission. This section should include, but is not limited to:  
 a. a summary of the key learning outcomes delivered in the period;  
 b. a short overview of the DNOôs overall approach to capturing the learning;  
 c. the main activities towards third parties which have been undertaken in order to disseminate the 

learning mentioned in a.; and  
 d. the DNOôs internal dissemination activities.  
 
Please note that these two subsections should only give an overview of the key risks and the main 
learning. They should not replace the more detailed information contained in the ñLearning outcomesò 
and ñRisk managementò sections of the progress report. 

Risk Description Further details and impact Controls 
 
Recruitment 
 
Inability of recruiting the necessary 
number of customers for the trials 
across the Solent area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Break up of Partnership. 
 
 
 

 
 
May not reach the intended numbers deemed 
necessary. Would make it difficult to observe 
small changes in behaviour and have 
confidence that changes are result of 
interventions, not other factors. 
 
 
 
 
 
Through dispute or disagreement partnership 
dissolves with one or more partners electing to 
leave the Project Board. 

 
 
80% of total sample recruited 
and activities paused due to 
equipment issues and will 
resume now alternative 
equipment secured. Regular 
update meetings and reports on 
progress will be in place for this.  
 
Contracts in place and regular 
PPRBs allow for continued 
proactive contact to highlight 
any potential issues. Following 
equipment issue Maingate 
Enterprise Ltd have left the 
Project due to administration, 
however other partners remain 
committed. 

 
Procurement 
 
Provision of replacement equipment 
following failure in clip-ammeter and 
re-installation of new equipment 
across Project population. 
Management of costs associated 
with subsequent impacts to wider 
work packages. 
 

 
 
 
The Project is unable to secure a suitable 
replacement of the failed equipment and re-
installation of new equipment across Project 
population does not meet expected timescales. 
Management of costs associated with 
subsequent impacts to wider work packages. 

 
 
 
SSEPD Legal and Procurement 
teams supporting appointment 
of new equipment supplier and 
pursuing losses from Maingate's 
administration. Full partner 
support in production of 
corrective actions with focus on 
participant protection for the re-
installation process. Formal 
change request constructed 
detailing requirements, impacts 
and actions which will be 
rigorously managed to ensure 
successful outcome. 

 
Installation 
 
Monitoring equipment cannot be 
installed. 
 
 
 
 
 
Failure of equipment and lack of 
data. 
 
 
Equipment faulty and data not 
available. 
 

 
 
 
May be unable to install equipment, or the 
equipment may fail to operate correctly and not 
transmit data back to secure server, impacting 
on ability to observe and analyse behaviour 
and impact of interventions. 

 
 
 
Experience from the initial 
recruitment process will inform 
the reinstallation process and 
the newly sourced alternative 
equipment is far simpler to 
install than the original kit.  
 
Initial household monitoring 
equipment has failed, 
alternative solutions have been 
reviewed and Navetas 
appointed to replace all faulty 
equipment. CR-2 being 
constructed to allow process of 
corrective actions and the 
restoration of the Projects ability 
to effectively run trials 1-3. 

Other 
 
None 
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Learning outcomes are considered in detail in Section 6 of this report, however during this period the 

main focus has been on setting up the project to ensure successful trials in the future. 

 

Key learning outcomes 

 

There have been no SDRCs completed within this reporting period, and due to the ongoing issues 

across methods 1-3 lessons learned have primarily been ad-hoc and process related. These are:   

¶ Pilot reinstallation and corrective actions process, including participant engagement methods, 

equipment installation process and system development 

¶ Self-installation of household monitoring equipment and the potential impacts/benefits of this 

approach to innovations projects 

¶ Behavioural change factors within trial design and the transition of interactions designed for 

individual approach to community facing approaches 

¶ Stakeholder engagement and community obstacles within the Community Energy Coaching 
live trial  
 
 

Approach to learning capture 

 

The approach to learning capture is focussed on capturing both structured learning in the forms of 

SDRC reports, and unstructured learning via lessons learned reviews and ad-hoc recording of 

insights. This aims to capture results drawn out from data analysis and reviews of activities, and also 

tacit knowledge that may not typically be captured in formal documents. 

 

Summary of Third Party targeted dissemination 

 

¶ On the 10
th
 February SSEPD met with representatives from the University of Portsmouth and 

the Isle of Wight Local Authority, the SAVE project was summarised and discussed.  

¶ The SAVE Project team held a meeting with ENW on the 10th March to review similarities 

between the Power Saver Challenge project and  the community coaching trial.  

¶ On the 24
th
 March SSEPD presented a summary of the SAVE Project to a group of energy 

efficiency suppliers, academics and Local Authority representatives at Future Solent.  

¶ On the 14
th
 April the SAVE project was summarized at the annual Berkshire IET SSEPD 

engagement evening alongside detailed reviews of the wider innovation portfolio.  

