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The Utility Regulatog Consumer views of GSS

1. ExecutivéeSummary

1.1 Background

The Northern Ireland Authomtfor Utility Regulationqr the Utility Regulator as it is referred
to on a dayto-day basis), exists to sare that the utility industries in Northern Ireland are
regulated and developed within the relevant strategic and legislative parameters.

One ofthe Utility RegulataRa 1 S& TFdzy OlA2ya A& (2 LINRPGESOG O2ya
effective regulation and theetting and monitoring of service standards that utility

companies provide to customers in Northern Ireland. To this end, a Guaranteed Standards

Scheme (GSS) for the electricity sector in Northern Ireland is already in place. There is a legal

basis for impementing such standards in the water sector, and a legislative framework for

GSS in the gas sector is under development. GSS are already in place across all three utilities

in Great Britain (GB).

In line withthe Utility RegulatoR & & G I (i dzi 8raffing addbinpleinéntatioiKod GSS
requires consultation with a representative sample of affected customéhe Utility
Regulatorrommissioned Perceptive Insight Market Research (Pévi&Broadmind
Consultingo design and conduct a comprehensive stwidth the aim of establishing the
views of both domestic and nesiomestic customers on issues relevant to the future
establishment (water/gas) or updating (electricity) of Guaranteed Standards Schemes.

1.2 Methodology

The programme of research wasilti-stranded, and consisted of a qualitative and
quantitative approach to both domestic and ndoemestic consumers to allow a
comprehensive overview based on both detailed discussions and representative findings.

In terms of domestic utility consumerthe qualitative phase comprised nine group
discussions with a range of consumer types across Northern Ireland including older people,
young families and people with disabilities. As well as consumer type and location, socio
economic grouping was taken in@count in recruiting focus group participants.

The quantitative phase involved a fateface household survey of domestic customers
(1,503 overall comprised of 1,000 water customers, 1,003 electricity customers and 1,003
gas customers). Interviews weeconducted with the head of the household or the person
most responsible for dealing with utilities within the household, and the sample was based
on the profile of NI householders drawn from census data andym& population

estimates for Northern Ira@ind. The domestic survey findings can be taken as representing
the views of the Northern Ireland population wiéim overall margimf error of +/-2.5%.

For nordomestic utility consumers (including not only commercial customergpbhlic
serviceorganisations such dmspitals and schools), the qualitative phase consisted of ten
depth interviews, while the quantitative phaseomprised a telephone survey 411
organisations The nordomestic findings can be taken as regenting the views of
organsationsin Northern Ireland with an overall margaf error of +/-4.8%.

Finally, four semstructured interviews with representatives of leading utility companies
across all three sectomgere conducted in order to gain an industry perspective on the
proposed updating or implementation of GSS.

& perceptive insight pagel



The Utility Regulatog Consumer views of GSS

1.3 Utility companies

Representatives from leading utility companies were confident of the standards of service
they currently provide to domestic and nalomestic customers. Core concerns in relation

to proposed GSS centred on the gap between the capacity of current systeintisadn

required to successfully implement GSS. On a larger scale, utility companies did not wish to
4SS b2NIKSNY LNBftlyRQa D{{ Y2RSttSR 2y (G(K2asS A
territorial differences in infrastructure.

As a consequence of concernsabthe readiness of current systems and likely

infrastructural issues, utility representatives spoke of potential damage to consumer
confidence in their companies should GSS be implemented before companies can meet
them. A phasedn implementation programme, alongside appropriate exemptions, was

seen as necessary in light of these factors.

Representativefrom the water and gas sectossiggested that the cost implications of

getting systems and infrastructures up to the standard suggested by proposeddBBiSoe
broadly prohibitive and would have to be taken into account in Price Control, leading to the
view that increased costs may inevitably be borne by the customer in the end.

1.4 Domestic customers
Awareness

Both the qualitative and quantitative stnds of the research found low levels of awareness
of the Utility Regulator and its role, of GSS and of GSS payments.|&ghithanone in five
respondents(18%)reported being aware of the Utility Regulatgust one in ten(11%)had

heard of GSS and @nin six(15%)knew about GSS paymentsThe fact that alarger
proportion of people knew about th@ayments for fding to meet standards than knew
about the actual guaranteed standards suggests higher consumer awareness of the
implicatiors of GSS than o6SSer se Overall these findings point to a need to ensure
current and future GSS are promoted to raise consumer awarefi@gsmajority of survey
respondenty73%)and focus group participants believed individual utility companies should
be responsibldor making consumers aware of GSS.

Views

However, the concept if not the terminology- of GSS is readily understood by most
domestic customers through their experience with other service providers, particularly
telecommunication and satellite television providers. The programme of qualitsgsearch
found that domestic consumers tend not to think of standards of service in utilities in the
way they might for other services they purchase (such as telecommunications), and while
the idea of GSS was welcomed, participants were less certain dimidda of payments for
failing to meet standards.

This uncertainty was duemainly to concerns about who ultimately pays for the GSS
payments (i.e. would it ultimately be the consumer?), whether such payments would be
better reinvested into services rath than passed back to consumers, and whether the
standards might be counterproductive in terms of encouraging utility companies to focus on
meeting narrow individual standards rather than improving overall servide Ultility
Regulator may, in light ohts evidence, wish to consider the extent to which standardsccan
and should; drive investment in utility infrastructures.

Further, many focus group participants suggested that it may be preferable to implement
high level fines for utility companies whiail to meet service standards rather than
implementing a consumeiocussed payment system. All qualitative participants and nine

& perceptive insight page
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out of ten respondentg92%)suggested that it should be the utility companies and their
shareholders who bear the ultimatest of GSS payments.

Despite this, the quantitative survey suggests a significant majority of consumers are in
favour of setting guaranteed standards of service, with varying degrees of support according
to the aspect of service in questigfrom a low of 48% to a high of 96%he majority(86%

of respondents)also believe implementing GSS payments where a stanidasdnot been

met is a good ideagand that payments are a good way of improving utility servi€84 of
respondents).

Formatof payments

The study indicates that the majority of consumers believe that payments should be made
automatically with most qualitative participants and nine out of ten survey respondents
(90%) stating a preference for automatic rather than clairpagments It was felt that this
would be a fair way to treat all consumers a@surethat access to the paymentgas not
restrictedto those who know about them and who have the time to make a cl#icould

be inferred that this finding is related td¢ low awareness of GSS and GSS payments noted
above, and the feeling that consumers may not be getting something they are entitled to
due to lack of knowledge about eligibility.

Exemptionsto GSS payments

It is common practice for service providers imgeal and utility companies in particular to
outline circumstances which are seen as exceptional (such as extreméeveainditions)

and which exempt companies from guaranteeimgprmal standards of service. This topic
gave rise to mixed views in both stids of the researchAside fromacts of terrorism(43%
support for exemptions), the majority of survey respondents thought that utility companies
should still have to make payments in exceptional circumstanakesost three-quarters
thought that payments lsould still be made dumig strike action by employed34%) two-
thirds thought that they should still be made in the case of accidental damage by a third
party (66%) and more than half thought they should still be made in extreme weath
conditions(56%)or cases of vandalis®4%)

Most participants in the qualitative research recognised that there would be some

SEOSLIiA2yl f OANDdzyaidl yosSa GKIFG YAIKGEG AYLHE OGO GK
Whilst there was a degree of leniency affordediie companies in these circumstances a

few participants were of the view that the companies should be able to cope in exceptional
circumstances and therefore GSS should continue to ajppbire was also concern that

exemptions should not be applied whereoper maintenance or suitable human resource

management would have sufficed (such as exemptions for supply interruptions due to

weather conditions exacerbated by poor maintenance, or industrial disputeparticular,

strike action by employees was n@garded as an appropriate basis for making exceptions

to the standards guaranteed to customers.

Consumer priorities

The research indicates that reliability of supply is the prime concern of consumers across all
three utilities. According to the represeritée survey of domestic customers, consumer
priorities for the setting of standards were:

e The time taken to restore suppl9§% ofrespondents seeing it as important to have
a GSS for this aspeuft service);

& perceptive insight Page
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e Setting a minimum amount of notice for plagah interruptions to supply86% of
respondents); and

e Setting a standard for interruptions exceeding the expected tin®d4 of
respondents).

The aspects of service least likely to be regarded as priorities for guaranteed standards of
service were:

e The time taken to change a payment methoéB@6 ofrespondents);

¢ Having a two hour time slot for appointmen&2%4 and a notableontrastfrom the
importance attached to this aspect of service within the qualitative resgassid

e The time taken to respond tolbgueries $9% ofrespondents).

