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1 PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
 
1.1 Governance 
 
The SAVE Project was tightly managed with (i) all partners meeting monthly as part of the Project 
Planning and Review Board (PPRB), overseeing the work of the overall project under the leadership 
of the SSEN Project Manager, (ii) weekly conference calls to monitor Action Plan progress, (iii) 
identification and recording of risks through regular monitoring and updating of the SAVE Risk 
Register and (iv) regular updates to the TM4 learning logs to record key lessons learned at all stages. 
 

1.2 SAVE Customer Engagement Plan 
 
In accordance with Ofgem protocols, the overall SAVE Customer Engagement Plan, including Data 
Protection protocols, was formally submitted and agreed at the outset of the project in early 2014.  
 

1.3 The TM4 Delivery Team 
 
The TM4 delivery Team was composed (Figure A1 below) of Neighbourhood Economics (NEL) as the 
lead organisation for the trial, The Environment Centre (tEC), the host organisation providing the 
coach for Shirley Warren, and Winchester Action on Climate Change (WinACC), the host organisation 
providing the coach for Kings Worthy. The key changes to the team over the course of the trial were 
in coach deployment, with both areas seeing a change in staff during the live trial period. The 
transition of coach in each area went well with NEL staff providing additional support as needed on 
the ground to ensure a smooth process with no impairment in community contact. 
 

 
Figure  A1:     THE TM4 DELIVERY TEAM  
 

Dates tEC WinACC 
Neighbourhood 

Economics 
January 2015 to 

August 2015 
Adam Goulden Chris Holloway 

Judi Sellwood 
John Every 

September 2015 
to June 2016 

Adam Goulden 
Christabel Watts (coach) 

Richard Blackman 
Susie Phillips (coach) 

July 2016 to 
December 2016 

Adam Goulden 
Zaki Mahfoud (coach) 

Richard Blackman 
Susie Phillips (coach) 

January 2017 to 
March 2018 

Adam Goulden 
Zaki Mahfoud (coach) 

Richard Blackman/Tom Brennan 
Alison Skillen (coach) 

 
The TM4 Delivery Team in combination had extensive knowledge and experience across energy, 
community development and coaching fields. 
 
The coaches were afforded the opportunity to experience independent personal coaching early on in 
their involvement with the CEC trial to enable them to better understand the coaching approach and 
transferable principles which they could apply in a community setting.  
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1.4 Types of Learning 
 
A range of different types of learning have been accumulated throughout the TM4 research trial 
reflecting the SAVE bid commitments (Main Report, para 1.2.1).  A learning log has been maintained 
and updated quarterly as part of NEL’s Quarterly Progress Reports to SSEN and this process has been 
invaluable in tracking the development of the project and the team’s thinking over the course of the 
research trial. 
 
Addressing key delivery constraints (Main Report, Section 3.4) has challenged the team to identify 
creative solutions in delivering on bid commitments. 
 
The team proceeded on a consensual basis by tying in local residents and stakeholder agencies 
through the iterative co-design purpose, ensuring as far as possible, that all concerned were able to 
share the ‘ownership’ of accumulated learning and agreed solutions. 
 
 
 
Main Report Reference:          SECTION 1.1 
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2 PARALLELS AND CONTRASTS BETWEEN TM4 AND OTHER TRIALS 
 
The headline comparisons between the CEC trial and the other household trials are notably: 
 

 Sampling Framework –  the sample sizes are similar but the levels of potential statistical rigour 
are vastly different (Main Report, para 1.1.4); 

 

 Governance – alongside the project partners, the CEC trial was overseen and directed by a 
dedicated Stakeholder Group including representation from Local Authorities, utility companies, 
housing agencies, third sector groups (including the ‘host’ organisations employing the local 
coaches). This was a distinctive and crucial part of the co-design process, tying other agencies in 
to the long-term ownership of the change process; 

 

 Geographic Community – the CEC Trial households constitute identifiable geographic 
communities as compared to the household trials’ groups of randomised households across the 
Solent region; 

 

 Data recording – by contrast with the other 3 trial methods, there has been no recording of data 
linked to individual customers at the household level.  Instead substation / feeder level 
monitoring has been put in place within the selected trial and control areas;  

 

 Baseline monitoring – with the 2 year engagement phase for TM4 beginning in January 2016 the 
Delivery team already had a full year of baseline substation data with monitoring equipment 
having been installed within the selected trial and control areas in December 2014. For trials 1-3 
this was not the case given equipment related implementation delays; 

 

 Creative platform – during the initial planning phase generic materials and ideas were shared 
across the 4 trial methods but, with the de-synchronisation of the trials, this both required and 
allowed the TM4 team to press ahead with the development of dedicated creative material 
building upon the hitherto generic platform across all trials.  As the CEC co-design process kicked 
in, more trial-specific, community focused materials were developed;  

 

 Quantitative and Qualitative Impacts – this has been a consistent theme throughout the 
development and delivery of the CEC trial.  It is not just about delivering quantitative demand 
reduction impacts but also about the relationship between demand reduction and other 
contingent social impacts which are more qualitative in nature and how, crucially, delivery of 
both sets of impacts can be mutually reinforcing; 

 

 Formal Trial Periods –  for the household trials, customer contact is limited predominantly to the 
set Trial Periods within the 2 year Active Engagement period, whereas for TM4, interaction with 
the community and key stakeholders continues right through the complete period; 

 

 Legacy and Sustainability – building upon the last point, the alignment of demand reduction and 
other social impacts (of appeal to stakeholder agencies and the local community) has helped to 
create the conditions for lasting change.  From the DNO perspective this relates to both demand 
management and social obligations aspects of their business; 
 

 De-synchronisation – all 4 trials commenced and proceeded together until June 2015 when, due 
to re-installation of household metering equipment for TM 1-3, the trials were effectively de-
synchronised.  The 2 year active engagement phase for the CEC trial started in January 2016 and 
was completed in December 2017.  The active engagement phase for other trials runs 
throughout 2017 and 2018.  They will accordingly report in June 2019. 
 
 
Main Report Reference:          SECTION 1 
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3 LEARNING VISITS – THE KEY LESSONS 
 
The team looked widely at 4 previous DNO-related demand reduction and community engagement 
projects.  The key lessons from these projects are detailed in Figure A2 below. 
 

 

Figure A2:     LEARNING VISITS – THE KEY LESSONS 
 

Visit / and Dates Key Points TM4 Design Implications 

Less is More 
WPD / LCNF 
September 

2014 & 
November 

2015 
 

 

 Focus upon addresses connected to an 
individual s/s rather than across a community 

 Lack of control or baseline for comparison 

 Challenges of s/s monitoring and background 
‘white noise’ masking a response 

 Use of live data as an engagement tool and to 
create a sense of competition 

 Development of a hand held device to monitor 
usage/ encourage participation in ‘events’ 

 Financial incentive not a clear motivator when 
no shared sense of community interest to 
participants 

 Interest in looking at different approaches to 
cooking 

 Freebies as a ‘hook’ 

 Delivery through trusted local organisations 

 11 months active research 

 Ability to target defined set of households as compared to 
the opportunity to engage on a locally meaningful 
community level 

 Comparable control areas identified and 12 months of 
baseline monitoring 

 Feeder monitoring installed to complement s/s data and 
realistic targets set for defined interventions 

 Lack of dedicated data analysis support meant live data 
streaming as an engagement tool not possible  

 Use of standalone electricity monitors considered - co-
design interest in an ‘energy literacy’ app expressed 
towards end of trials 

 Budget for Incentives limited so alternatives created 
around the DDS activities and by creating a sense of 
community ‘that cares’ 

 Looking at time and cost savings for cooking rather than 
energy saving 

 Giveaways developed with co-design groups 

 Confirmed Coaching approach of working with local 3rd 
Sector organisations 

 Confirmed SAVE approach of 2 year active trial period 

Power Saver 
Challenge 

ENW 
March 2016 

 2 distinct demographic communities chosen – 
recruitment easier in more affluent area 

 Street based with a street ‘team’ competition 
approach to interventions 

 All signed up households given an individual 
energy assessment and free energy saving 
devices prior to challenges 

 Incentives of ‘white goods’ offered to each 
household for reaching collective targets – 
created some suspicion 

 Monitoring at feeder level – relatively low levels 
of reduction observed and challenge of 
statistical validity 

 2 demographically distinct trial and comparative control 
areas chosen – coaching approach proved successful in 
engaging ‘harder to reach’ community 

 All community approach but targeted interventions on 
identified feeders to maximise recruitment and response 

 No budget to allow for such blanket offering although 
expertise of ‘host’ and partner organisations utilised to 
support individual h/h where needed/possible 

 No budget for incentives and as offer of white goods seen 
to be a disincentive to many and not applicable in BAU 
alternative community based solutions identified. 