 

Summary of internal targeted dissemination 

 

The Project uses organised events such as Steering Boards and Team Briefs as a means of internally 

disseminating progress and information in a structured manner, with informal communications 

between colleagues and departments also acting as a means of raising awareness of the Project and 

progress towards delivering learning.
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2 Project managerôs report 

Ofgem guidance: The Project managerôs report should be a more detailed version of the Executive 
Summary. This section should describe the progress made in the reporting period against the Project 
plan. Any key issues should be drawn out and described in detail, including how these issues were 
managed. The DNO should also include details of deliverables and/or events, referring where 
necessary to other sections of the PPR. This section should also provide an outlook into the next 
reporting period, including key planned activities. It should describe any key issues or concerns which 
the Project manager considers will be a major challenge in the next reporting period. 

 

 

The initial stage of this reporting period saw the first live trial period of SAVE intervention method 4, 

the Community Energy Coaching trial in Kings Worthy and Shirley Warren. While this trial saw 

minimal demand reduction activity, the coaches involved carried out focussed engagements 

throughout the period in support of ongoing activities to combine project aims with local community 

aspirations and engagement vehicles such as community groups and neighbourhood watch schemes.  

 

The Project also progressed the liability dispute with equipment supplier and project partner Maingate 

Enterprise Solutions, following the endemic failure of the household monitoring equipment supplied 

for the target 4,600 participants which would form the population for trial methods 1-3. This equipment 

failure and subsequent protracted discussion to identify and secure an alternative solution have 

significantly delayed trials 1-3 and delivery of the associated learning.    

 

Despite protracted delays in live trials and household monitoring equipment failures, the project 

population has experienced lower than expected levels of attrition during this reporting period. Of the 

4,007 participants recruited in August 2015 there are, at time of reporting, 3,983 active participants 

remaining. If the project can maintain this attrition rate then less than 150 participants will be lost 

throughout the 3 year period of live trials. Unfortunately at the time of reporting, collection of demand 

data from these participants has now ceased due to the equipment failure and subsequent partner 

issues detailed in this report. 

 

2.1 Smart Plug Failures 

 

Within the final weeks of the last reporting period SSEPD received notification from three project 

participants that the Maingate supplied smart plugs installed to provide appliance specific usage data 

had failed during use, overheating and causing damage to the external casing and in two cases the 

appliance plug. The project immediately ran a full investigation on the affected plugs and appliances, 

collecting the equipment from participants and compensating for the replacement of any affected 

appliances. An array of tests were run on the plugs at Maingateôs facilities in Sweden to ensure all 

potential failures modes were identified and additional tests were run on óhealthyô plugs provided by 

the project to identify any potential batch issues.  
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All three incidents involved the use of a kettle with the smart plug, Maingateôs investigations proved 

no defect within the smart plugs themselves and both Maingate and the manufacturer AEON 

confirmed the plugs ratings were more than sufficient to cope with the demand from kettles and larger 

appliances such as electric heaters, Maingate also confirmed there was no historic evidence of similar 

issues and a 100% safety record across previous installations. Despite these assurances, in light of 

the potential hazard that continued use of the Smart plugs presented, the project implemented a full 

and immediate recall of the 4,200 smart plugs from the project population. On the 17
th
 December the 

1,853 participants who had smart plugs installed were sent a letter detailing the need to recall the 

smart plugs, requesting participants to remove these plugs from use and store them securely until the 

project arranged their return. This letter was followed by proactive email and telephone contact, 

undertaken by project supplier BMG, to ensure 100% response was secured across the affected 

properties before the 24
th
 December. 

 

A review of the actions undertaken on the 4
th
 January confirmed that 95% of the affected sample had 

removed/were able to remove the plugs themselves. SSEPD undertook 12 visits to participants 

between the 21
st
 December and the 11

th
 January to assist participants in removing the plugs and a 

further 33 phone calls or emails were made to support participants in the self-removal of the devices. 

During this process a further two instances of plugs overheating were identified although these 

instances were less severe and had not resulted in external damage, only requiring SEPD staff to 

remove the plugs from site. 78 properties (4% of the sample) did not respond to letter, email or phone 

calls despite a total of 13 attempts across all mediums for each property, however these properties 

have been visited throughout the reporting period to remove the smart plugs from use. Maingate 

supported the recall process, offering both investigative and remote customer support functionality 

throughout December and January.   

 

Figure 1, Copy of the Smart Plug recall letter 
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The project received praise internally on the management of this additional equipment issue which 

has been used as an example of best practise in relation to customer safety. The project is confident 

in the actions undertaken and that the full recall was required although the failures occurred on less 

than 0.1% of the smart plugs installed throughout the project. Equally important is the participant 

reaction to the recall, all media was constructed to be informative without creating panic and offering 

reassurance on the support available from the project in the removal of devices; as a result 97% of 

the affected population were happy to remain active participants in the wider project without needing 

further reassurance.  