Generic standards

The research points to a strong desire ¢onsistent standards and payments across each of
the three utilities where these are applicablarimarily to make it easier for consumers to
understandentitiement in various situations: this was the view of the majority of qualitative
participants and 97% of survey respondemsspite this preference for consistency where
possiblethe findings suggest that consumers explestek of paymentto reflect the reason

for the payment, and specifically the impact on the customer

Nondomestic survey respondents placed the greatest emphasis on having a GSS ensuring
response to emergency call outs within a fixed amount of time, @@% ofsurvey

respondents wisimg to see a standard for this aspect of service, and just ove(3&)
suggestingit was the most important aspect of generic services.

¢KS ljdzZt t AGEFGADS NBaASHNOK SOARBYDODORTRNKBEL G2 AT U0
appointments (dudo the need to take leave from epioyment), although this was rated

less highly bgurvey respondents (witB2%believing a GSS guaranteeing a fwour time

slot was important). Missedppointments in particular were viewed unacceptable, but both

participants and respondents felt that 24 hours notice that an appointment cannot be kept

was sufficient.

The tables below provide a summary of qualitative and quantitative feedback on asinge
GSS covering generic areas of service.

& perceptive insight paged
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Generic standardg queries, complaints and appointments

Aspect ofservice

Appointment
setting/keeping

Dealing with complaints

Meter accuracy queries

Standard

Customercan request a
2 hour time slot within
morning/afternoon set
by utility company;
Utility company must
give 24 hours notice if
unable to keep
appointment

Utility company will
respond to complaints
within 10 working days

Utility company will make an
appointment within 7
working days;

If a visit is not required, an
explanation will be provided
within 5 working days

Payment level £20 £20 £25
Current in NI?
(Electricity) No No Yes
. Yes Yes
I) .
Current in GB? (Gas and Water) (Gas and Water) Yes (Gas: paymeldvel £20)

Importance to
consumers

Satisfaction with
proposed terms
(qualitative)

Satisfaction with
proposed terms
(quantitative)

Recommended
revisions

¢ 1-2 daysnotice that
appointment cannot
be kept regarded as
minimum required

e Telephone contact 20
30 min before
appointment seen as
convenient

¢ 10 working days
regarded as sufficient
so long as a resolution
(rather than just
acknowledgment of
the complaint) is
guaranteed

¢ Timescale seen as excess
¢ 5working days suggeste(

e Clarify the GS&is
timescale to arrange an
appointment or to arrange
andvisit?

e Timescale sbuld begin
from the time the
consumer makes the
company aware, eventfe
query was raisedutsideof
standardworking hours

& perceptive insight
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Generic standardg payment/billing issues

Aspect ofservice

Bill/payment queries

Changing method of
payment

Making refunds

Standard

Utility company will
respond to query in 5
working days

Utility company will
respond to request to
change payment

Utility company will make any
due refunds within
¢ 5 working daygqualitative);

method within 5 or
working days e 10 working days (quantitative
Payment level £25 £20 £25
Current in NI? 1
(Electricity) ves No Yes
Current in GB? Yes Yes No
(Water: 10 workinglays) (Water)

Importance to
consumers

Satisfaction with
proposed terms
(qualitative)

Satisfaction with
proposed terms
(quantitative)

Recommended
revisions

e Timescale seen as
excessive foroutine
queries;

e GSS should guarantee
resolution of query
within given timeframe
rather than response
only

e None

¢ 10 day tmescale seen as
excessive

¢ 5 day timescale seen as
acceptable

! Although a standard exists for voltage complaints
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Supply standards

The researclioundthat reliability of supplys crucial to consumer satisfaction with utilities.
In particular, focus group discussions pointedhe importance oknowing what to expect
andto a desire to be kept informed in ¢hevent ofplannedand unplanned interruptions.

A slightmajority of survey respondents believed that restoratmirsupply in normal
conditionsshould be guaranteed within 4 hours; this finding was consistent across all three
utilities, but was reported by a higher progmm of electricity respondent§9%)than gas
(51%)or water respondent$54%)

The table below summarises participant and respondent views on GSS relating to supply
issues.

Utility supply standards; electric, gas, water

Aspect ofservice Time takento restore supply Notice for planned interruption to supply
(normal conditions) lasting more than 4 hours
Standard Utility company will restore supply Utility company will provide at least 3 dayg
within 24 hours notice in writing of planned interruptions
Payment level £50 £5

+£25 for each additiondl2hrs

Current in NI?

(Electricity) ves ves
Current in GB? Yes Yes
(Gas: £30 (Water: 48 hours notice;
+£30 for each additional 24hrs) Gas: 5 working days notice)
Importance to
consumers
Satisfaction with
proposed terms
(qualitative)
Satisfaction with
proposed terms
(quantitative)
Recommended e Shorter restoration time e Standard should also guarantee the
revisions e Consumers across all three utilites | O2 YLI y& Q& NBaLkRyas$s
believe restoration in normal lasts longer than expected and stated
conditions should bguaranteed
within 4 hours
@ perceptive insight Page?
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Electricity services

Quantitative fndingssuggest that electricity services are not problematic for the majority of
consumers, with jusbne in ten {0% having experienced a problem or issue withithe
electricity in the previous 12 monshand the majoity of these related to bill or payment
queries.

With qualitative findings pointing toontinuity ofsupply as the single most important aspect
of services for consumers across all three utilities, the quantitative findings suggest such
interruptions afect a minority of electricity consumerg4% ofrespondents reported no
supply interruptions in the previous 12 months and power was restored within 4 hours for
60%- the largest proportion of these).

Thefollowingtables provide an overview of opinion of current electricity GSS.

Electricity standardg, Fuses and meter problems

Aspect ofservice

Main fuse replacement

Pre-payment meter problems

Standard

Utility company will replace within 3
hours during a working daand 4
hours on any other day

Utility company will respond within 3 hours|
during a working day and 4 hours on any
other day

Payment level

£25

£25

Current in NI?
(Electricity)

Yes

Yes

Current in GB?

Not

research asked about NI Electricstyandards only

applicableg

Importance to

Medium Medium
consumers
Satisfaction with
proposed terms Medium Medium
(qualitative)
Satisfaction with
proposed terms N/A N/A
(quantitative)
Recommended e Timescale should begin from timg e In cases where supply is affected,
revisions consumer makes company ave timescale should begin frothe time the

of issueg whether insideworking
hours or not

companyis madeaware of the issug
whether insideworking hours or not

& perceptive insight
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Electricity standards; Quoting &connecting new supply/voltage

Aspect ofservice

Providing an
estimate for a new

supply

Connecting a new supply

Voltage complaint

Standard

Utility company will
provide estimate
within 7 working
days for small jobs
and 15 working days
for large jobs

Utility company will connect
a new domestic supply
within 2 working days

Utility company will make arn
appointment within 7
working days;

If a visit is not required, an
explanation will be provided
within 5 working days

Payment level

£50

£25

£25

Current n NI?
(Electricity)

Yes

Yes

Yes

Current in GB?

Importance to

Not applicable;

research asked about NI Electricity standards only

Medium Medium
consumers
Satisfaction with
proposed terms Medium
(qualitative)
Satisfaction with
proposedterms N/A N/A N/A
(quantitative)
Recommended e Shorter timescale | e Prioritisation of those e Clarify the GS&is
revisions desired for both with no alternative timescale to arrange an
small and large accommodation appointment or to arrange
jobs and visit?
e Quicker response time
o Preference for issue to be
resolved rather than
receive GSS payment
& perceptive insight
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Gas services

The research found differences between domestic and-domestic experiences of gas
services, with a much higher level of issues evidenced for domestic customers. One in ten
domesticrespondentg11%)had experienced at least one interruption to supplytia
previous 12 months, and almost hid9%)of these interruptions were reported as lasting
longer than 24 hourdt is worth noting that the level of reported interruptions experienced
by domestic customers is higheot only when compared taon domesic customersut

also in comparison to the figures recordedthg gas companies themselves. While the
survey did not probe to determine the source of the interruption it is fair to assume that
some of these interruptions could be due to reasons othenthatwork failure. For
example boiler breakdowns and selisconnection by those who have ppayment meters
could potentially be included in ifigure.

One of the mairserviceissues to emerge from the qualitative research was the frequency of
meter readings, with many participants stating that they did not know if, when and how
often their meter was readTogether, these findings indicate that domestic gas consumers
in NI have more service issues than water or electricity consumers.

In line with firdings for the electricity sector, the quantitative evidence suggests that the
highest proportion of nordomestic gas customers would like to see a GSS in place which
guarantees a fixed notice period for planned supply interruptions lasting more than 4,hour
with eight out of ten survey respondents overall believing such a standard was important
and four out of ten reporting this to be the single most important aspect of gas services. The
largest proportion of respondents regarded-28 hours as an approatie notice period for
planned interruptions.