 Challenges of feeder monitoring acknowledged but higher 
levels of reduction with 95% confidence achieved 

Energywise 
UKPN / LCNF 

April 2015 
 

 Focus on vulnerable customers/fuel poor 

 Individual h/h targeted with energy efficiency 
advice/devices and ToU tariffs 

 550 h/h actively targeted with 1:1 support 

 One trial area less advantaged and will include fuel poor 
customers 

 Energywise approach not replicable as no budget for 
targeted h/h support or ability to affect tariffs so 
alternative community/DDS focus in place 

 Trial areas of approx. 2000 h/h with 1000h/h monitored  

SoLa Bristol 
WPD / LCNF 
September 

2015 

 Behaviour change opportunity identified during 
periods of h/h change 

 Use of real time data to encourage 
participation/stimulate change 

 ‘Soft’ introduction to role of DNO led to greater 
awareness and understanding 

 Opportunities to introduce manufactured change situation 
to prompt behaviour change as part of DDS process 

 Use of real time data an aspiration that was not able to be 
met 

 Similar ‘soft’ introduction to role of DNO as part of wider 
energy literacy work has led to increased 
understanding/enhanced reputation 

 
 
Main Report Reference:           PARA 2.2.1 
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4 AREA SELECTION PROCESS 

4.1 Key questions 
 
In conjunction with interested stakeholders, the following series of key questions was addressed: 
 

 How could the SAVE research programme add value to existing sustainability related work within 
defined Solent communities? 

 How could the SAVE research programme add value to current collaborative stakeholder agendas 
regarding economic / social / environmental sustainability across parts of the Solent? 

 Are there communities or parts of the Solent where conspicuously little sustainability related 
work has been undertaken to date? 

 Could the SAVE research programme serve to bring together stakeholders in new partnerships to 
address shared sustainability agendas? 

 Which community based / locally managed organisations are particularly well-placed to benefit 
from additional resources in supporting neighbourhood based sustainability work? 

 Which community based / locally managed organisations are particularly well-placed to take a 
lead in facilitating and managing community development activity within neighbourhoods? 

 Are there particular lessons arising from previous / current sustainability work across the Solent 
area which should inform the SAVE research programme? 

4.2 Competitive Process 
 
The initial plan had been to randomly select two trial communities for inclusion in the trial from 
those local authority areas interested in being involved. However, the idea of a more 
competitive selection process arose naturally in the course of our engagement with local 
stakeholders as a means of formalising organisations’ willingness and readiness to engage and 
substantiating their commitment to the project. 
 

This more competitive approach to selection also served to reinforce partnership working 
within each local authority area as public, private and third sector organisations came together 
to formulate a joint bid.  The approach offered an opportunity for groups of stakeholders 
within each local authority area to submit specific information to inform the selection of the 
trial communities – effectively providing a level playing field for selection purposes.  Reflecting 
the enthusiasm of potential partners to have a direct role in the research project, 4 bids for 
potential trial / control area combinations were put forward for consideration by partner 
groups representing Southampton, Eastleigh, Isle of Wight and Winchester.  

4.3 Profiling 
 
Statistical profiling of the suggested areas was subsequently undertaken to assess both relative 
differentiation between potential trial areas and relative similarity between potential trial and 
respective control areas.  Network engineers also reviewed the long list areas to assess the match 
with current substation / network infrastructure and identify potential technical issues with 
substation monitoring.  In October 2014, based on analysis of the bids received, the community 
pairings selected for the Coaching trial were Shirley Warren / Townhill Park in Southampton and 
King’s Worthy / New Alresford in Winchester.  

4.4 The Host organisations 
 
Based on the ‘bidding’ process, the Host Partner organisations appointed to support the operational 
delivery of the SAVE project within the trial areas were Winchester Action on Climate Change 
(WinACC) and The Environment Centre, Southampton (tEC). 
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The full timetable for the Area Selection process is set out in Figure A3 below.  
 

 

Figure A3:     HOST / AREA SELECTION PROCESS 
 

Stage / Dates Process Activities / Options 

Feb - March 
2014 

Identify criteria for trial area 
selection 

Review SAVE research aims & objectives and discuss trial area 
options with PPRB, project managers and key stakeholders 

April – June 
2014 

Meet representatives of target 
local authority areas within the 
Solent region of Hampshire to 
gauge interest 

1-2-1  Roadshow sessions with key LA  and 3
rd

 sector 
stakeholders within larger LA areas – Southampton, 
Portsmouth, Eastleigh, Winchester, Isle of White – to ascertain 
interest in SAVE, fit with existing local priorities and 
appetite/ability to engage with the research 

Deliver workshop session with 
all Solent Local Authorities (LAs) 

Roadshow session for representatives of smaller Hampshire LA 
areas – Havant, Test Valley, Gosport, Fareham, East Hampshire 
hosted by Eastleigh BC, to assess interest, fit and interest as 
above 

Agree selection process to 
identify trial areas and host 
organisations 

Through co-design process with key stakeholders agree 
‘expression of interest’ format with interested LAs asked to 
submit an application identifying two contrasting research and 
control communities and a local third sector organisation with 
ability to act as ‘host’ within their boundaries 

July – Sept 
2014 

Selection process initiated 

Expression of Interest submissions process initiated with 
deadline extended to allow LA with smaller officer resource 
opportunity to submit. Completed submissions received and 
shortlisted. 

Short list of areas identified for 
network assessment 

All areas assessed by SSEN network engineers for suitability 
for substation monitoring.  Network maps with substation 
locations made available for all shortlisted areas.  

Area profiles prepared for 
shortlisted areas to inform 
selection process of long list 
areas 

Detailed demographic area profiles for each area produced. 
Based on Index of Multiple Deprivation and other similar data 
sets relating to housing type, energy usage and so on these 
were compiled to produce a comparison table to aid selection 
based on those communities offering the most distinctive 
research opportunity, with a comparative control. Local 
variables, based on stakeholder discussions and on the ground 
visits to each area were also taken into account at this stage. 

Review short list of possible 
areas providing best research 
and monitoring potential 

Short listed areas reviewed and selection criteria applied to 
assess distinctive nature of proposed trial community and 
availability of matching control areas, suitability of proposed 
host organisation, fit with project management capacity and 
resource, along with suitability for substation monitoring to 
allow best fit to maximise the research opportunity offered. 

December 
2014 

Trial and control areas pairings 
agreed and host organisations 
identified 

The trial and control communities pairings were selected 
across the neighbouring local authority boundaries of 
Winchester and Southampton, deliberately maximising the 
dissimilarity between the 2 pairings. Both submitting Local 
Authorities were happy that project resources were to be 
shared between two host organisations and two part time 
coaches (rather than one full time coach) in order to deliver 
this split authority solution. 

Substation monitoring installed 
Substation monitoring put in place in 5/6 sub stations in each 
of the 4 areas to allow for one year (2015) of baseline 
monitoring. 

 
 
Main Report Reference:          SECTION 2.4 
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5 DESCRIPTION OF THE TRIAL AREAS 
 

5.1 Below the Radar and Resilient Communities 
 
Having selected the Trial communities of Shirley Warren (‘relatively disadvantaged and increasingly 
susceptible to adverse effects in the local economy’) and Kings Worthy (‘relatively affluent and 
aspirational’) it became clear through the Team’s initial community mapping and engagement work 
that the communities were particularly polarised in terms of the relative levels of social capital.  
Shirley Warren was very much ‘below the radar’ with a dearth of community-based organisations 
and activities whereas Kings Worthy is a distinctly ‘resilient’ community with an abundance of 
community-based organisations and activities. 
 