 

The equipment supplier Maingate refused to offer any alternative device or financial compensation to 

the project due to the safety record of the devices in previous installations, lack of fault within the units 

tested and levels of failure being within acceptable limits, leaving the project with no means to replace 

the devices or expected data they would provide. Through a detailed review of the impacts the PRB 

have confirmed that the removal of the smart plugs has minimal impact to project learning, analysis of 

appliance level demand data will support the construction of the customer model but is not intrinsic to 

the process. To mitigate this issue and ensure all data required is available the project is confident 

that through a combination of Time of Use (ToU) surveys and granular household consumption data 

the insights into specific appliance use can be obtained without replacing the Smart Plug devices. 

 

2.2 Maingate Liability Dispute 

 

In January the Project met with Ofgem to provide information on Maingateôs proposed solution to the 

wider equipment failures, the potential impacts this solution would have on the wider project and the 

smart plug issues. This proposed solution was based around retention of the Maingate supplied 

gateway and all previously secured services, replacing the clamp element of the household monitoring 

solution only. Maingate had at that time obtained informal agreement to secure replacement clamps 

provided by Navetas Ltd, a UK based company which produce the óLoop Energy Saverô device which 

fielded impressive battery life once installed of 7-10 years thanks to its energy óharvestingô 

functionality. In addition to the required functionality to meet project requirements, such as minimum 

15 minute interval data provision and ability to store readings for a period if communications were lost, 

the battery life of any replacement was a key risk following the nature of the previous equipment 

failures experienced.  

 

This initial arrangement was based on Maingate securing only the clamp element of the Loop Energy 

Saver solution, discarding the data services and gateway elements of the solution as Maingate already 

had these elements within their originally supplied package. The new clamps would need significant 

development to link to the currently installed, Maingate supplied gateways. However, Maingate offered 

assurances that this development could be completed within 2 months of securing contractual 

agreements and had commenced this development in expectation of securing full approval from the 

project. The clamps could then be seamlessly installed and pair to the existing gateways, offering 

household demand data at equal frequency and to the same quality as the failed device specifications.  
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At this stage investigations carried out by SSEPD, project partners and BMG had delivered an 

estimated cost for a full reinstallation and a 12-month delay of £530,000, not inclusive of replacement 

equipment or pilot costs. Frequent meetings were held between SSEPD and Maingate, supported by 

the legal teams from both parties, however Maingate continued to dispute liability for any costs outside 

the replacement of equipment. As part of this dispute Maingate proposed that participant self-

installation of the replacement equipment would greatly reduce the total costs faced by the project.  

 

This proposal was discussed heavily in the December, January and February PPRB meetings with 

SSEPD, BMG and UoS voicing concerns around participant reaction to the request to install 

equipment and the potential attrition to the project population. In light of the considerable cost of a 

repeat óproject ledô reinstallation and the ongoing concern that these costs would not be covered by 

Maingate, the project undertook a review of the proposal. Partners and SSEPD applied several 

adjustments, including development of an óopt-inô by participants to receive a visit by the project to 

install on their behalf, supporting any participant who would be unable to self-install such as the elderly 

of infirm. This restricted approach to self-installation, supported by advance notification to participants 

allowing advance response on their preference was accepted by all partners acknowledging that a  

percentage of equipment óself installationô was in the best interests of the project.  

 

SSEPD continued throughout January and early February to discuss financial liability with Maingate, 

assisted by the SSEPD Procurement and Legal teams in the hope of achieving an outcome which 

covered the majority, if not all of the total costs the corrective actions would incur.  

 

In early February Navetas withdrew their offer of supplying Maingate with the clamp element required 

within the proposed solution, potentially due to the delay in securing a full contractual agreement due 

to the ongoing dispute over additional costs. Maingate were granted a short period in which to identify 

another solution within the cost barriers already identified, SSEPD also presented Maingate with an 

option to settle at 65% of the total costs allowing them to leave the project and avoid further legal 

action. Simultaneously SEPD carried out an RFI exercise inviting suppliers to respond to the full 

equipment and data service specifications which would meet the full project requirements in case of 

Maingateôs failure to identify an alternative solution. Unfortunately Maingate could not find an 

alternative and requested more time to conduct a fuller investigation. On the 18
th
 February, in light of 

the already protracted delays to core project activities, increasing costs associated to the delays and 

Maingateôs stance on their liability, SSEPD advised Maingate of our intention, should an acceptable 

offer covering the majority of the associated costs not be made, to give notice of contract termination.  

 

Subsequently on the 3
rd

 March 2016 Maingate advised SSEPD that they had filed for insolvency and 

would no longer be part of the project. It is essential to state that Maingate included reference within 

that notification that there were an unspecified number of reasons for their decision to liquidate and 

that the SAVE project was not the only contributing factor. The SSEPD legal team are continuing 

communications with the insolvency practitioners in the hope of securing compensation against the 

losses the project has sustained, however, there are no confirmed timescales or estimated potential 
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compensation amount available to the project at time of reporting. Shortly after the 7th March all 

communications with Maingate ceased, including access to the data files being updated with any 

remaining communicative equipment and updates on the ongoing investigations into specific 

equipment failures.     