The tableoverleafsummarises views of GSS standards relating to gas.

& perceptive insight page10
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Gas standards

Aspect ofservice

Reinstatement of
premises

Alternative supply for
priority customers

Problems with prepayment
meters

Standard

Utility company will
return premises to
original condition

within 5 working days

of work completing

During supply
interruptions, the utility
company will provide
alternative heating and
cooking facilities for
priority domestic
customers within 4 s (or
within 8 hrsif more than

Utility company will repair or
replace prepayment meters
within 4 hours

250non-priority

customersare affected
Payment level £50 £24 £20
Current in NI? Not applicable; Current NI standards cover Electricity seataty
Current in GB? (Gas Yes Yes Yes
Importance to
consumers
Satisfaction with
proposed terms
(qualitative)
Satisfaction with
proposed terms N/A N/A N/A
(quantitative)
Recommended e Shorter timescale ¢ Provideclearer e Timescale should begin
revisions definition of priority from time consumer

customers to promote
better understanding

makes company aware of
issuec whether inside of
working hours or not

& perceptive insight

market research
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Water and sewerage services

The quantitative researcbuggests that water and sewerage services are the least
problematic of the three utilities for consumers, with nine out of ten water respondents
(91%)having noservice issuem the previous 12 months. However, it should be noted that,
unlike gas and eddricity customers, water customers have no reason to make contact f
billing and payment issues. Of those who lexgierienced service difficultiemcidents of
supply interruption, low pressure or external flooding were the most common issues.

Eight ou of ten respondent$83%)had experienced no interruptions to their water supply in
the previous 12 monthf those who hadnterruptions, four out of ten(40%)were of less
than 4 hours duration whil@5%lasted more than 24 hours.

Consumer prioritie$or the sector lie around guaranteed standards for internal and external
sewer flooding (97% of respondents believing each should have a standard), with the time
taken to respond and the time taken to resolve the problem with the sewerage system being

the most important aspects of the standard.

The table below summarises views of GSS standards relating to water.

Water standards - flooding and pressure

Aspect ofservice

Internal flooding from
sewers

External flooding from
sewers

Low water pressure

Standard

Utility company will
make GSS payment

Utility company will make

GSS payment

GSS payment made if
pressure isbelow
minimumstandard on 2
occasions lasting more
than 1 hr within 28 days

Payment level

sewer charges
(min £150max £1,000)

Amount equal to annual

Amount equal to half annug

sewer charges
(min £75max £500)

£25

Current in NI?

Not applicable

Current NI standards cover Electricity sector only

Current in GB?

(Water) Yes Yes Yes
Importance to . . .
CONSUMErs Very High Very High High

Satisfaction with
proposed terms
(qualitative)

Satisfaction with
proposed terms
(quantitative)

Recommended
revisions

e Standards should specify aspects of response.
¢ Aspects in descending order of importance:
o Time taken to respond
o0 Time taken to resolve problem
o Time taken and assistance with cleaning
o Time taken to provide compensation
o Information/explanation

N/A

o Preference for pressure
issue to be resolved
rather than receive GSS
payment

@ perceptive insight
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1.5 Nondomestic customers
Awareness andiiews of GSS

Despite a low awareness of current GSS within the electricity selctét pfhon-domestic
customers), the idea of GSS across utilities was widely welcomed (by all qualitative
interviewees an®1% ofsurvey respondents). GSS were viewed as ansef driving and
sustaining improved service, although there was cynicism regarding how realistic the specific
levels of service contained within the current electricity and proposed gas and water GSS
were, and how strictly these standards would be enéat.

A key finding was thajualitative intervieweeshowed little desire to see GSS payments
implemented for nordomestic customers, suggesting that the payment levels in
conjunction with the administrative costs of recouping due payments rendered Htdrast
irrelevant and at worst a net loss to consumers like th&urvey respondents showed
greater support for GSS payments, with more than thgearters (79%) believing payments
would be a good mechanism to ensure standards are met (7% suggested paynoeitd

not achieve this goal and a relatively high 14% reported being unsure).

Generic services

As for domestic consumers, the research suggests that supply reliability is the main concern
for non-domestic consumers. Also in line with the findings fomastic consumers, there

was a strong desire amongst ndomestic consumers for standardisation of as many GSS as
possible across utilities to provide standards that would be uniform and easy for customers

to understand.

Within the generic aspects of séce, nonrdomestic customers placed the greatest emphasis
on having a GSS ensuring response to emergency call outs within a fixed amount of time,
with nine out of ten survey responden80%)wishing to see a standard for this aspect of

service, and over hB(53%)suggesting it was the most important aspect of generic services.

Electricity services

The research found that netiomestic consumers generally had good experiences of
electricity services and reliability of supply, with six out of ten-domestic respondents
(61%)having experienced no interruption to supply in the previous 12 months. The
qualitativefindings also suggest that meter accuracy, billing and communication are
problematic for nordomestic consumers, and that there is general dissatisfaction with
current tariffs.

Both the qualitative and quantitative research showed that supgliability was the prime
concern br nondomestic customers. Almost eigbtit of ten survey respondent{g 9%)felt

that having a fixed amount of notice for interruptions to supply lasting longer than 4 hours
was important, while almost onthird (31%) vigved thisas the single most important aspect
of electricity services.

There was also significant support for a GSS in relation to the time taken to respond to
issues, witha similar proportion ofespondentq76%)feeling such a standard was
important, and over onefifth (21%)seeing this as the single most important aspect of
service to consider in developing GSS for the electricity sector.

Gas services

Both the qualitative and quantitative strands of the research indicate thatdmmnestic
customerg€most positiveutility experiencesare in relation to ggaswith 97% ofsurvey

& perceptive insight page1s
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respondents having experienced no interruption to supply in the previous 12 months.
Despite ths, the evidence points tolsigher degree of emergency call outs for gas
consumershan for water or electricity consume($2% compared to 7% and 8%
respectively)

In line with findings for the electricity sector, the largest proportion of tsiomestic gas
customers wated to see a GSS in place tigatarantees a fixed notice period fplanned
supply interruptions lasting more than 4 hours, with eight out of ten survey respondents
(80%thinking such a stadtard was important and almost half (48%) seeing @éisishe single
most important aspect of gas services for consideration in impiging GSS.

Water and sewerage services

Of the three utilities, nordomestic water customers had the least positive consumer

experiences. This is reflected not only by comments about difficulties with communication

and responsiveness made in the qualitatphase of the research, but also by the

quantitative finding that the water sector had the highest level of complaints (9% compared

to 4% in each of the other two utility sectors) and the highest incidence of interruptions to

& dzLJLX & dzLJ G 2 urdtiéni{78 compared B A2l gas ahd 5% in electricity) and

Hn K2dzZNEQ RdzNF A2y op: O2 Y IMetdtBcRuradyzandmisst Ay 3L & |
were highlighted ason-domestic consumetoncerns within the sector.

Ensuring the quality of drinking watevas seen as the highest priority in relation to

proposed GSS for the water and sewerage sector, with eight out of ten survey respondents
(84%)seeing this as important and almost ottérd (30%)seeing it as the single most
important aspect of serviceslowever, reliability of supply remained a core concern with
eight out of ten respondenté84%)wishing to see a GSS for having a fixed period of notice
for supply interruption of longer than 4 houasnd just over ondifth (22%) seeing this as the
single nost important aspect of services

Overview of priorities

The table below illustratesneR2 YSA G A O NBalLRyRSyiGaQ 02y adzySNI LIN
proportion believing that aspect of service should have a GSS as well as the proportion

proposing that asect was most important for consideration as a GSS within the generic or

specific utility categories.

Nondomestic priorities
Importance to
non-domestic 1 (highest) 2 3
consumers
Aspect of Service| Response to emergency cal Fixed notice of planned Ensuring quality of
outs in a fixed amount of | interruptions to supply drinking water
time lasting longer than 4
hours
Utility Generic, but strongest
Genericg across electricity, | support evidenced within
- Water
gas and water the electricity and gas
sectors
Standard Setting a maximum time Setting a minimum noticg Setting and guaranteeing
within which the utility period for planned a minimum quality level
company will respond to an| interruptions to supply | for drinking water to
emergency call out meet
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2. Introduction

2.1 Background

The Northern Ireland Authoritfor Utility Regulationpr the Utility Regulator as it is referred

to on a day to day basis, was first established in 1992 following the privatisation of the

Northern Ireland electrity industry.This role was subsequentixtended in 1996d cover

gas, and in April 200the Utility Regulatomalsobecame the economic and customer service

NB3IdzA F G2NJ F2NJ b2NIKSNY LNBfFYyRQa 61 iSNJ YR a4Ss

The Utility Regulatd® &ole is to ensure that th utility industries in Northern Ireland are
regulated and developed within the strategic policy parameters set out by Ministers and in
the relevant legislation.The Utility Regulatoexercises itdroad range of functions in line
with statutory duties seout in the Energy (Northern Ireland) Order 2003 and the Water and
Sewerage Services (Northern Ireland) Order 2006.