Shirley Warren presented a particularly difficult social cohesion challenge in terms of the focused 
efforts necessary initially to get ‘underneath the radar’ and bring together individuals who could 
make a difference. 
 

5.2 Parallels and contrasts between Trial Areas 
 
The comparison between the trial areas notably covers the following important points: 
 

 Whole communities – both areas were seen as identifiable communities to those living in 
and serving them.  This was an important factor in the selection process, building upon key 
learning from the ‘Less is More’ project; 

 

 Similarity Indexing – for the purposes of trial area selection, the characteristics of all 
shortlisted sites were analysed against a set of demographic, physical and lifestyle factors, 
including census and energy consumption data, to identify trial communities which were 
deliberately very dissimilar.  Likewise candidate trial areas were analysed against potential 
control areas in order to select those which were most similar to respective trial areas; 
 

 Research cordon - given the relative dissimilarity between the communities, work in each 
area was consciously undertaken in mutual isolation for the major part of the trial 
engagement phase.  Only towards the end of the project were crossover events involving 
both communities organised, comparing first hand their experience of the research process. 

 

5.3 Demographic Analysis and Consumption Profiles 
 
The trial areas are differentiated against key factors in similarity indexing as illustrated in Figure A4 
below.  This highlights the higher population density in Shirley Warren, the higher home ownership 
level in Kings Worthy, the relatively high deprivation level in Shirley Warren as against the national 
Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) and the higher level of educational attainment in Kings Worthy. 
 
In initial profiling work the 2015 baseline substation consumption data undertaken through tEC and 
University of Southampton served to identify the key behavioural characteristics which describe and 
differentiate the two trial communities. 
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11 
 

 
 
This revealed the core differentiation between the areas as a whole with Shirley Warren displaying a 
characteristically high base / low peak consumption profile and Kings Worthy a lower base / higher 
peak profile – as illustrated in Figure A5 above.   This shows the aggregated demand/ consumption in 
each area - Kings Worthy (KW) in red and Shirley Warren (SW) in blue - on weekdays and weekends 
against daily temperature and hourly time slots from 4am until 10pm.  This differentiation between 
the trial areas reflects the higher proportion of residents in Shirley Warren at home through the day 
and the higher proportion of Kings Worthy residents returning home in the evening. 
 
The Team went on to analyse the individual substation data in more depth looking at relative levels 
of daily consumption falling within the peak period (4-8 pm).  This work was undertaken with a view 
to maximising the observability of impacts attributable to demand reduction interventions and, 
subsequently, informed the Team’s decisions regarding optimal locations for additional feeder level 
monitoring and more granular interventions. 
 
 
 
Main Report Reference:          SECTION 2.2 
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6 THE DISTINCTIVE DEDICATED STRATEGIES (DDS) 

6.1 The DDS Options – Kings Worthy 
 
A range of one to one and targeted group meetings were held between January and March 2016 
with various community leaders to introduce the project and, as part of the ‘mapping and gapping’ 
process to begin to identify issues that were of interest/concern within the community and to gauge 
interest in being part of the SAVE project. 
 
In April and May 2016 organised ‘workshop’ sessions were held to which these community leaders 
were invited, with 10 attendees to the sessions in April and 12 in May. At each meeting an overview 
of the SAVE project was given along with feedback on perceptions gathered to date on potential 
topics of community interest. Attendees were invited to discuss the support available through SAVE 
for the community and asked to consider how this could best be delivered. 
 
The range of options which these initial co-design workshops considered were based around single 
or multiple issues which had been identified through the initial mapping and gapping phase. The 
issues and related options are set out in Figure A6. 
 

 

Figure A6:  KINGS WORTHY – DDS OPTIONS 
 

A 
Sustainable Kings Worthy Community hub – providing an overarching project to join up all of the 
activity taking place, providing better communication/promotion, volunteering and sharing of 
resources.  

B 
Safer Kings Worthy – creating a network of neighbourhood watches to encourage people to look 
out for each other, socialise and build community resilience 

C 
Healthy Kings Worthy – promoting active lifestyles, particularly waking and cycling by improving 
access, maintenance and signage 

D Work to create an all-weather pitch on the lower school field 

E Support the community buildings to be energy efficient and to install solar panels 

F Promote walking in and around the village 

G Create a cycle path to link two separate parts of the village  

H Develop the path along the river to Winchester to make it more accessible 

I Improve the green spaces in the centre of Kings Worthy and provide better/off road car parking  

J Create a safe crossing on Springvale Road 

 
At a combined workshop in May 2016 the group of 20 residents considered all of the options and 
agreed that they preferred the idea of an over-arching umbrella to the issues they wanted to 
address.  The recurring theme of connectivity – both in terms of Kings Worthy’s physical geography 
and the need to connect people more easily to places within the village as well as the wider 
community outside - as well as connecting with each other and the wide range of groups and 
activities that take place was seen as the key issue to address. 
 
Following discussion it was agreed that to add value to the current ‘offer’ in Kings Worthy the idea of 
working to create a greater sense of connectedness was the best way forward to ensure an inclusive 
approach to working together. Connecting Kings Worthy (CKW) was thus chosen as the umbrella 
theme and those present agreed to continue to work to support its’ development within the 
community. 
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6.2 The DDS Options – Shirley Warren 
 
During January – March 2016 meetings were held with a wide range of professional/organisation 
based staff who were connected with Shirley Warren to introduce the project, but the lack of local 
groups and activity meant that few people in the community were involved during this time. Shirley 
Warren was considered by most agencies to be ‘hard to reach’. 
 
In order to ‘dig deeper’ into the community project staff talked to people in their front gardens and 
outside the local post office and pub to try and get a feel for local issues, concerns and to discover 
who the key local contacts were. In May 2016, based on feedback received an informal evening 
‘drop in’ meeting was arranged in a local pub with pizza and a drink for those attending. Also a ‘join 
us for a cuppa’ session was arranged in a local church hall asking people to come along to give their 
views on a possible community project. A number of people attended both sessions (4 and 8 
respectively) and following on from this, two informal meetings in June 2016 were arranged to 
follow up in more depth on the conversations started, bringing 6 key individuals together in order to 
share details of the project and to discuss potential areas for support. 
 
Based on the range of conversations that had been held to date there were a wide range of issues 
that local residents wanted to address. These ranged from single to multiple issues which were 
reflected in the options outlined in Figure A7. 
 

 

Figure A7:  SHIRLEY WARREN – DDS OPTIONS 
 

A Support/activities for mother & toddlers, children and young people 

B Address litter and dog fouling on pavements and green spaces 

C Improve communication within the community to encourage participation 

D Support for volunteers and with funding for community projects 

E Support the campaign to save St Jude’s Hall as a community venue 

F Set up events/fun days for local residents to encourage involvement 

G Create a community café so people have somewhere to go/meet up 

H 
Active Shirley Warren – provide a focus for people to get involved in doing things within the 
community 

I 
Shirley Warren Community Plan – develop a local action plan around key issues that have been 
identified and then seek to work with partners to deliver change 

J 
One Voice for Shirley Warren - create a local forum for people to express their views, listen to 
others and influence the services they receive 

K 
Shirley Warren Acting Together -  create a local coordinating group to encourage joint working, 
sharing of resources and support for each other’s issues 

L 
Shirley Warren Community Association – bringing together the One Voice and Acting Together 
strands but within an overarching organisation that can apply for funds to deliver projects of 
community benefit. 

 
At a combined meeting in June 2016 the group of 10 residents discussed the various options in detail 
and decided to opt for an umbrella approach to combine the two key strands that members most 
wanted to see addressed – the need for a community voice (both within Shirley Warren and with 
those agencies providing services/support from the outside) and the need to actively do things to 
make the community a better place and restore lost pride in the community. 
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Despite some reservations about the ability of residents to create change due to feelings of 
disempowerment as a result of the withdrawal of local services and the feeling of being ‘done to’, it 
was agreed that by working together, and with the support on offer from SAVE, they had a better 
chance of success. They thus chose the umbrella theme of ‘Shirley Warren Working Together’ 
(SWWT) as a reflection of this shared desire to work to achieve positive change. 