 

SSEPD immediately undertook three separate work packages in response to this notification, the first 

was to progress the RFI exercise and on the 15
th
 March, supported by four meetings to outline 

specifications and project requirements, two companies were selected to progress in to an ITT. A core 

requirement of this process was the need for an accelerated start-up post contract award to ensure the 

project could adhere to the planned timescales remaining within the proposed 12 month delay. The 

equipment specifications within the Full Submission and learning generated throughout the equipment 

failures, investigations and recruitment phases formed the core detail of the ITT.  

 

The second was to plan a pilot installation of the new equipment to be implemented as soon as the 

new equipment supplier had been successfully awarded a contract. The need for urgency in this 

process was driven by the ongoing delay to the project, combined with the need to provide informed 

costs of reinstallation of the household monitoring equipment. At this time the project could only 

estimate how many participants would be able and/or willing to self-install the new equipment. This 

estimation gave a considerable range of costs, if 10% of the sample required physical project 

assistance then costs would be £88,000; should 100% require assistance then these increased to 

£330,000, hence the need to define these costs was an essential aim of the pilot installation process.  

 

Lastly the project began a review and re-construction of the as yet un-submitted Formal Change 

Request detailing the 12-month delay to the project and change of equipment, discussed with Ofgem 

initially in September 2015 and throughout the reporting period. This document, originally produced for 

submission in December 2015 but delayed by the contractual dispute with Maingate, explains that the 

experienced equipment failure has delayed project progress within trials 1-3 by a period of 12 months 

to allow re-installation of new equipment across the project population of 3,983 participants, and, 

installation across the 593 outstanding participants yet to be recruited.  

 

Ofgem have confirmed their appreciation of the exceptional circumstances the project has 

encountered and that the project has remained proactive in its efforts to report on and mitigate against 

the impacts of the equipment failure and subsequent events. The delayed submission of this change 

request has been accepted with preference that every effort is made to avoid additional budget 

requirements, as such a core task of the reconstruction has been the identification of efficiencies the 

project can apply to avoid any increase in budget provision.  

2.3 Replacement Equipment Process 

 

The ITT process commenced on the 15
th
 March and SSEPD subsequently received two compliant 

responses for consideration. It was the aim of the project to complete the process and award a 

successful tender on or before the 15
th
 April, allowing suitable time to complete the pilot and 
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subsequent analysis. Unfortunately delays in ensuring the tender was fully reflective of the whole 

equipment and data solution now required, providing clarification on technical specifications and 

securing the necessary approvals resulted in a delay of 1 month. Following these clarifications and two 

rounds of formal questions the successful tender was awarded on the 19
th
 May to Navetas Energy 

Management Ltd.   

 

Their Loop Energy Saver device and supporting data services met all requirements stipulated by the 

project to replace Maingate as the projectôs household monitoring equipment supplier. It is essential to 

note that the tender process was regulated and EU compliant, importantly SSEPD is confident no 

advantage was obtained by Navetas through their earlier contact with Maingate.  

 

The Navetas solution offers great improvements against the originally supplied equipment, primarily 

the extended expected battery life of 7-10 years, available thanks to the energy óharvestingô 

functionality of the clamp units. In addition, the Navetas solution allows for the development of 10 

second data collection, offering improved granularity of data in turn allowing for more accurate 

monitoring and analysis of any demand shift/reduction stimulated by the project trials. The ability to 

collect 10 second data would also allow for appliance specific demand modelling when analysed in 

combination with survey responses on appliance use, effectively replacing the functionality lost with 

the smart-plug failures explained earlier in this report.   

 

In the case of communications loss through broadband or mobile signal outage, the clamp element of 

the solution can store 30 days of data internally, once connection has been re-established with the 

central servers this data is then relayed with actual time-stamps included, essentially protecting the 

data from all but a complete equipment failure. The system also searches for the earliest record 

missing, only allowing the clamps to send all data in an óearliest firstô process which minimises the 

potential need to aggregate across periods of data loss.  

 

The Loop Energy Saver user interface already fielded by Navetas offers functionality equal to the Mvio 

system developed by Maingate, minimising required re-development to ówhite labellingô and project 

branding. Navetas confirmed the ability to ring fence the project population within this system, allowing 

for each trial group to receive the specific messaging required within DNV GLôs trial designs and much 

easier analysis and comparison across the trial and control groups. Navetas also confirmed that all 

references to tariff calculators and supplier pricing would be removed to ensure the project remained 

compliant to business separation and regulatory requirements.  