The main function of th&Jtility Regulatotis to protect customer interests through effective
regulation. This is achieved by:

e Protecting the interests afurrent and futureconsumers by effective and
transparent scrutiny and regulation of regulated companies;

e Issuing and maintaining licences for gas, electricity and water companies to
operate in Northern Ireland;

e Protecting vulneable utility customers in Northern Ireland;

e Ensuring that utilittcompanies comply with the relevant legalisation and licence

obligations;

e Encouraging regulated companies to be more efficient and responsive to
customers;

e Controlling the prices thattility companies charge to customers in Northern
Ireland;

e Working to encourage competition in the gas and electricity markets;

e Setting and monitoring standards of service whitility companies provide to
customers in Northern Ireland;

e Acting as an adjudicatmn certain customer complaints, disputes and appeals;
and

e Carrying out its duties with the environment and sustainability in mind.

2.2 Guaranteed Standards Scheme

In its role of setting and monitoring standards of services that utilities provide tomess
in Northern Irelandthe Utility Regulatoalready has in place a Guaranteed Standards
Scheme (GSS) for the electricity sector and a legal basis for implemstimgtandards
the water sector. The gas sector does not yet have the similardégisframework in place
for GSS but this is under development amtlkelytake up to 18 months to implement.

The electricity GSS has established standards for a range of services including replacing the
main fuse, restoring electricity after a faulstalling a meter and turning on the supply,
providing a cost for a new electricity supptiealing withcomplains about voltage, meter
accuracy queries , queries alidaills and payments, keepirappointments and dealing with
problens related topre-payment metes.
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Although the GSS scheme is yet to be agreed for the water sector, this type of scheme
already exists in GB and includes standards for making and keeping appointments,
responding to account queries, responding to complaints, interruptiortegavater supply,
planned interruptions, unplanned interruptions, sewer flooding, low pressure, payments and
compensation in the event of drought.

In Great Britain GB, gas transporters operate to guaranteed service standards in relation to

supplyrestok G A2y X NBAY Al GSYS ypiovisoff ofhEetirdy arl YoSkiiR & LINB Y A &
facilities for priority domestic customers, notification of planned supply interruptions,

responding to complaintghe provision of newconnectionsand quotations, responses to

enquiries, provision of commencement and completion datesl payments.

2.3 Establishing the views of customers

The Utility Regulat@@d SEA&GAY 3 &Gl Gdzi2NE NBYAG F2NJ GKS Sf
to establish the views of a representative sample of affected customers prior to

implementing aGSSor thosesectos. As suchthe Utility Regulatowished to commissioa

comprehensive research study with the aim of establishing the views of customers on issues

relevant to the future establishment (water/gas) or updating (electricity) of Guaranteed

Standards Schemes.

A crossdirectorate working group comprisirtge Utility Regutor, the Consumer Council

and the Northern Ireland Statistics and Research Agency (Ni@RAstablished to support
the programme of researchl'he objective of this group was report to the Utility

w S 3 dzf Seili@ Management Team @moposals forhe use of external professional
expertise in the project fieldwork, potential data protection concerns, initial assessment of
the optionsfor, and focus ofthe quantitativeelement of the research

2.4 Terms of reference

The Utility Regulatocommissionedx team from Perceptive Insight Market Research (PIMR)
and Broadmind Consulting to design and implement an appropriate programme of research.
Thestudyencompased both qualitative and quantitave research techniques amacluded

both domestic and indusi@l/commercial customersThe overall objectives of the research
were:

e To design a robust programme of research with affected customers, including sampling
and guestionnaire design;

e To implement the research with customers to assess their views and opinions @&®e
as it applies to electricity, water and gas;

e To provide a comprehensive report detailing the key findings from the research and the
implications and recommendations feach of the utility sectors; and

e To maintain a close working relationship with t#lity Regulatoproject team at all
stages of the project.

The programme of research took place between November 2009 and March 2010.

& perceptive insight Page16



The Utility Regulatog Consumer views of GSS

3. Methodology

In this section we prdde a brief overview of the steps taken to design and implement the
research. Further details can be found in Apperdix

3.1 Overview

The qualitative phase comprised nine group discussigtisdomestic customerslO in

depth interviewswith non-domestic customerand four interviews with representatigef
leading utility companies across all three sectors. The quantitative phase involved a
telephone survey of nodomestic customers (411 businesses) and a household survey of
domestic cumers (1503 overall, comprised 1,0@@ter customers],003electricity
customers and.,003gas customers)Figure 3.11 below provides a graphic illustration of
the main stages of the study, witin overview of the approach outlingd the following
paragraphsFurther details are available at Appendix A.

Figure 3.11: Overview of approach to theesearch

Project planning

Qualitative phase

Design of topic guides and

recruitment questionnaires

9 group 10 interviews
discussions with
with domestic non-domestic

customers customers

4 interviews
with utility
representatives

Interim reporting

Quantitative phase

Sample design

Design and pilot of questionnaires

1,503 in-home

interviews 411 interviews with

- 1,003 gas non-domestic

- 1,000 water customers
- 1,003 electricity

Data processing, analysis and reporting
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3.2 Domestic customers

Qualitative phase

The nine focus groups were recruited telimde a range of customer typasross Northern
Ireland representing the different types of utility consumers (See AppeX¥diX topic guide
was designed to structure the focus group discussions (see App@ndike groups were
moderated by our team ofx@erienced research consultarasd took place between®1
December and 9 December 2009.

Quantitative phase

A questionnaire and sample frame were designed to measure and assess domestic
OdzaG2YSNRQ GASga Ay | NROdza (G of2¢rBspaidentiNGS a Sy
1,503interviews were conducted fae®-F I OS Ay NBALRYRSy(iaQ Kz2Y
sampling approach based on randomly selected sampling points across Northern Ireland.
Interviews were conducted ith the head of the household dhe person most responsible

for dealing with utilities within the household. Interviewing took place betw2gdanuary

and 15 March. Sample design was based on the profile of NI householders drawn from
census data and migear population estimates for NI. (See Apperfix

al
Sa

3.3 Nondomestic customers

Qualitative phase

10 semistructured depth interviews were carried out with a range of rdmmestic

customer types. A number of organisations were identified and selected for interview based
on the specified criteria (see Appendix A seni-structured topic guide was developed. (See
AppendixQ). All interviews took place between th& December and 17 December.

Quantitative phase

A guestionnaire was designed for CATI (Computer Assisted Takeftierviewing)
implementation A sampldrame was designed to achiev&Hinterviews with organisations
across a range afizes and sectoias well asicross the three utilitie§See AppendiRr). As

the maijority of businesses in Northern Ireland are small, the sample was stratified by size
and sector and reweighted at the analysis stage to reflect the Northern Ireland profile. A
pilot was conducted with 5 respondents, and interviewing took place betvégeebruary
and5 March2010.

3.4  Utility companies

In addition to the research with doestic and nordomestic customers, unstructured
interviews were conducted with representatives from four of the leading utility companies,
representing an opportunity for the utility companies to contribute to the research.

& perceptive insight pagels
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4. Key findingsviews ofdomestic
customers

In this section weprovide adetailed analysis of the views of domestic customers in relation
to Guaranteed Standards oé&ice GSyacross all three utilities. The findings are based on
an overview of the key issues that were discussed duringjttaditative focugyroup
discussions with domestic customexs well as an outline of views expressed within the
guantitative householdurvey For further detail on the profile of survey respomis,

please sed\ppendixA.

Thissection has been structured under the following headings:

e 4.1 Overview of customer priorities;

e 4.20verview of customer experience;

o 4.3 Awarenesandviewsof the principle of GSS;
e 4.4 Views on the generic aspects@ES;

e 4.5Views on GSS in relation to electricity;

e 4.6 Views on GSS in relation to gas; and

e 4.7 Views on GSS in relation to water.

4.1 Overview of customer priorities

During the qualitative researchripr to the more detailed discussion on current and

potential GSSfocusgroup participants were asked about their previous experience as utility
consumers, including questions about dealing with utility companies, their levels of
satisfaction and priorities in relation to the supply of electricity, water gas.

All participants stressed the importance of having a reliable supply of electricity, water and
gas. Any interruption was viewed as having an im@aud the longer the interruption the
greater the impact. Alongside having a reliable supply paatitpalso commented that
affordability of electricity and gas was also a priority. Although water billing was raised as an
issue within each groypliscussiorof this matterwas not developed in order to retain the

focus on GSS.