6.3 Specific v Generic Options 
 
The same approach to identifying the local DDS options was used in both communities but the 
different starting points in each led to some local changes being made to ensure the involvement of 
local residents in the design, and therefore the ownership, of the DDS. 
 
In Kings Worthy, the wide range of existing groups and activities meant that there were plenty of 
opportunities to talk to local residents and a ready willingness on their behalf to talk about SAVE and 
the potential benefits to the community. Attending formal meetings and workshops was an 
accepted approach and relatively little was required to encourage people to attend. There was a 
ready acceptance of our desire to talk with them and involve them with the SAVE research. 
 
In Shirley Warren, on the other hand, there was a limited number of local groups or activities and a 
real sense of suspicion as to why we would want to talk to them or involve them in the project. 
Stemming from the residents’ experience of being ‘done to’ or ignored by previous local initiatives it 
took some time to build a relationship of trust. A longer and less formal approach to engagement 
was required during these early months. 
 
However, despite their different starting points both communities identified some very specific 
potential projects and activities alongside some more generically aspirational ideas. Some of these 
ideas were discarded on the basis that they were too big to deal with within the timeframe of the 
project (for example the all-weather pitch in Kings Worthy) or that other people were already 
working on them (for example the longer footpaths/cycle routes) or that they were considered too 
formal or challenging (for example the Shirley Warren Community Association or Community Plan). 
 
Once the mapping and gapping process had been completed and the residents had the opportunity 
to discuss the issues identified they both readily came to the same conclusions about the need for 
an umbrella approach to tie together a number of individual ideas under a common banner. In both 
areas there was a clear consensus about the choice of ‘Connecting Kings Worthy’ and ‘Shirley 
Warren Working Together’. 

6.4 Shirley Warren Working Together 
 
Figure A8 below summarises the key components of the DDS for Shirley Warren as agreed at the 
outset of the Active Engagement period, along with examples of activities undertaken over the 
course of the trial. 

6.5 Connecting Kings Worthy 
 
Figure A9 below summarises the key components of the DDS for Kings Worthy as agreed at the 
outset of the Active Engagement period, along with examples of activities undertaken over the 
course of the trial. 
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Figure A8:  SHIRLEY WARREN WORKING TOGETHER – KEY DDS COMPONENTS  
 

The overarching framework of Shirley Warren Working Together (SWWT) 
was chosen to accommodate the following priority areas: 
 

 To give our community a voice 

 To make our community a better place 

 To use less energy and save money 
 

A local artist designed the logo for the group. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

In order to make the community a ‘better place’ regular litter clean ups 
have taken place at 6 weekly intervals. Run by volunteers, supported by 
Southampton City Council (SCC) who provide the safety equipment/ 
advice and collect the rubbish at the end, groups have been tidying up the 
local ‘greenway’ and starting to impact upon the streets and alleyways 
with the hire of skips to enable larger items of refuse to be tipped. 
Lunches provided at the local pub have ensured a social element to 
encourage new friendships to be created. 
 

 

 
 

In order to make the community a better place a volunteer led 
community café was started following a pilot project in Sept 2016. The 
pilot project took place in a marquee at the entrance to the Shirley 
Warren Action Church grounds and was timed to open for parents going 
to and from school in the mornings and afternoons. Now an ongoing 
fixture within the church premises funding is being sought to create a 
more permanent café presence with a definite ‘energy’ saving focus. 

 

 
 

In terms of a having a voice, local residents were unaware of who their 
local councillors were or how to discuss the services they received (or 
were being withdrawn). Two of the local councillors attended a number 
of sessions with the residents and an ongoing line of communication has 
been established. In addition, local service providers, such as Citizens 
Advice Bureau, Southampton Council for Voluntary Service have delivered 
local sessions, with the SWWT group receiving training in committee 
roles, dementia awareness and other ‘hot’ topics. 

 

 
 

A range of local events have been held to raise awareness of energy 
issues alongside opportunities to save money, reuse and recycle as well 
as fundraise to continue to develop the work of the group. With their 
leading involvement in SWWT and a rebranding of the church to Shirley 
Warren Action Church and the church building to the Shirley Warren 
Action Centre has seen an increase of up to 50% in the numbers 
attending church based events, youth art group and lunch club activities 
with 70 attending the Christmas and 86 the Easter lunches. 

 

 
 

SWWT became a constituted group in 2017 and held its’ first Annual 
General Meeting in March 2018. Successful in applying for a grant from 
Southampton City Council to expand their ongoing clean ups and 
undertake some consultation work around the idea of a purpose built 
venue for the café, the group is going from strength to strength and aims 
to continue to develop the range of activities started as well as continue 
to build upon the network of support created with the provision of more 
activities as time goes on. 
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Figure A9:  CONNECTING KINGS WORTHY – KEY DDS COMPONENTS  
 

Connecting Kings Worthy (CKW) was chosen as an overarching brand to 
enable the delivery of a range of activities focussed upon: 
 

 Connecting People 

 Connecting Places 

 Connecting Power 
 

The logo was designed by a local artist for the group. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Due to the road design in Kings Worthy a large proportion of children 
were driven to school. Volunteers undertook an audit of ‘sneaky 
shortcuts’ and ‘cheeky cut-throughs’ to create a map that children, 
through a half term photography competition, were then encouraged to 
explore to find different routes that they could use to get to school, the 
shops and local community venues. As a result the school reinstated a 
‘walking bus’ to encourage more children to walk to school with many 
more children now arriving on foot and playing in the school fields before 
school as a result. 

 

Building on this work the community decided to create a ‘welcome map’ 
for new and existing residents to ‘connect’ them to the local community 
facilities and the many groups that exist in Kings Worthy. With the help of 
some grant funding the map was created and delivered to all households 
within the area. Feedback from across the community has been very 
positive and the intention, with the ongoing support of the Parish Council, 
is to keep this map updated and in print. 

 

 
 

Working with the Parish Council, school and local cycling groups to 
continue the connecting people and places theme, support has been 
given to improve cycling awareness and safety which is a key issue for 
residents given the lack of good cycle paths between Kings Worthy and 
Winchester in particular. The placement of ‘environmentally friendly’ 
cycle racks outside local venues has been explored along with support for 
the improvement of longer walking routes in and around the Worthy’s. 

 

 
 

Given the wealth of community activity in Kings Worthy and the challenge 
of finding new volunteers to help, it was decided that support should be 
given to existing events to promote the group’s varied energy related 
activities, rather than to set up new and competing ones. For the 
Worthy’s Festival in particular extra support was given to the committee 
to help with the back ‘office’ functions of festival treasurer. Taking such 
an active role in support of existing groups has improved the 
‘connectedness’ between the different groups and the energy agenda.  

 

 
 

Taking on board the desire of many groups in the community to become 
more sustainable and for community buildings to be more energy 
efficient, support has been provided for the local church to achieve ‘eco 
church’ status, for the Parish Council who are considering investing in 
solar panels and to other groups to help them to think and act more 
sustainably – reflecting the desire to be seen as a community that cares 
about each other, the environment and their children’s future. 
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7 FULL CREATIVE MATERIAL INVENTORY 

7.1 Baseline Response Letter (TP2) 
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7.2 Direct Asks ‘Cut’  Letter (TP2.0) 
 

      



 

19 
 

         



 

20 
 

7.3 Direct Asks ‘Shift’ Letter (TP2.5) 
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22 
 

7.4 Energy Literacy Factsheets 
 

 



 

23 
 

 

 



 

24 
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7.5 Big Switch Off Promotion 
 

 



 

26 
 

 

 



 

27 
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7.6 Big Switch Off ‘Sign Up’ 
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7.7 Freebies – Fridge magnets 
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7.8 Other Freebies 
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8 DELIVERY AGAINST OUTCOMES CHAIN 
 

8.1 The Ultimate Outcomes 
 
The ultimate outcomes of the Community Coaching approach in an operational ‘business as usual’ 
(BAU) setting were seen as threefold: 
 
 

 DNOs (for example SSEN) are able to predict peak network demand and defer (and/or plan) 
associated network reinforcement accordingly; 

 

 Communities are empowered to manage positive change impacts including local energy 
consumption; 

 

 Stakeholders can accrue ‘value for money’ benefits from positive (perhaps more qualitative) 
social, economic and environmental impacts matched to each organisation’s particular 
agenda. 