 

Following successful tender award, existing project partners/suppliers have worked closely with 

Navetas to ensure all project requirements are identified and applied to the ongoing development of 

the Navetas solution. UoS have ensured all data collection, transfer and storage elements offered by 

Navetas are integrated into their analytic systems, also that the qualitative and quantitive checking 

processes developed in the previous phases of the project are adopted, ensuring any potential 

equipment or communications problems can be quickly identified. Navetas have also confirmed the 

ability to remotely monitor the clamp battery status and signal strength of the clamp/gateway 
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communications, further improving the projects ability to quickly identify and rectify any emerging 

equipment issues. 

 

Additionally the Navetas system and allocation of equipment IDs has allowed the grouping of trial and 

control groups to be written in to the system, providing greater accessibility of the ógroupô response to 

interventions, as well as comparison of results against each group and the control group, all increasing 

analytical efficiency in the latter stages of the project. This functionality will also improve the ad hoc 

monitoring of trial impacts, both for DNV GL and SSEPD, supporting the demand reduction messaging 

throughout live trials and the ability of the project to refine methods 1-3 on an ongoing basis.   

 

DNV GL have provided Navetas with the user interface design portfolio developed in partnership with 

Behaviour Change to allow the white labelling of the user interface and detail the projectôs proposed 

engagement methods. These methods, outlined in the previous report, include trial group specific 

messages and events, indications of the need to avoid sustained usage in ópeakô periods for the 

network and information on the wider energy network issues. This work package, while less urgent 

than the pilot process and data provision requirements, has been a great success thus far, benefitting 

from the approach of Navetas to adapt the user interface, their already impressive functionality and the 

development undertaken by DNV GL earlier in the project. As expected from the previous solution, the 

interface will allow participants to monitor day and week usage data with previous periods also 

displayed for comparison, encouraging participants to compare profiles and investigate anomalies.  

 

BMG have worked closely with Navetas to familiarise themselves with the equipment to be installed 

and produce the participant facing media required to support any installations. The simplicity of the 

equipment installation which is supported by an instructive online registration process and a óYouTubeô 

video has reassured the project that a large percentage of the population should be able to self-install 

the devices. Development of an FAQ document, project branded packaging and confirmation that UK 

based support services will be available throughout the installation phases and tailored to participants 

needs have resulted in a high confidence for a successful pilot and installation of these new devices.   

 

Informed by the previously experienced issues, the commercial documentation has been developed to 

offer assurance on guarantees and warranties for the equipment, specific requirements on support for 

both the project team and participants, to ensure any issue is quickly routed through to expert advice 

and resolved immediately. SEPD has ensured throughout that all systems, equipment and information 

offered to participants is compliant with the projectôs Customer Engagement Plan (CEP) and that all 

data collection, transfer and storage elements supplied by Navetas meet the requirements in the 

projectôs Data Protection Strategy (DPS). As part of the wider activity ongoing in the latter half of this 

reporting period, the projectôs Management and Delivery documentation is also being updated to 

reflect the considerable changes the project has experienced.  
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2.4 Pilot Process and Full Installation Preparation   

 

Using templates produced in the original pilot process (Feb-April 2015) and informed by further 

adjustments made earlier in this reporting phase, the project has produced a complete pilot installation 

plan and adapted this to the new equipment supplied by Navetas. BMG have led this package of work 

with support from SSEPD, UoS and DNV GL to produce an effective, successful pilot which can 

provide essential learning for the full re-installation to follow in the next reporting period and data to 

support the formal change request required to return the project to normal operation.  

 

An essential element of the pilot has been the delivery of a statistically important sample, allowing 

upscaling of the results to the full population to inform potential cost implications for the complete 

reinstallation. It was decided that the pilot sample would consist of 400 project participants, 

representative of the demographic and geographical area covered by the project population of 3,987. 

The recruitment pilot in 2015 was targeted against 100 participants, however the ease of installing the 

new equipment combined with the perceived security of the current project population and the learning 

already collected by the project team has given confidence in success despite the increased size.  

 

Positive engagement of participants was also seen as an essential objective especially when 

considering the change of installation processes from the original project-led installation to the self-

installation process now preferred. The project has constructed a letter to provide this initial 

engagement, explaining that the new equipment offers distinct improvements against the older 

installed equipment, is simple to install and would be delivered to participants in the week following the 

letter. The letter also explains that should the participant need assistance in installing, or has any 

concern over this or any other element of the project, that support teams are available online and 

through Freephone numbers.  

 

The project has identified a number of households who may not be able to complete self-installations, 

for example the elderly or disabled, thanks to analysis of the initial survey data collected during the 

recruitment phase. For the purposes of the pilot no alternative media has been created but the 

construction of the initial letter, and following installation instructions to be delivered with the 

equipment have been sensitively constructed to ensure there are clear options for individual 

participants to contact and arrange for project teams to attend and install the equipment on their 

behalf.   