Sorre participants also ghlighted,without prompting the issueof the appointment system
within the utilities. The inconvenience of a not being given a specified appointment time
was the maircause ofdissatisfaction.

In line with the qualitative finding that reliability of gply is the highest priority hie
guantitative research found thahe aspectthat most respondents wanted a GSS for whs
the time taken to restore supplgFigure 41.1 and kgure 41.2). The vast majority96%o)
regarded it as important to have a standdor this aspecof servicewith 78%regarding it

as extremely importantSimilarly 86% felt it was important to have a standard guaranteeing
a minimum amount of notice fgplanned interruptiors to supplywith 60% overaliegarding

it as extremely impownt. The third highest priority related to applying a standard to
interruptions exceeding the expected time, withier threequarters(79%) suggesting a
standard for this aspect was important ander half 1% believing this to be very

important.

Theaspecs of service that wertess likely to be regarded asiorities forguaranteed
standard of service were those relating to the time taken to change a payment method

& perceptive insight
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(48% rating this important), having a two hour &ralot for appointments (52%eeingthis

as important, and the time takermtrespond to bill queries (59%&eing this as important)t
is interesting to note that the quantitative evidence points to tivour appointment slots as
being of lesser importance than the qualitative evidence sstgf.

Figure 4.11: Respondent views on whether aspects of generic service should have a GSS

1)

& How important, if at all, is it to have a guaranteed standard of
service for each of the following?
[] Very important [C] Extremely important
The notice given for a 2 I 2 ‘
cancelled appointment
Being given a 2_hr time 26 I 26 ‘
slot for an appointment
The time taken to
restore supply 1 I n ‘
The notice given for a
planned interruption to 26 I 60 ‘
supply
If a planned interruption I ‘
exceeds the expected time 2 3l
T T T T 1 0
0 20 40 60 80 100
eperceptive insig ht Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)

Figure 41.2: Respondent views on whether aspects of generic service should have a GSS

)

& How important, if at all, is it to have a guaranteed standard of
service for each of the following?

[ Very important [ Extremely important
The time taken to make a 29 | 32 |
refund
The time taken to respond 32 | 27 |

to a query on your bill

The time taken to respond
to a query about the 30 |

38 |
accuracy of your meter

The time taken to respond 32 | 42 |
to a complaint

The time taken to make a |

change in payment method &3 &z |

T T T T %
0 20 40 60 80 100

(-5 perceptive insig ht Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
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Respondents were also given the opportunity to nominate other aspects of service for which
they felt it was important to have a GERRable 4.11).

Table4.1.1: Other (unprompted)aspects of service for which there should be&5S

Aspect of service J Percentage
(Base: All respondent 1,503(weighted)
Prices/charges 1%
Water quality 1%
Response times 1%
Maintenance and repairs 1%
Others 2%
No answer 94%

4.2 Overview ofcustomer experience

Thequalitative research found thagverall participants were broadly satisfied with the
supply of each of the three utilities, which was their highest service priority. Interruptions to
supply were reported as being infrequent, pattlarly for gas supply.

A number of prticipants across all areas had recent direct experience of a supply
interruption in relation to electricityand a few referred to flooding that had happened in

their town in the previous two years. Those who had gxperience drew upon it during

the discussion. Other prior experience included one participant who had a meter accuracy
issue in relation to their electricity. A small number mentioned issues with intermittent low
water pressure, which they attributett the occasional heavy use of water by their
neighbours.

These findings were mirrored in the quantitative research, which points to a high level of
service and low level adsuesacross all three utilitiegTable 4.21). Within electricity one in

ten respondents (10%) had experienced a problem or an issue which required contacting the
electricity company. The largest proportion had experience of telephoning to query a bill or
contacting the company to request a change of payment method. At just 2%mdmdents

in each of these cases, and with nine out of ten respondents (90%) having experienced no
problems or cause to contact their supplier, the survey suggests that electricity services are
largelyunproblematic for anajority of consumers.

In terms d gas services, interaction with the gas company was highest of all three utilities,
with one in five respondents (24%@porting experience adin issue thatequired contacting
the gas company. The most common reason for this contact was foraregel visit by

the company (7%), although it is fair to say that this could reflect higher rather than lower
service standards.

Telephone queries about matters other than billing were the next most common reason for
contact with gas companies (6%). Whilesihot possible to determine conclusively whether
this contactreflects service problems or a general tendency to be cautious of safety
concerns in relation to gas (e.g. contacting the company if gas can be smelled in the area),
we can infer that the levedf contact relates to service issues from the finding that the level
of supply interruptions in ga®% more than 24 hour3% more than 12 hours) and of
complaints $%) are the highest of all three utilitiasd in line with the proportion of
respondentscontacting gas companies (6%dpwever with seven out of ten respondents
(76%) having experienced no problems or cause to contact their supplier, the survey
suggests that gas services are unproblematic for the majority of consumers.

& perceptive insight
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The survey found thawater servicesvere the least problematic of the three utilities,

although it should be noted that respondents were asked about fewer service aspects of this
utility due to the current absence of water metering and charging. Nine out of ten
respondents (2%) had experienced no problems or cause to contact their supplier. The
most conmon reasons for contact witNl Waterwere interruptions to supply, ongoing
incidences of low pressurand flooding of external sewers (2% of respondents in each case).
Again,with less than one in ten respondents (9%) having reason to contact the water
company, the survey suggests that water services are unproblematicefarastmajority of
consumers.

Table 4.21: Utility experiencein the last 12 months

2
O ~
£5
(8]
QO
m <

(BaseAll respondents)

Made a telephone call to queryab 2% 4%
Made a telephone call to query something el 1% 6% 1%
Made a complaint 1% 5% 1%
Utility company made a prarranged visit to your hom¢ 0% 7% 1%
An interruption to your supply lasting more than 12 hot 2% 7% 3%
An interruption to your supply lasting more than 24 hot 1% 5% 2%
A query about the accuracy of your met 1% 1%

A problem with your prepayment meter| 1% 3%
Requested a changd payment method 2% 2%

Had an ongoing issue with low water presst 2%
Flooding of sewer inside your hon 0%
Flooding of sewer outside your horr 2%

None of the above 90% 76% 91%

4.3 Awarenessaand views ofthe principle of GSS

In the followingparagraphs we discuss awareness levels, the reaction of participants to the
principle behind GSS, their views on levels of payments, making claims and exceptional
circumstances.

Levels of awareness

In the qualitative research, after the initial discussahout the aspects of service that
customers value, the discussion then focused on the awarenesamdards of service in the
utility sector. There was low awarenessthie Utility Regulatoand its role in monitoring
consumer interests in relation tde three utilities.

G ¢ KS 3Sy S NIséem tddaml WhétheRtBeye s dzi A f A G & NBIdz | G2 NK
( Q5 CRDEBIder people 65)

Therewasalsof AGGf S 6 NBySaa 2F GKS GSN)Y w3adza NI yiSSR
when probed further a small number of participants were able to either guess what the term

meant due to knowledge of service standards in other sectors or were vaguely aware of

someof the individual standards applied to electricityhis knowledge was due to firsaind

experience of electricity supply interruption. However, the terminold#maranteed

standards of servi€@vas not recognised.

& perceptive insight
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Gt S2LX S R2y Qi 1 Yy Astanddtds dre. [vodd navezlhdide khowd S
GKA& o6l & Ay LI I OSoé
(Belfast ABC1Older family

GL KF@S KSFENR 2F AlGX odzi y28 Ay dziaAtAdGASa:z
( Q5 SRMEEone parents and familigs

The lack of awareness of the standards was a key issue for participants. Some thought that
customers were deliberatelyot informedabout GS&nd wanted more done to promote
them.

KSe 18SL) LIS2LXS Ay GKS REN] loeddi GKSa
OS2 YL FAY(GS y202Re 020KSNBE (2 G8ftft &2dz I o2 dz
( Q5 CRDEBIder people 65)

G¢KSe ySSR 2 YI1S LIS2LXS F¢gFNBx a | t24G 2
(Belfast C2DE, younger family)

G ¢ Kitfity Regulator orTradingSi F Y RIF NR& aK2dzZ R YIF{1S LIS2L)X S |
( Q5 RDEBIder people 65

In line with these findingsthe quantitative research showed that there was a lewel of
awareness ofhe Utility Regulatorof the GSSnd of GSS payment§igured.3.1). Whileone

in five respondents18% were aware ofthe Utility Regulatorjust one in ten 11%9 were
aware of GSSowever, me in six 5% were aware of payments beingarranted for
failure to meet a standard of servicghich suggests tt customers are more aware of the
implication of GSS than the standards themselves. Overall these findings stinggebkere
is much work to do to promote consumer awareness of current GSS.