 
 
The Outcomes Chain model as put together at the outset of the project in June 2014, shows a 
theoretical progression through a series of intermediate outcomes over the course of the CEC trial. 
 
As part of the modelling theory, a series of underlying assumptions were made, to be tested through 
the trial, and a series of strategic interventions identified, which it was anticipated would be 
required to graduate from outcome to outcome, where natural progression could not be assumed. 
 

8.2 General progress 
 
The Outcomes Chain diagram in Figure A10 overleaf sets out the Delivery Team’s self-assessed 
summary of overall progress in graduation through the chain over the course of the CEC trial 
research. 
 
Outcomes shown in green are assessed as achieved.  Outcomes shown as amber are assessed as 
partially achieved with further progress required, this being predominantly dependent upon (i) 
delivery of specific legacy commitments as set out in Learning Outcomes LO8 / Stakeholder 
Collaboration, LO 9 / Engagement Protocol, LO16 / Legacy Planning (Main Report, Section 4.4) and 
(ii) potential rollout of a scaled ‘Connected Communities’ programme (as set out in Appendix 13) 
 
Figures A11 and A12 provide respectively an assessment of the relevance of the stated assumptions 
in practice and the relative impact of strategic interventions in facilitating progress through the 
chain. 
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Figure  A10:    THEORY OF CHANGE:  OUTCOMES CHAIN 
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Figure A11:    OUTCOMES CHAIN – UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS 
 

 
Learning 

Outcome Ref: 
(Main Report, 
Section 4.4) 

1 
Social 

intervention 

In theory, strategic intervention aimed at changing local demand behaviour patterns is a feasible and 
sustainable alternative to asset reinforcement in managing network capacity 

In practice, reflecting the bid commitment to determine the merits of DNOs interacting 
with customers on energy efficiency measures, strategic intervention has been seen to 
be particularly beneficial in (i) facilitating measures aimed at improving Energy Literacy 
(ii) co-creation of local organisations acting on behalf of the DNO in facilitating change 
in peak demand behaviour and (iii) the specification of formal guidelines for potential 
rollout of a replicable BAU engagement programme 

LO15 

2 
Initial 

financial 
support 

In theory, Local Authorities and other key stakeholders will tend to see the value of collaboration in 
energy demand reduction but will tend not to dedicate significant resources up front 

In practice, the stakeholders’ implied aspiration that the DNO should be a catalyst for 
collaborative multi-agency engagement has been confirmed 

LO7 

3 
Common 

stakeholder 
agenda 

In theory, local stakeholders (and communities) will generally welcome the idea of multi-agency effort 
to empower positive change within communities - working collaboratively will reveal opportunities for 
mutually beneficial co-operation working to a common agenda for change 

In practice, applying the ‘Earning the Right’ principle in community engagement has 
created the platform for a successful change programming blending community-led and 
agency-led agendas as part of a collective aspiration for change 

LO2 
LO12 

4 
Fit with local 
aspirations 

In theory, behaviour change in terms of energy demand reduction will tend to sit naturally as part of a 
dedicated multi-agency strategy for improving quality of life within a community 

In practice, the implied readiness for convergence between the community-led change 
strategy and the DNO-led demand reduction strategy has been affirmed through the 
trial with the approach being characterised as ‘making the emotional connections’ and 
with particular ‘breakthrough’ impacts in relation to household cooking routines 

LO3 
LO6 

LO18 

5 
Inclusive 

Governance 

In theory, an inclusive governance approach involving stakeholders in co-producing, designing and 
delivering the change programme is more likely to facilitate and sustain positive behaviour change 

In practice, the inclusive approach has been endorsed by stakeholders in the form of 
potential legacy commitments including an aspiration to sustain the process of joint 
working, a joint engagement protocol and potential rollout of a scaled programme 

LO8 
LO9 

LO13 

6 
Community 

support 

In theory, a local change strategy is more likely to attract popular community support when generated 
and led from within the community in association with a known, trusted host organisation 

In practice, the assumed significance of the role of the trusted local intermediary has 
been endorsed throughout the trial research affirming the importance of the 
‘messenger effect’ 

LO12 
LO16 

7 
Long-term 

business case 

In theory, calculations of real SROI accruing from the programme will underpin the long-term business 
case for ongoing resource allocation by stakeholders to sustain positive change impacts 

In practice, calculation of ‘Social Return on Investment’ has been more challenging than 
anticipated requiring further work to substantiate the value of ‘stacked’ stakeholder 
benefits 

LO13 
LO14 
LO17 

8 
Structural 

change 

In theory, initial direct investment to prompt short-term change will give way to multi-agency 
investment to develop and sustain long-term structural change hubs / mechanisms 

In practice, the prognosis for continued multi agency collaboration is positive with a 
commitment locally to sustaining the work of Shirley Warren Working Together and 
Connecting Kings Worthy as local change hubs – and more widely, subject to rollout of a 
scaled ‘Connected Communities’ engagement programme 

LO8 
LO9 

LO16 

9 Retrenchment 

In theory, there will be a tendency for initial positive demand impacts to subside through natural 
attrition without regular reinforcement of alternative behavioural norms to sustain transformation 

In practice, to test this, an extension to the original project phasing has been agreed to 
allow the NEL team to revisit the project communities and key stakeholders in 
November 2018 to review the durability of legacy impacts and commitments 

- 
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Figure A12:    OUTCOMES CHAIN – STRATEGIC INTERVENTIONS 
 

 Intervention Review of Progress Section Ref: 
(Main Report) 

1 Generate change programme budget - - 

2 
Local Stakeholder mapping / 
Partnership building 

Intervention complete 
2.2 
3.1 

3 
Appoint / Resource local host 
organisation 

Intervention complete 2.2 

4 Establish Governance framework Intervention complete 2.2 

5 Consolidate Stakeholder objectives 
Intervention complete – subsequent delivery as part of 
local change strategy limited by absence of sufficiently 
granular data monitoring 

3.4 

6 
Establish / Co-produce Strategic change 
programme 

Intervention complete 
3.1 
3.2 

7 
Establish data baselines / monitoring 
systems 

Intervention complete in relation to DNO and community 
generated targets – monitoring of stakeholder targets 
limited by absence of sufficiently granular data 
monitoring 

2.2 
3.1 
3.4 

8 
Manage / Resource Governance 
delivery framework 

Intervention complete 2.2 

9 Training / Development Programme Intervention complete 2.2 

10 
Focussed behaviour change / outreach 
intervention programme 

Intervention complete 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 

11 
Monitor and adapt outreach 
programme 

Intervention complete 3.2 

12 
Review transformation levels / 
compliance against energy targets 

Intervention complete against a background of challenges 
associated with observability of consumption impacts at 
substation / feeder level 

3.4 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 

13 Embed structural change 
Completion subject to delivery of specific legacy 
commitments 

3.3 
4.3 

14 Business case development 
Completion subject to delivery of specific legacy 
commitments and next stage rollout of scaled 
programme 

4.3 
4.4 

15 Multi-agency support programme 
Completion subject to delivery of specific legacy 
commitments and next stage rollout of scaled 
programme 

4.3 
4.4 
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37 
 

9 NETWORK SCALABILITY 
 
Building upon the CEC research in a business as usual situation, it is crucial for a DNO to understand 
both the tangible benefits and scalability of specific network interventions aimed at demand 
reduction.  
 
The intervention affects across all substations on the day of the Big Switch Off (BSO) event are 
summarised in Figure A13 below showing the change in demand as a result of the BSO ‘Promotion’ 
intervention1 (measured using temperature adjusted regression analysis), highlighting also those 
feeders subject to the more targeted BSO ‘Sign Up’ intervention. 
 