 

The project has allowed a period of seven days following the letter mailing before sending the 

equipment, this is to allow any participant to contact BMG directly should they need assistance or to 

advise they will need a project-led installation. Should no contact be made within that period, Navetas 

will then send the equipment to the pilot sample complete with installation instructions and web 

address for the online registration pages which direct the installation in a live process. Once the 

mailing has been completed a further seven day period will follow before BMG field teams commence 

pro-active phone calls to either encourage self-installation or to arrange appointments to complete a 

project-led installation.  
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Included in the equipment mailing will be a pre-paid envelope, large enough to hold the original 

Maingate monitoring equipment and, should the participant wish to leave the project at this stage, the 

Navetas equipment. Additionally there will be simple to follow removal instructions for the Maingate 

equipment which detail the need to ensure all project equipment is returned for environmentally 

friendly disposal or recycling given the electronic nature of the equipment and the battery elements 

within. The project team hope this will also reduce the possibility for any new equipment to be lost 

during this phase of the pilot process.  

 

The project has considered the potential negative reaction from participants should they need to 

collect the new equipment in the event no-one is home during initial delivery, and that participants will 

have to visit a post office to return equipment given the size of the package. The repeat reassurance 

of project assistance being available across all media used, combined with the commitment shown by 

the majority of participants during the Smart Plug incident, and, the feeling that receiving packages is 

in itôs own right an óexcitingô experience are the factors which have given us confidence any attrition 

should be minimised. If the pilot displays attrition rates which are unsustainable the project will re-

structure the approach for full roll-out and reconsider the potential to visit all properties to install new 

equipment and remove the redundant equipment.  

 

The second seven day period will also allow Navetas to monitor the ring-fenced project platform for 

any installations which have been made. Daily reports will be produced and sent to BMG, allowing for 

any participants who have completed self-installations to be removed from their pro-active call list, and 

SSEPD to monitor the progress in this essential stage of the pilot. For clarity and to ensure 

participants can receive effective information the Navetas and BMG support lines are separately 

displayed, offering equipment and installation advice from Navetas within the equipment mailing, and 

project advice or general questions on the initial letter. Both organisations have also committed to 

sharing FAQ information and direct communications points internally so that participants contacting 

the wrong organisation still receive the help they need quickly and without inconvenience.  

 

Following the final seven day contact period BMG field teams will then pro-actively contact any 

participants who have not: 

¶ contacted the project to request support or a project led installation; nor  

¶ installed the equipment based on Navetas reporting 

 

The field teams utilised by BMG for this pilot were all integral to the successful delivery of the original 

recruitment and installation phase of the project. Using their experience of the project, the equipment 

and their background expertise in field marketing, the project expects this phase to encourage the 

highest percentage of self-installation. Should a participant show any sign of concern over the self-

installation or advise the BMG field teams that they will be unable to complete the installation, the field 

team will then arrange for an appointment, at the participantôs convenience, to attend and complete a 

project-led installation.  
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This project has allowed this final stage a target completion time period of 14 days, however the 

project team accept that a small percentage of pilot installations may continue beyond this time based 

on appointments. Analysis of the participant response to the media and contact methods will 

commence immediately with improvements being applied in preparation for the full re-installation 

phase. Analysis of the willingness and ability of participants to complete self-installation will commence 

after equipment has been delivered and throughout the following phases. Ongoing analysis of the data 

provided by the monitors will commence with the first installation; the UoS team have worked closely 

with Navetas to produce a daily reporting and weekly data transfer frequency to meet analytical 

requirements. This triple approach to analysis will guarantee that the integrity of the pilot and all 

learning generated is robust, and that any equipment or communication problems are identified and 

corrected immediately.   

 

The overall success of the pilot will be measured by the percentage of successful installations overall, 

however the percentage of participants installing the devices will provide an informed estimate as to 

the overall costs of the following re-installation phase, essential for inclusion in the formal change 

request. Ultimately the pilot process has been planned to encourage as close to maximum as possible 

self-installation by the sample 400 participants, reducing the cost impact of repeating a fully project-led 

installation and allowing for the completion of all corrective actions by December 2016.  

 

Pending approval of the change request which details the 12-month extension and equipment 

changes within the project, the full re-installation plan has been mapped out and work completed on 

the subsequent phases. While learning from the pilot is expected to inform specific detail, such as any 

amendments to the media format or approach to the response periods, the project has confidence that 

the plan is robust and provides the best route to complete the necessary works. This plan details the 

required dates for work package completion inclusive of the pilot re-installation, data analysis and 

improvement process following learning capture, full reinstallation, recruitment completion and base 

data capture.   

 

Navetas equipment will be ordered in batches, once confirmed BMG letter mailings will follow to 

groups of project participants. This approach allows Navetas the time to conclude any configuration 

required prior to mailing equipment to those groups, participants to respond to the initial letter with any 

installation preferences and for BMG field teams to follow up, group by group, with pro-active contact 

and where required project-led installation. This batch mailing process is planned to continue until 

November 2016 with all equipment mailed by mid November and field teams concluding on-site 

activity before mid December.  