Justfive surveyrespondents had reg¢eed a payment in the préous three years. The
reason in threef the cases was because they had been without power for more than 24
hours. One payment was made because of a missed appointment and another for not
getting a new supply connected within the set time.
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Figure 4.31: Awareness othe Utility Regulatorand GSS

Awareness of the Utility Regulator and guaranteed standards of
service (% aware)

Utility Regulator h 18

GSS

Payments

%

N | .
] =
[N
=
4

20 40 60 80 100
Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
@rperceptive insight

Table 4.31 below illustrates a breakdown of this awareness by key demographic groupings.
From this we can see notable demographic differences in awareness of all three entities.
Awareness ofhe Utility Regulatokvas highest among males (23% compared to 14% of
females), those aged 364 (21% compared t80% of those over 5&nd just 7% of 129

year oldskand those classed as ABC1 (26% compared to 11% of the C2DE group).

Awareness of GSS was less differentiated, with the most notable divergence between those
in the ABC1 group (15%) and those in the C2DE group EB88a)lythere was little difference

in awareness of GSS payments by socio economic grougimgever males (18%) were

more likely to be aware tharefnales (13%) and tHewest awarenesby age wasmong 16

to 29 year olds (5%) and highest awareness among those over 55 (18%).

Table 4.31: Awareness othe Utility Regulatorand GSS (% aware)

(weighted)

o
N
e
e
- o

QL %
(Base: All respondents g i@

The Utility Regulatol 23%| 14% 7%| 21%| 20%| 26% 11% 18%

GSS 13% 9% 5% | 12%| 13%| 15% 8% 11%

Payments 18%  13% 5% 17%| 18% 6 18%| 19% 15%

Views on the principle

It is interesting to note thain the qualitative phaséhe views of participants on guaranteed
standards appeared to develop throughout the discussimt because there was a higher
level of awarenesef GSS than had first appearedt because the discussion encouraged
participants to considethe various issueand the implications of having the standards in
place.
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Throughout the discussion the overwhelming reaction of customers was that rather than
have a payment because of an interruption to supply they would much rather have the
actual supply. However, it was acknowledged that there would be times when therysuppl
would not be available antthat havinga systensuch as GSS was thereforeeded.
Participants were keen to point out the GSS payments should be in additamyt
compensation they might bentitled to.

G,S5aX AT (KSe&QNB vy 2 lagoodnlipdyyient isiakgSod @dal Yy Rl NR X

Are they compensating you as well? They should be compensating you for both, the

dJ22RgAff ASAalGdz2NBI FyR O2YLISyal A2y dé
(Coleraineunder 65 with disability)

& would rather have the service than goodwill payment® I yufdérstand the

pointof  KS LI @YSyliadad b2o02Reé Jy26a loz2dzi GKSYZ

service. | would rathéravell KS 226 R2yS NA3IKG GKIYy KIF @S |
(Belfast C2DE, younger family)

Some recognised that th@ S$rayments were one ohie methods that could be used
keep utility suppliers in check, particularly in thectorswhich lackcompetition.

a !'goodwill payment keeps them on their toes. It would raise the standards of
ASNIBAOS:E AF Al sl a SYyF2NOSR®E
( Q5 SCRDEBIder peoples5+

For others the issue was more to do with who ultimately pays for guaranteed standards of
service an issue discussed in further detail later in this secdonumber suggested that
rather than guaranteeing standards of service, the government shualé the power to

fine companies for missing service targets.

aL GKAYl GKS TFAYS aK2dd R 32 G2 GKS 32 FSN]
32 8SNYYSYd KFa GKS LR6SNI G2 FAYS GKSYS 68
LINRP FAGE DE

( Q5 RDEBIder peoples5+)

Others felt that the money spent on GSS payments would be better spent improving the
standard of service.
G¢KS Y2ySe akKz2dZR 0S NBAYy@SaitSR Ay (GKS as
3SaidNBadé
(Omagh ABC1Young family

A few people were scemial of the GSS and how the utilities might manipulate their
approach to dealing with issues so as not to incur charges.

GLOQR +f&a2 o06S 62NNASR | 062dzi GFNBSGaA 6KSy Al
actually happening. Even if they are not fdatisfied, they may turn the power back
2y 02 YSSO GKS GFNBS(H®E

(Newcastle ABC1Empty nesters

Views on GSS payments

The quantitative survey found théihe majority ofrespondents (86%) were in favour of GSS
paymentswhere a standard of service has naedn metwith 59%very much in favour of
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paymentsand 27%n favour(Figure 4.3.2 Four percentwere against the principléeither
quite or veryagainst) and one in ten (10%) undecid&terewere no significant differences
in support or opposition to GFAyments in terms of age, gendergyciceconomic group.

Figure 4.3.2Views on GSS payments where standards have not been met

A& To what extent are you in favour or against the principle of
payments when a standard of service has not been met?

Very much in favour 59

Quite in favour 27

Neither/nor 10
Quite against 3

Very much against {1

o] 20 40 60 80 100

Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
@ perceptive insight

Nine out of tensurveyrespondentg92%)agreed that payments are a good way of
encouraging utility compaes to improve their serviceith 65% strongly agreeing ar2¥%
agreeing(Figure 43.3). Just3% disagreevith the statementand 4% were undecided.
Again,opinions were not significanby age, gender asociceconomic group.
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Figure 4.3.3Views on whether GSS payments will drive service improvements

Strongly agree 65

Agree 27

Neither/nor 4

Disagree 3

Strongly disagree |0

Dondt dow
%

Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
i perceptive insight

A To what extent do you agree or disagree that payments are a good
way of encouraging utility companies to improve their service?

Views on responsibility for promoting GSS

With regards to responsibility for making consumers awar@8fjust less than three

quarters(73%)of respondentdelievedindividual utility companieshould be responsible
15%believedthe Utility Regulatoshould have this role, 6% suggestéeé Consumer Council

and 7% suggestdtie governmeniFigure 4.3.%

Figure 4.3.4Views on responsibility for promoting GSS

& Who should be responsible for making consumers aware of
guaranteed standards of service?

Individual utility
companies

The Utility Regulator

The Consumer
Council

Government

Donoét

Someone else
%

Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
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Views on GSS across utilities

The vastnajority thought that there should be a consistent set of standardsficthree
utilities (97%)Figure 4.3.p This findingapplied across atges, gender and soci@conomic

groups.

Figure 4.3.5Views on consistent standards across utilities

g’ Should there be a consistent set of standards for all three utilities?

%

0 20 40 60 80 100
Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
i@ perceptive insight

Views on who meets the cost of GSS

Formany focus group participantke issueof who ultimately pays for guaranteed standards
of servicewas a core concernThere were suspicions thawibuld be the customer who
would end up paying for the services rather than the utility companies themselves.

a!da GKSe& KF@gS GKS Y2y2LkRmheewilefdluiig@hg N) 6S Of
YSEG @SEFENJAY St SOGNROAGE LINKROSA ¢
(Belfast ABC1Young professioris)

G¢KSe akKz2dzZ RyQl o6S 3IABAYy I 2die pravidiSg ad22 Rg A §

better customer serviceAs long as it is a goodwill payment, and it is taken out of

GKSANI LINEPFAGA NI GKSNJ GKIyYy 2dzNJ L1201 SGa GKSy
(Coleraingunder 65 with diability)

GLQY @SNE adza LIA OdeRydmiare 3ding o Krfsl &iSpayind foryfigse
D{{ AY &6l 0SNJ OKINASad L (GKAY] theréshéuRldzQNE 32 A
definitely be GSSQ justwhell KSNJ 6§ KSaS | NB Sy2dzZaKoé

(Newcastle ABC1Empty nesters

However it is clear that customers feel it is the responsibility of the utility company and its
shareholdesto meet the cost of GSS. Owvgne out of ten respondents (92%) felt that the
utility company and its shareholdessiould berespnsible.Just1%of respondents felthe
customershould meet this codqiFigure 4.3.%
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Figure 4.3.6Views on responsibility for meeting the cost of GSS

& Who do you think should be responsible for meeting the costs of
guaranteed standards of service?

The utility company 92
and its shareholders
The customer 1
Other 3
Not sure 4
%
0 20 40 60 80 100

Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
i perceptive insight

Views oncost,level of payments and making claims

The qualitative research showed thdt were in favour of having consistent standards and
payments across each of the three utilitiwbere these are applicable. One of the main
reasons for this was because it would help customers to understand their entitlement in
various situations.