 

Figure A13:  BSO PROMOTION EVENT – INTERVENTION EFFECTS 
 

Town Feeder Load Change (%) 
Load Change 
kW  

No of 
Customers 

Load Change per 
customer (W) 

Shirley 
Warren 

Bindon 1  16 4.4 17 260.8 

Bindon 2 -18 -9.9 101 -97.8 

Birch Close 1 13 4.3 62 69.1 

Birch Close 2 0 0.0 25 0.7 

Birch Close 3 -10 -8.8 67 -132.0 

Birch Close 4 9 3.5 37 93.7 

Birch Close 5 -7 -2.6 59 -44.0 

Chestnut Road 2 -12 -1.6 50 -32.3 

Chestnut Road 3 -19 -4.4 82 -54.1 

Chestnut Road 4 3 1.9 25 77.7 

Laundry Road 2 -6 -2.5 77 -32.7 

Laundry Road 3 1 0.1 22 6.8 

Tremona Road 1 -21 -7.8 41 -189.2 

Tremona Road 2 -3 -1.0 57 -17.0 

Tremona Road 3 -6 -2.0 62 -32.0 

Tremona Road 4 -10 -4.3 87 -49.1 

Kings Worthy 

Bull Farm 1 -3 -1.7 56 -30.1 

Bull Farm 2 -16 -9.0 74 -121.2 

Bull Farm 3 21 4.3 30 143.4 

Castle Rise 1 3 1.5 59 25.6 

Castle Rise 2 4 2.4 67 36.4 

Harwood Place 1 2 1.6 62 25.9 

Harwood Place 2 -5 -2.9 114 -25.5 

Harwood Place 3 -19 -3.4 58 -59.1 

Harwood Place 4 14 4.5 74 60.5 

Hookpit Farm 3 2 1.4 51 27.5 

North Road  -2 -2.6 167 -15.7 

 

                                                           
1
 Note some figures appear to show a positive impact on load as a result of imperfections of the base-lining process. As 

averages are used for this exercise the positives are left in. It is not anticipated the CEC trials would have caused any 
increase in consumption. 
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Targeted Feeders – BSO Sign Up 

Shirley 
Warren 

Bindon 3 -19 -20.93 130 -160.9 

Bindon 4 8 6.85 60 114.1 

Kings Worthy 

Hookpit Farm 1 -11 -10.78 64 -168.3 

Hookpit Farm 2 -14 -7.11 26 -273.6 

Hookpit Farm 3 -21 -16.35 78 -209.6 

 
 
Using this data, it is possible to estimate the reduction per customer as a result of the CEC trials, 
averaging this out across all feeders to depict an estimated mean reduction per customer. This can 
then be scaled geographically based on customer numbers.  
 

 
 
As such, the average reduction per customer as a result of wider CEC engagement is 3.8W (0.5% 
reduction) or at targeted level:  139.7W (10.6% reduction).  The scalability of these results is shown 
in Figure A15 below. 
 
It is clear that the impact of the CEC interventions is inherently different across areas and across 
different ‘types’ of customer.  It is the aim of the SAVE Project modelling work to understand how 
different customers interact with smart interventions in different manners and to map this to the 
network.  For the community energy coaching trials this analysis materialises in the community 
model (main Report, para 1.1.6).  The community model will ultimately look to use census 
information to understand the demographics of customer on different areas of the network and how 
this resultantly impacts load reduction.  Scaling this, the DNO can start to anticipate more accurately 
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how a given intervention may perform in an area given the demographics of those customers being 
engaged. 
 
 
 

Figure A15:  ESTIMATED CO2 SAVINGS BASED ON THE CEC BSO EVENT 
 

Area Est. CEC reduction Est. Carbon 
Savings per 1 
hour event

2
 

Targeted CEC 
reduction 

Est. Carbon 
Savings per 1 
hour event 

LV rural (100-200 
customers) 

0.38kW – 0.76kW 0.2 - 0.4kg 13.97 – 27.94kW 7.5 - 15kg 

LV urban (200-400 
customers) 

0.76 – 1.52kW 0.4 -0.8kg 27.94 – 55.88kW 15 - 30kg 

Primary Substation 
(5000 – 10000 
customers) 

19 – 38kW 10.2 - 20.4kg 698.5 – 1397kW 375.1 - 750.2kg 

Solent region (1.3 
million customers) 

4.94MW 2652.8kg 181.61MW 97,524.6kg 

SSEN Network (3.7 
million customers) 

14.06MW 7550.22kg 516.89MW 
277,569.7kg  
 

Great Britain (26 
million customers) 

98.8MW 53055.6kg 
3.63GW 
 

1,949,310kg 

 
 
Given the community model’s continuing development to fit the final network investment tool (due 
June 2019) such data is not available as yet, however proof of concept can be illustrated by looking 
at the split in interaction effects across King Worthy (rural, relatively affluent) and Shirley Warren 
(urban, relatively deprived) independently.  When comparing the average anticipated impact of a 
high-level CEC engagement approach across Shirley Warren the project sees an anticipated load 
reduction of 10W, whilst Kings Worthy sees no anticipated load reduction.3  Looking at the targeted 
interventions however average reduction per customer increases to 23.4W and 217.2W in Shirley 
Warren and Kings Worthy respectively. This hints that the trial’s urban, relatively deprived area 
interact comparatively better with whole community based interaction, whilst the rural more 
affluent area interacts better with a more targeted community based intervention. The community 
model will look to further quantify and detail these results in due course, tying into the reporting 
timetable for the other household based trials.  
 
 
Main Report Reference:          SECTION 4.1 

 

                                                           
2
 British Gas Carbon Calculator notes CO2 (kg) = kWh x 0.537 

3
 Average shows an increase of 6W, as highlighted above it is not anticipated that CEC trials would have a positive impact 

on load, hence it is assumed this is noise in data and hence, no affect. 
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10 LOCAL COACHING ACTIVITY LEVELS          Main Report Reference:  SECTION 3.1 
 

 

Figure  A16:    INDICATIVE LOCAL COACHING ACTIVITY LEVELS IN SHIRLEY WARREN (SW) AND KINGS WORTHY (KW) 
 

Activity Definition Jan-Mar 16 Apr-Jun 16 Jul-Sept 16 Oct-Dec 16 Jan-Mar 17 Apr-Jun 17 Jul-Sep 17 Oct–Dec 17 

Individual engagements through coaches (no. of individuals) SW KW SW KW SW KW SW KW SW KW SW KW SW KW SW KW 

Non-resident contacts – newly 

acquired 
Through formal meetings 

and/or substantive 

engagement with individuals 

or groups  

18 25 4 1 11 4 11 0 13 3 25 3 10 4 50 0 

Non-resident contacts – established 3 2 0 0 9 12 9 5 5 10 15 7 20 23 20 11 

Resident contacts – newly acquired 14 78 39 2 12 14 5 9 20 47 30 600+ 20 100 40 1442 

Resident contacts – established  0 1 10 87 8 74 15 78 30 43 35 85+ 30 53 50 627 

Local Meetings (no. of meetings + no. of individuals attending)                 

SAVE – General/Strategy/Co-design 

planning & development 
Meetings linked to DDS 

10  

(18) 
 

9 

(56) 

5 

(46) 
1 

(10) 
3 

(46) 
2 

(15) 
3 

25) 
5 

(19) 
2 

(10) 
3 

30) 
2 

11) 
4 

(33) 
 

2 
(19) 

4 
(30) 

SAVE – Energy related Co-design 

development & action planning 
Linked to Energy agenda      

1 
(5) 

1 
(9) 

 
 

1 
(10) 

2 
(8) 

 
2 

10) 
2 

(22) 
3 

(8) 
1 

(12) 
3 

(12) 

SAVE – Awareness raising 

/promotion/relationship 

building/activity based 

Work with schools, 

Parish/local council, other 

local groups and ad hoc 

meetings 

15 
(25) 

5 

(69) 

7 

(25) 

2 

29) 
4 

(25) 
5 

(46) 
1 

(7) 

6 
(37) 

 
19 

(61) 
1 

(12) 
7 

(469) 
 

3 
(19) 

1 
(15) 

 

4 
(15) 

Local Events (no. of events + no. of individuals attending)                 

Participation in non-SAVE events   
5 

(89) 
   

1 

(8) 
 

1 

(24) 
      

2 

(220) 
 

One-off events inspired / organised by 

SAVE – non energy focus 
    

5 

(46) 
 

3 

(41) 

1 

(30) 
 

1 

(30) 
 

2 

(50) 

2 

(1050) 

3 

(100) 

1 

(100 

1 

(20) 
 

One-off events inspired / organised by 

SAVE – energy focus 
      

2 

(13) 
        

2 

(120) 

1 

(27) 
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11 PROJECT COST BREAKDOWN            Main Report Reference:  4.2 
 

 

Figure A17:    PROJECT COST BREAKDOWN 
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12 MAKING THE EMOTIONAL CONNECTIONS 
 
As it has evolved over the trial’s 2 year active engagement period, the essence of the coaching 
approach has become characterised as - ‘making emotional connections’ - among and between 
organisations and individuals and with particular environmental and ethical issues.  