 

UoS are confident that the growing sample will provide, with the inclusion of the household demand 

data already collected by the project in previous phases, a suitable óbaseô data period for comparison 

during the live trial periods to follow in January 2017. In addition, the control group of 1,200 properties 

will provide a direct comparison inclusive of any background changes in consumption which the 

population may undergo, such as the expected increase of PV installations and potential effect that EV 

vehicles may have against a small percentage of the whole sample.  
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BMG will also resume recruitment of the remaining 593 participants required by the project to meet the 

target of 4,600 properties. This phase was paused in August 2015 following the equipment failures but 

thanks to the appointment of Navetas and the confidence of the BMG field teams to conclude both the 

re-installation phase and the recruitment phase concurrently the project expects, with allowance for 

normal ongoing attrition, to reach 4,500+ participants before the end of December 2016. 

 

2.5 Formal Change Request CR-2 

 

Development of the Formal Change Request, while reliant on the successful completion of the tender 

process and ensuing equipment delivery, has been a core activity of the reporting period. The exit of 

Maingate has driven a full, detailed review of the Full Submission, Project Direction and Maingateôs 

Work Order to identify all responsibilities and activities which need to be reassigned during the tender 

process and construction of the formal change request. 

 

The initial part of the change request detailed the need to delay trials 1-3 and all associated 

deliverables, extending the project by a period of 12 months to allow for reinstallation of new 

equipment across the project population. While the liability dispute with Maingate delayed the 

corrective actions significantly, the project is confident that these actions can still be completed within 

the originally discussed 12-month period, thus the initial part of the change request has not required 

significant adjustment. All project partners and suppliers had completed impact reviews of the delay in 

late 2015, these have now been updated to include the additional efforts expected to support Navetas 

in assuming all the responsibilities required to meet project expectations. These adjustments, 

detailing resource and cost impacts will be included in the formal change request when it is submitted 

shortly after this report.  

 

Originally the second part of the formal change request detailed the change of clamp element within 

the household monitoring solution which had been proposed by Maingate and supported by the 

project. This section and the associated review of documentation have required detailed change 

following Maingateôs withdrawal from the project and subsequent appointment of Navetas. All aspects 

inclusive of work packages, equipment specification and appendices have been reviewed and SSEPD 

are confident that the change request is wholly inclusive and transparent of all impacts resultant from 

the equipment failure, delay and loss of partnership which the project has worked to rectify.  

 

2.6 Trial Intervention 4 ï Community Energy Coaching 

 

On the 4
th
 January, Neighbourhood Economics (NEL), leading the Community Energy Coaches from 

Winchester Action against Climate Change (WINACC) in Kings Worthy and the Environment Centre 

(tEC) in Shirley Warren undertook the first live trial of SAVE Method 4, the Community Energy 

Coaching (CEC) trial. This initial trial periodôs core activities have been focused on the identification 
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and implementation of engagement opportunities, and the combination of demand reduction and 

energy efficiency messages with ólocalô drivers to construct a ólocalisedô strategy for each area.  

 

This trial period was the first opportunity for the coaches and host organisations to engage directly 

with community-based organisations and local leaders to establish local priorities, providing the 

óbottom-upô engagement to support the ótop-downô activities which formed the preparation stages in 

the last reporting period. To support the formation of a sustainable, accessible approach in both 

communities the project is developing bespoke websites in partnership with the host organisations. 

These websites will be used to advertise events, engagements and localised demand data provided 

by the substation monitoring alongside holistic messaging combining the local drivers and energy 

efficiency messages. 

 

The priority in going óliveô within the trial communities was to establish each local communityôs 

distinctive aspirations for change and to begin to establish consensus among local organisations and 

leaders regarding the distinctive dedicated strategy (DDS) that the coaches / host organisation might 

then help to facilitate over the balance of the coaching project. In the process, the aim of direct 

engagement was to build local trust relationships which would: 

Å generally, build mutual support and sympathy for efforts to increase energy efficiency and 

reduce demand; and  

 

Å specifically, establish a local support group made up of representative and influential 

residents committed to working together to design and deliver positive outcomes on all fronts. 

 

Building on the demographical analysis undertaken in the previous period combined with the insights 

gained from the stakeholder and steering groups, workshops and meetings have been held in both 

trial areas to identify community groups and interaction points for delivery of the projectôs objectives. 

These engagements, supported by representatives from the stakeholder groups as well as local 

community members, were also concerned with finding specific local drivers which the energy 

efficiency and demand reduction aims of the project could be combined with to ensure any activities 

were embedded, locally supported and encouraged by community ownership. These engagements 

have identified that there are far fewer opportunities with embedded community groups in the urban, 

more disadvantaged area of Shirley Warren when compared to the rural, more affluent area of Kings 

Worthy.   