GLG ¢62dZ R 0S F22R F2NJ GKSY Ittt d2 0SS 0O2YLN

know your rights ad where you should be with each. For example, they should all be

G At o0otS 6AGKAY GKS aly$S fSy3dk 2F (GAYS®é
(Belfast, ABC1Young professiongls

Despite this preference for consistency where possitéeticipantsfelt the level of payment
shouldreflectthe reason for the paymentand specifically the impact on the customer

Most participants thought that where there was an interruption to supply this warranted a

higher level of payment compared to issues where the supply was not affected.n&€he o

exception to this wasvith regard toappointments. This was because failure to keep an

appointment was viewed as acosttothe & SNJ Ay NBf F GA2y (2 wt2ada a7
terms of time off from paid employment to keep the appointment.

G ¢ K Bodld e varied, some things are definitely are more important than others.
CKSNB A& | 0A3 RAFTFSNBYOS 0SiGs6SSy YIAYy TFdza S
(Omagh ABC1Young family

The qualitative views werechoed in thequantitative researchwhichfound that the eight
out of tenrespondents(83%) believedhe amount set for payments should vaagcording
to the issue. Just7%thought paymentshould be the sameegardless of the issue involved
(Figure 4.3.Y.
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Figure 4.3.7Views on responsibility for meeting t cost of GSS

<» Do you think that the amount set for payments should be the same
g no matter what the issue is or should they vary?

They should be 17
the same
oot _ ”

0 20 40 60 80 100

%

Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
@ perceptive insight

The quantitative researclalso asked respondents whether they felt a range of generic
aspects of service warranted a high, medium or low level of payment (respondents were not
asked about specific payment amounts). The sufeemd that incidences of flooding from
sewers were theype of service issues which most respondents believed warranted a high
level of payment, with 9% believinginternal flooding from sewers should havéigh
paymens and 866 believingexternalflooding from external sewers shoutthve a similar
paymentlevel (Figures4.3.8, 4.3.%9and 4.3.10.

In terms of other aspects of servicthe majority wanted to see high payment levels
attached tothe Wime taken to restoresupply¥Y61%).Views were more mixed in relation to

the payment levels fonot supplying sufficient notice for a planned interruptiarth 48%
thinking it should be high and 32% considering a medium level of payment should be set.
Views vere also mixed in relation tpayment levels foexceeding the expected time taken

for a planned interruption While 44%thought these should be set high, 36% thought a
medium level of payment to be appropriate.

The aspedof service that responddéa were most likely to saghouldnot havepaymens
were not providing sufficient notice for a caalled appointmenrg (13%)yndnot completing
a change of payment in the set time (12%).

& perceptive insight Page3



The Utility Regulatog Consumer views of GSS

Figure 4.3.8Views on level of payment (1)

For each of the following should there be a high, medium, low or
no level of payment?
Il None M Low ] Medium [J High
Dond know
Not providing sufficient notice m 35 | 23 | 2%
for a cancelled appointment
Time taken to restore supply 27 | 61 | 1%
Not providing sufficient notice for 4| -14 32 | 48 | 2%
a planned interruption to supply
Exceeding the expected time 36 | 44 | 2%
taken for a planned interruption
Not providing a refund within the 34 | 34 | 2%
set time
-60 -40 -20 0 20 40 60 80 100
e'perceptive insight Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)

Figure 4.3.9Views on level of payment (2)

For each of the following should there be a high, medium, low or
no level of payment?
Il None M Low [ Medium [] High
Dond know
Not responding to a query on 37 | 24 ‘ 206
your bill in the set time
Not responding to a meter
accuracy query in the set time 8 24 34 | 33 ‘ %
Not responding to a complaint in
the set time -7 20 34 | 37 ‘ 1%
Not completing a change of
payment in the set time & 2 2%
-60 -40 -20 0 20 40 60 80 100
‘rperceptive insight Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
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Figure 4.3.10Views on level of payment (3)

For each of the following should there be a high, medium, low or
no level of payment?
B None M Low [J Medium [J High
Dond know
Sewage flooding inside your 9
home 5 92 e
Sewage flooding on your property
but outside your home %9 86 1%
-20 0 20 40 60 80 100
eperceptive insight Base 1,000: All water respondents

Views on whether payment should be automatic or claimed

The qualitative research found thatast participants thought that payments should be
made automatically without making a claintt was felt that this would be a fair way to treat
all consumers andnsurethat access to the paymentgas not restrictedo those who know
about them and who have the time to make a claim.

)\yé

G¢KS UAYSE a
Saa A

& 2dzQNB f & 2 0SS aidNRLILR Sy2dAaK

(Newcastle ABC1Empty nesters

a 2 F Ot FAYAYSD RF T2 dzfFR 2@IzONB
LS y

GL RAAlIINBS 6AGK F22RgAtf 3IASaddNBa O2YLX S
automatically orremo8 R I £ 62 3SUKSNY t S2LX S akKz2dzZ Ry Qi

(Belfast ABC1Young professionals

GRY Qi G(KAY] 82dz aK2dZ R KI O6A T 28 & SR2 WA® 1K

62 dzu AlGX GKSY If jof de nbt2sdateddhy \@hd codplditiferyydu
R2y Qi 380 GKS Y2y Se oé
(Belfast ABC10Older family

G, 2dz aK2dzZ RyQi KI ¢S (2 edz¥ld §KNRdZAK K22LJ4
l.:.l I3

(Omagh ABC1Young family

Similarly, the overwhelming majority90%) of respondents in the quantitative survey
thought that the paymentshould be paidautomaticallyby the utility company. Only 6%
believedthat they should be claimed by the custon{&igure 4.3.11
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Figure 4.3.11Views on whether payments should be autmatic or claimed

4 Do you think that the payment should be automatically paid by the
utility company or should the customer have to claim it?

Automatically 90
paid by the utility
Claimed by the 6
customer

Not sure 3
%
: T T T T s

0 20 40 60 80 100

Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
@ perceptive insight

Views on exceptional circumstances

Most participantsn the qualitative researchecognised that there would be some
exceptional circumstances that might impact the utiitympanie® | @oiniet thedGSS.
Whilstthere was a degree of leniency afforded to th@mpanies in these circumstancas
few participants were of the view that the companies should be able to cope in exceptional
circumstances and therefore GSS should continue to apply.
GL dzy RSNARAGFYR GKSNB | NBE OANDdzyraidlyoSa oSezy
(Belfast, C2DE, Older family)

- @S I oFR ad2N¥Ysz FyR I 20 2F K2
(Belfast, C2DE, Older family)

G ¢ K S NBomd didsimsinces like weather that is owtith your control but if
82dZONB LI 8Ay3 F2NIAGSE AG &K2dAd RyQi 68 2FF ¥
(Omagh ABC1Young family

Whilst participants afforded some leniency for bad weather conditidhsy were less
sympathetic in relation to industrial action.

G, 8RGQa y20 2dzNJ 7FlGdzf dald (iK2S 8iONSY 2(y2 aNIBNAZ| ESES Al
(Coleraingunder 65 with disability)

The quantitative research showed th&ie majoritythought that uflity companies shodl
have to make payments in @kceptional circumstancesgther than acts of terrorism (with
43% believing payments should still be madie)ine with the qualitative findingthree-
quarters(74%)thought that payments should still bmade dumg strike action by
employees. Twahirds 6699 thought that they should still be made in the case ofidental
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damage by a third partgndhalfthought they should still be made in extreme weather
conditions(56%)or cases of vandalisi{b4%)(Fgure 4.3.12

Figure 4.3.12Views on exceptional circumstances

<w Do you think that utility companies should have to make
g payments in the following circumstances? (% saying yes)

Extreme weather 56
conditions
Strike action by 74
employees
Acts of terrorism 43
Acts of vandalism 54
Accidental damage 66
by a third party %
0
0 20 40 60 80 100

Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
i@ perceptive insight

4.4 Views on generic aspects of GSS

As discussed previously, participaittighe qualitative researctvere in agreement that it is
appropriate to apply some generic standards of service across each of the utilities. The
particular areas that generic standards could potentib#yappiedto include:

e Answering the telephone

e Appointments

e Complaints;

e Dealng with correspondence and queries;
e Dealing with bill queries and payment

e Dealing with GSS paymenand

e Priority customers.

Some of these generic aspects are already covered by GSS in the electricity sector in NI
(keeping appointments;&hling withbill queries and paymestanddealing with GSS

paymens), while others are covered by GSS in GB which were used to stimulate discussion
in the focus groups (making and keeping appointmengsilidg with bill queries and

paymens; cealing with GSS paymemntand dealing with complaints).