 
An indication of some of the potential benefits is set out in Figure A18 below. 
 
 

 

Figure A18:     MAKING THE EMOTIONAL CONNECTIONS 
 

Connections between:  Potential benefits  

Stakeholder Agencies 

 A counter to single issue/organisation approaches 

 Combined cost efficiencies through ‘stacking’ of benefits 

 Common purpose underpinning multi-agency work 

 Multi-utility solutions 

 Co-design approach ensuring local ‘buy in’ 

 Aligning public and private sector investment in communities 

Stakeholders and 
community organisations 

 Integrating ‘top down’ and ‘bottom up’ agendas 

 Co-design of more cost effective solutions 

 Local intermediary organisations delivering more durable solutions 

 Enhanced agency reputation 

 Investment focused on shared priorities 

 Development of trusted relationships to aid delivery of local solutions 

Local organisations active in 
the community 

 Common ‘community-centric’ vision 

 Shared resourcing / networking 

 Opportunity to identify ‘gaps’ for shared local action to take place 

 Shared sense of community 

 Catalyst for change 

Local organisations and 
‘hard to reach’ groups 

 Coordinated support for the most vulnerable 

 Inclusive services 

 Increased formal volunteer engagement 

 Ability to bring in/tie in external support as required 

Residents 

 Social media support networks 

 Friendship groups 

 Informal care networks 

 Informal volunteering 

 Enhanced skills and confidence 

Connections with:   

Environmental concerns 

 Raising awareness and a willingness to engage 

 Establishing ethical behaviours 

 Generating Active caring support 

 Distinctive community image 

Ethical issues 
 Providing opportunities to open/widen debate at a local level 

 Addressing the issue of ‘what we do’ versus ‘what we say we are going to do’ 

 Distinctive community branding 

 
 
Main Report Reference:          SECTION 4.3 
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13 ROLLOUT OF CONNECTED COMMUNITIES PROGRAMME 
 

13.1 Building on the Prototype 
 
With a view to scaling up the CEC trial research to a viable BAU programme, the Learning Outcomes 
from the Coaching trial offer a lot to build on, notably: 
 

 The value of the ‘Connected Community’ concept as a compelling driver for collective 
behaviour embracing both physical and emotional connections; 

 Clear buy-in at the community level to peak demand reduction based on increased levels of 
energy literacy and the associated ‘earning the right’ principle of co-design; 

 Demonstrable reductions in peak electricity demand as an incentive for a DNO to take the 
lead in focused community engagement – with an associated need to review lower cost peak 
monitoring options; 

 The generation of ‘stackable’ social impacts to underpin more cost-effective multi-agency 
collaboration – with an associated need for clearer quantification of benefits; 

 The potential for sustained transformation of communities with demand reduction (and 
other positive impacts) embedded in locally branded change strategies; 

 An engagement protocol which can underpin the co-creation of trusted local intermediary 
organisations able to support and embed change. 

 
The CEC trial has effectively served to create a prototype for non-traditional, DNO led engagement 
blending the change agendas of the DNO, other stakeholder agencies and the community itself.  
Building on the prototypes created, the delivery team has identified an opportunity for further proof 
of concept work to develop a replicable, multi-agency ‘Connected Communities’ Coaching 
Programme – effectively the CEC trial ‘in a box’.  This would build more widely on the learning 
established through the research trial and the positive knowledge, insights and understanding 
regarding peak demand reduction and added social value as achieved through the collaborative 
process. 
 
As a key next step, the team has designed a Beta rollout stage to test whether a scaled programme 
can be delivered within a strict enough budget to ensure a cost-effective return on investment for all 
stakeholders.  A Stepped Guide setting out how the DNO might go about this along with stakeholder 
partners is included in this Appendix at para 13.3. 

13.2 Connected Community 
 
A ‘connected community’ as it has evolved through the research trial can be described as: 
 

‘a community where the DNO, other utilities, key public, housing and environmental 
agencies are working together with local residents in a targeted way to build a 
community which cares … about the environment, about each other, about how we use 
our energy resources, about avoiding waste … and ultimately about the legacy we are 
leaving our children’. 

 
Looking back over the experience of the research trial, Community Energy Coaching has 
demonstrated positive change in both peak demand reduction and related social impacts. However, 
the trial outcomes for just 2 research communities may not be readily or predictably transferrable to 
other specific communities in an operational setting.  So, on one hand, the results must necessarily 
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be treated as indicative rather than conclusive.  On the other, given the strength of the Learning 
Outcomes, the enthusiasm of participants and legacy commitments already established, there is 
room for optimism that further exploration through a Beta rollout building on the prototype 
established through the trial, could serve to generate a viable, albeit very streamlined ‘business as 
usual’ (BAU) programme. 
 
Such a programme would be designed to offer: 
 

 For the DNO – greater energy literacy across a community; a programmatic response to the 
challenge of peak demand reduction; alignment with social obligations in the care and 
support of vulnerable customers; more resilient communities better able to respond 
effectively to adverse climate and network events; 
 

 For other stakeholder agencies – a multi-agency approach to community engagement with 
the DNO as the leadership catalyst; specific cost-effective outcomes accruing to individual 
agencies as part of an integrated programme delivering stackable benefits; enhanced 
organisational reputation linked to increasing trust relationships with local leadership 
groups; 

 

 For a community – a branded programme with established creative material to underpin a 
process of managed behaviour change; resource support to local individuals and 
organisations to facilitate coordination and cohesion in improving community well-being; an 
opportunity for distinctive re-branding in creating the conditions for long-term, 
sustainability. 

 

13.3 Stepped Guide 
 
In the event that a DNO wishes to develop the research trial prototype further, the following 
stepped Guide sets out how the DNO might go about this along with stakeholder partners.  It has 
been put together to address the key considerations in scaling up to a Beta rollout and beyond.  
Assumptions as to scale and focus have necessarily been made as indicated at each of the 5 steps.  
 
Crucially, a Beta rollout would serve to test whether a scaled programme can be delivered within a 
strict enough budget to ensure a cost-effective return on investment for all stakeholders. 
 
The Guide builds directly upon the Learning Outcomes identified through the trial research. 
 

13.4 STEP 1:  Which areas and how many? 
 
For the purposes of this Guide, a notional multiplier of +5 has been applied in progressive scaling 
from the 2 prototype sites to a nominal 10 Beta sites and then to a nominal 50 BAU sites. 
 

Looking at the full BAU programme, choice of sites could be driven feasibly by: 
 

 the DNO focusing on communities where the electricity network is currently under stress or 
through expected demand shifts is forecast to be so; 

 

 multi-agency consensus taking into account relative socio/economic disadvantage using 
Vulnerability Mapping and related indicators, presumably with an implicit focus on ‘below 
the radar’ communities; 
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 a combination of both, with the option also of self-selection as part of an open application 
programme, presumably with an implicit focus on ‘resilient’ communities. 

 
For the more immediate next stage Beta rollout, it would make sense to include both ‘below the 
radar’ and ‘resilient’ types of community as part of the further testing / validation process.  For both 
types of area, the process would accordingly look further at relative predictability and measurable 
cost-effectiveness in achieving positive peak demand reduction and related social impacts.   
 