 

The Kings Worthy community reflects sophisticated levels of social organisation and resident 

participation, their historic approach to carbon reduction and energy efficiency schemes have made 

engagement and local support much simpler. In the three month live trial period, the Coach engaged 

directly with over 100 individuals in various formal and informal settings ranging from Parish Council 

and WI meetings to presentations to local school groups and youth organisations to interviews with 

elected members and activists. 

The key outputs from Kings Worthy during the live trial are: 

Å the identification of a range of single issue and multi-issue (themed) approaches for DDS 

purposes as based on the thoughts and ideas collated through direct engagement  



 

19 

 

 

Å a series of 4 workshops designed to reflect back the issues as identified and move to 

consensus regarding the preferred strategy for the community 

 

Å formation of a óCoordinating Groupô of 20 residents and its formal validation of óConnecting 

Kings Worthyô as the overarching DDS theme 

 
 

 

Figure 2, Examples of Multi-issue and Single-issue Approaches identified in Kings Worthy 

 

 

 

The Shirley Warren community suffers from extremely low levels of social organisation within the 

area, offering a greater challenge to engagement and the identification of community champions to 

support the projectôs objectives. The Coach has engaged with a wide range of individuals concerned 

or connected with Shirley Warren and has been able to build a picture of local conditions and potential 

priorities for change within the community. There have however been persistent difficulties in 

engaging directly with local residents owing to the almost complete absence of effective local 

participation structures and community-based organisations.   
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The implication within Shirley Warren is that the Community Energy Coachôs core efforts have been to 

build trust within the community to allow identification of engagement opportunities before the óbottom-

upô approach can be formulated. The requirement for more creative thinking has driven more informal 

engagements, for example through street-based outreach and signposted drop-in events. Through 

this process NEL and the coaches have been able to build up a more conjectural picture of local 

residentsô views and to identify some key individuals, engaged with informally, to assess their 

potential commitment to becoming community champions.  

 

The key outputs from Shirley Warren during the live trial are: 

Å identification of potential óheadline strategyô options  
 

Å an introductory trust building session with recognized community members at the local pub 
 

Å schoolyard promotion/awareness raising activities with the cooperation of the local head 
teacher 
 

Å an informal drop-in session for residents at a local church hall 
 

Å a commitment from 10 individual residents to continue to meet to help co-design and deliver 
the project 
 

 
Figure 3, Strategic options identified for Shirley Warren 

 

 

The activities and outcomes of the first live trial period can be matched to the strategic 

interventions/outcomes chain produced by NEL as part of the Community Energy Coaching project 

manual during the set-up phases of the project. This provided an accessible stage-gated visual to 

map progress and key delivery points specific to the CEC trial, also enabling future activities to be 

planned based on the intervention plans and expectations of the project. 
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Figure 4. Coaching Trial Outcomes Chain/Strategic Interventions (Project Manual, Neighbourhood Economics Ltd) 

 

 

Building on the learning generated through the reporting period and in preparation for the next live 

trial, the project aims to have completed the DDS and have the local Coordinating Group and local 

websites in place and active for each trial community. A key deliverable for the next reporting period 

will be the outline programme of interventions for the remainder of the project, built around core test 

scenarios constructed by NEL and informed by the trial design works completed by DNV GL. The 

local stakeholders, host organizations and the coaches themselves will have primary responsibility for 

the final planning of this work package, ensuring that local aspirational elements are combined with 

project objectives to create an effective and sustainable trial design.  
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Additionally the project will have in place;  

 

¶ the specific interventions for the next live trial (October ô16-Mar ô17), drawing from the overall plan 

of interventions and referencing the 10 core tests identified by NEL as the interactions most likely 

to elicit demand reduction/shifting responses from communities. These tests have also been 

informed through the projects review of similar community engagement projects, such as ENWôs 

óPower Saver Challengeô and WPDôs óLess is moreô and óSolaBristolô  LCNF projects.   

 

¶ requisite feeder monitoring requirements specified in detail, allowing for more granular monitoring 

of community response to project interventions in live trial periods 2 and 3. Additional feeder 

monitors were secured by the project within the initial Selex Gridkey Substation monitoring 

solution however installation of these devices was postponed while analysis identified the likely 

population centers which would provide the most effective demand response data.  

 

Figure 5.  10 core test designs for the Community Energy Coaching Trials (NEL Progress report Mayô16) 

 

 

Alongside direct local engagement activities, other planned activities in the background include: 

 

¶ further analysis of baseline consumption data for 2015 to support intervention design  

 

¶ ongoing creative platform development and design of communications material, extracting detail 

and suggestions from local communities and host organisations.  

 

¶ development of sustainable communities benchmarking criteria linked to complementary 

stakeholder targets 

 






