The choice of sites will have a bearing on resource implications, not least in response to the need for 
more intensive cohesion work in ‘below the radar’ communities. 
 

13.5 STEP 2:  What are the likely delivery costs? 
 
It is assumed that the programme at both Beta and BAU stages would provide for 2 year coaching 
support in each community.  Reflecting the experience of the research trial, the first year is 
envisaged as a ‘Foundation Year’ establishing a trusted intermediary organisation and clarifying 
current norms against a series of key indicators.  The second year would accordingly be a ‘Challenge 
Year’ seeking through the intermediary organisation to create new norms. 
 
The unit cost for each rollout site is calculated at £50k and £25k respectively for Beta and BAU 
rollout stages as detailed in Figure A19 below.  This is set against the equivalent unit cost per 
prototype site of £100k (Main Report, para 4.2.4) giving an effective budget multiplier of -0.5 
through the successive stages. 
 

 

Figure A19:  CONNECTED COMMUNITIES – PROVISIONAL ROLLOUT COSTS 
 

10 BETA SITES  £000s 

Per site over 2 
years 

 Community Grant 10 

 2 FTE Coaches overall / time allocated pro rata per site 14 

 Materials / Local Promotion 10 

 Substation peak alarm monitoring 8 

 Overheads / recharges 8 

TOTAL:  2 year costs / site 50 
50 BAU SITES   

Per site over 2 
years 

 Community Grant 10 

 4.5 FTE Coaches overall / time allocated pro rata per site 6 

 Materials / Local Promotion 5 

 Overheads / recharges 4 

TOTAL:  2 year costs / site 25 

 
On this basis, the allocation of Coach time reduces progressively from 1 FTE for 2 Sites at Prototype 
stage to 2 FTE for 10 sites at Beta rollout stage to 4.5 FTE for 50 sites at BAU Programme stage. 
 
Alongside the site multiplier of +5, this progressive scaling is summarised in Figure A20 below in 
terms of site numbers and unit costs combined. 
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This progression presents a ‘starter for 10’ ahead of any further formal work to develop the 
programme in more detail. 
 

13.6 STEP 3:  What would the targeted outcomes be? 
 
The definition of a ‘Connected Community’ for the purposes of the rollout programme is assumed to 
be along the lines of the standardised aims as set out in Figure A21 below.  This sample group of 
indicators is by no means fixed, but it does reflect the range of positive impacts attributable to the 
work of the CEC trial over the past 2 years.  It also embraces the interests of other potential 
stakeholders working alongside the DNO, building upon the multi-agency approach piloted through 
the trial.   
 
Reflecting the value of the co-design experience, it is also assumed that initial engagement with each 
community would serve to generate a number of individualised priorities to be incorporated in a 
customised local change strategy. 
 
Figure A21 also gives an indication of the positive quantifiable outcomes that might be sought in any 
community as part of the programme. 
 
This sample group of indicators provides a basis of assumption for calculating the ‘stacked benefits’ 
which could accrue collectively through the Connected Communities Coaching Programme.  Final 
decisions on the implied description of a ‘connected community’ would accordingly take into 
account the declared priorities of all stakeholders involved.  As such a wider range of economic 
and/or health related indicators could also be envisaged.  In any event, it would be important that 
the ‘Challenge Year’ targets are aspirational yet realistic. 
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Figure A21:  PROGRAMMATIC DEFINITION OF ‘CONNECTED COMMUNITIES’  
 

A Connected Community 
aims to: 

‘Foundation Year’ 
sample norm 

‘Challenge Year’ 
sample target options / 1000 h/h 

Standardised  

1. Promote PSR awareness 
 10% awareness level 

 10% of forecast eligibility (Cats 1 & 2) 
signed up (tba) 

 50% awareness level and/or 

 50% of forecast eligibility (Cats 1 & 2) 
signed up (tba) 

2. Volunteer more 
 25% formally volunteer once / month+ 

 Regular volunteers average 10hrs / 
month 

 33% h/h formally volunteer once / month 

3. Encourage use of Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) alarms 

 50% of h/h with alarm installed  80% of h/h with alarm installed 

4. Walk not drive to school 
 50% Primary School children travel by 

car 

 As per survey level 

 25% Primary School children travel by car 
and/or 

 Uplift in walking rate per travel plan 

5. Use less water 
 150litres / person / day 

 350 litres / h/h / day 

 50% of h/h reduced to 280 litres / day 

 Equivalent 10% h/h reduction overall 

6. Reduce peak electricity 
usage 

 X% of daily usage between 4-8pm 

 Measured % at or above agreed % 
capacity 

 Reduced % of daily usage between 4-8pm 

 50% reduction in measured % at or above 
agreed % capacity 

Individualised  

 
A modest number of additional aims to be agreed locally 
 

 
 

13.7 STEP 4:  Who would fund the rollout? 
 
It is assumed that any further rollout of a Connected Communities Coaching Programme would be 
undertaken on a multi-agency basis building upon the collaborative, co-design engagement 
approach piloted through the CEC trial and the emerging Community Engagement Protocol. 
 
Stackability of benefits will be key to long-term cost effectiveness of the Programme, the idea being 
that, through collaborative funding each agency can derive greater benefit than it could by working 
alone.  Indeed, not all agencies would necessarily be able to prioritise resource allocation to 
community engagement other than on such a multi-agency funding basis. 
 
Based on the sample ‘Challenge year’ targets options (set out in Figure A21) the diagram below in 
Figure A22 gives an indication of the collective benefits which could accrue to stakeholder agencies 
involved. 
 
Based on assumptions about site numbers and unit costs, the provisional rollout budget estimates 
are (i) 500K for the Beta stage (10 x £50k) and (ii) 1.25m for the BAU Programme stage (50 x £25k). 
 
As part of any further work to develop the programme in more detail, it is assumed that other 
resource opportunities would be explored in order to secure this funding, especially for the next 
stage Beta rollout. 
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13.8 STEP 5:  How would success be measured? 
 
Success at the Beta rollout stage would usefully be assessed against 3 types of measure: 
 

 Cost-effectiveness – looking, for example, at the ratio of ‘Equivalent Total Value’ (ETV) as 
derived by ‘stacking’ benefits together and relating collective impact to likely operational 
cost.  This would allow stakeholders, prior to making any commitment, to review whether 
the predicted ratio between unit cost per site and ‘stacked’ value overall could be deemed 
value for money from an individual and/or multi-agency perspective.  As recommended in 
this report, if there is an opportunity for further research to look at a more granular 
‘Equivalent Unit Value’ (EUV) assessments, then the ratio of cost to value could be calculated 
for each individual social impact.  Whichever value base is used, any progression from Beta 
to BAU rollout would accordingly be subject to validation of the value for money potential 
against actual performance in delivering social impact targets per rollout site through the 
Beta stage; 

 

 Peak Reduction – looking, for example, for a different, low cost monitoring solution as 
recommended in this report (Main Report, Section 4.4, Learning Outcome 4).  Given that the 
key issue in an operational setting is the frequency with which a capacity ceiling on a 
substation transformer is breached, it is suggested that as part of any Beta rollout, 
equipment be installed which can issue an alert whenever demand exceeds a set proportion 
of operational capacity.  Measuring achievement in reducing peak demand might then be a 
matter more simply of recording in-house the number of ‘breach’ events against a set 
percentage of transformer capacity.  In the event that the demand reduction potential of a 
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streamlined trial programme can be validated at the Beta stage, for the fuller BAU rollout 
peak demand monitoring might be seen as unnecessary other than on a sample basis; 

 

 Threshold indicators – looking specifically at more qualitative success factors building upon 
the experience of the CEC trial, critically (i) the creation of a trusted intermediary 
organisation as the catalyst for local change during the 2 year engagement period and 
beyond and (ii) formal Legacy Planning for sustaining positive change beyond the 2 year 
engagement period. 

 
 
In addition to these 3 success measures, consideration might also be given in due course to 
establishing a network of ‘connected communities’.  Such a network could facilitate the sharing of 
good practice in delivering peak reduction and contingent social impacts with, potentially, some 
form of awards programme to recognise specific achievement. 
 
 
 
Main Report Reference:          SECTION 4.4 
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