Answering the telephone

Somequalitative participantsvere aware that service providers in other sectors have

targets in relation to how quickly their telephones are answered. They thought that a similar
standard ould be gplied to the utility service providerslthaugh theyconcludel that such

a standard shouldot be linked to a GSS payment. Rather they thought that compliance
should be monitored byhe Utility Regulatoor Government and action taken if required.
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Gloy Qi GKAY]1l  3I22RgAftf 3ISAGdZNBE Aa ySOoSaal NE
(Belfast, ABC1Young professiondls

In relation to dealing with telephone callerae participants were quick to point out that

they did nd value being placed in a queparticularly if it was costing them money for the
telephone call. They also wanted to be directed to the right department and person in the
first instance.

LG FNHzAGNI GSa YS 6KSy L OFtt I OFff

redirect your cdltime and again and | have to keep repeating myself. It would be

dza S¥dzf G2 0S NRdziSR (2 GKS NARIKG RSLI NI
(Belfast ABC1Young professionals

OSyi
YSyi

Appointments qualitative findings

Participantdn the qualitative researcfelt very strongly about appointments and how they
are handled by the utility companies. While a few wanted a definitive time for their
appointment, most considered a two hour time slot to be acceptable. Most thought that a
morning or dternoon appointment wa not precise enough.

g 2 dzf R fifite LtiiBeCfdr thém t&R IS there. HAt is what the Housing

G L
OESOdzi A S R2 d¢

(Belfast, C2DE, Older family)

G. SAYy3a 3IAGSYy (GKS (62 K2dzNJ dcallscbmyXkiflsaiid A & 32 2§
GKAYyIadé
( Q5 SCRMEEone parents and familigs

The main issue for many participants was that they have to take leave from work to keep the
appointments and they wanted to minimise this as much as possible. They placed great

@t dzS 2y GKSAN Wg 2 mlpe tiedtd tiel ibme fgf Bn uRsheRifiesr 2 G ¢ | y (i
appointment time. They preferred an approach which also considered their needs.

G[ SG GKSY adzhid @&2dz y2G @&2dz adaAd GKSY® L
maintenancesO2 YA Y 3 | G @ | to® duicl. Betht ®IQAM of PMAisitooA &
YdzOK ® ¢

(Belfast ABC1Young professiondls

Some welcomed the idea of being given a call from the workman approximately 20 to 30

minutes prior to their arrival to allow the customer to return home to meet the

appointment.

GLFT GKS@ O2dZ R OlFff KFEF |y K2dz2NJ AYy | R@lIY

t SIS 62N Fd GKFEG GAYSE NFYAGKSNI GKEyYy GF 1A
(Belfast ABC1Young professionals

L O
S =

Failing to keep an appointment was viewed as unacceptaliies vilas because of the

inconvenience caused to the customer and the cost in terms of their leave from work to
meet both the original and the rescheduled appointment.

Sty FLWLRAYGYSYGsS Al
O2YAy3dodé
(Belfast ABC1 Older family)

LT (KSe FIFAfS
2

R
2N G2 o6LAG 2y

& perceptive insight Page35



The Utility Regulatog Consumer views of GSS

aLQY G 62N)] SO
A

NE RIFI&X FYyR S@OSy AT L 6 ayc
FLILRAYGYSYd A 2

G FOOSLIiltotSd ¢KS (g2 K2 dzN
(Newcastle ABC1Empty nesters

S
y

It wasfelt that 24 hours notice is the minimum which is acceptable if an appointment cannot
be met. This is because the customer needs time to rearrange their schedule.

& ¢ RWS hour time slot is acceptabe dzii A T kedp Syou vidlityheed more
than 24hours noticeas you will have to rearrange your plans
(Omagh, ABC1, Young family)

Appointments that cannot be kept quantitative findings

This view was reflected in the quantitative research, which foimatlmore than half of
respondentg53%)felt that the minimum amount of notice required for an appointment
that cannot be kept was 24 to 47 hoyiEigure 4.4.1 Seventeen percent of responderftt
48 to 71 hours waan appropriate minimum whilst0% thought tha¥2 hours or more was
required Ovell, 18% felt a notice period of less th&4 hours was required, with %0
suggesting a period afp to 5 hours1%suggesting to 11 hoursand £6suggestindl2 to 23
hours.

Figure 4.4.1Views on notice required for appointments that cannot be kept

A& Minimum amount of notice required for appointment that cannot
be kept
72 hours or more 10
48to 71 hours 17
24 to 47 hours 53
12 to 23 hours 5
6 to 11 hours J1
Up to 5 hours 10
Dond know 4 %
(0] 20 40 60 80 100
Base 1,503: All respondents (weighted data)
@ perceptive insight

By analysing survey responses can see that the highest expectation in terms of notice for
missed appointments was 14 days, the lowest was less than a day and the mean was 37
hours or approximately one and a half dgysbé 4.41). The younger age group (16 to 29
year olds) required the &st amount of notice (mean of 3#burs or a high of 7 days) whilst
the older age group (55 and oveequired most (mean of 3fours or a high of 7 days)
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Table 4.41: Minimum amount ofnotice required for appointment that cannot be kept

>

Q
(¢}
—
=
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o
I
e~
@H
= &

30 to 54
(@)
55 plus
(561)

(BaseAll respondents

72 hours or more 11% | 8% 8% | 11% | 9% | 10% | 9% | 10%
48to 71 hours 20% | 14% | 16% | 18% | 17% | 17% | 18% | 17%
24 t0 47 hours 48% | 57% | 56% | 54% | 50% | 54% | 52% | 53%
12 to 23 hours 5% 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% | 4% | 4%

6to 11 hours| 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 1% 2% | 1%
Upto5hours 10% | 11% | 9% | 10% | 11% | 11% | 10%  10%
52y Qi 5% 4% 5% 2% 7% 3% 6% | 4%

Mean (hours)| 39 34 34 36 37 35 37 | 37

In line with the qualitative discussion about the impact of missed appointments on the
employed, an analysis of expectations by worlgtajus was also conducted. Whithe

means differed, with those in employment requiring slightly more notice than those not in
employment (40 hours compared to 33), the highest expectations of both groups in terms of
notice that an appointment could not be kept were identical at 14 dagble 4.4.2

Table 4.4.2 Minimum amount of notice required for appointment that cannot be kept
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1503
weighted)

(Base: All respondent

(
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72 hours ormore 13% | 7% 10%
48to 71 hours 18% | 16% | 17%
24 t047 hours| 53% | 53% | 53%
12to 23 hours 4% | 5% 4%

6toll hours 1% | 2% 1%
Upto5hours 9% | 11%  10%
52y Qi| 2% | 6% | 4%

Mean (hours) 40 33 37

When asked their view of a standard guaranteeing 24 hours notice for appointments that
could not be kept, thenajority (72%) felt thathis was acceptable. And whiisist 6% felt 24
hours was an excessive amount of notice, one in five (21%) felt it was not eMyitgim

this a higher proportion of those in employment than those not in employment felt that 24
hours notice was not adequate (28% compared to 16Raple4.4.3).

& perceptive insight Pages?
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Table 4.4.3View of 24 hours notice for appointments that cannot be kept
Status

(1503)
(weighted)

(32}
«Q
Q0
=

(\[e]3

(o))
£
=

—

o

S

(BaseAllrespondents)
LiQa Tl 2% 3% 2%
LiQa I f A 4% 4% 4%
LGQa | q67% 77% | 72%
Should be a little mor¢ 16% | 9% 12%
Should be a lot mor¢ 12% | 6% 9%
Not sure| 1% 1% 1%

Appointment time slots

When asked about the convenienof halfday appointment slotéwo out of three survey
respondents (67%) fethis would be convenient. Agathere were significant differences in
the proportion of those in employment who felt this was convenient (50%) and those not in
employment who felt the same (81%§)igure 4.4.p

Figure 4.4.2Views on haHday appointment slots

Some utilities arrange to call sometime between 9am and 1pm or
between 12 noon and 5pm? Would this be...
[l Very inconvenient B Quite inconvenient [J Quite convenient [ Very convenient
Neither/nor

Overall (1,503) d 40 27 10%
Working (640) 17 22 35 15 12%

Not working (863) q 44 37 9%

-60 -40 -20 0 20 40 60 80 100
ﬂ-percegtl\{glpspght Base: All respondents (weighted)

When asked about how convenient a two hour tisiet for appointments would béhe
majority (83%) felt this would be convenierigain there waa considerable difference in

the proportion d those in employment who felt this was convenient (75%) and those not in
employment who felt the same (91%§jigure 4.4.3

& perceptive insight
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Figure 4.4.3Views ontwo-hour appointment slots

e If it was a 2 hour time slot for an appointment? Would this be...

[l Very inconvenient B Quite inconvenient [J Quite convenient [ Very convenient
Neither/nor
Overall (1503) d 33 50 6%
Working (640) -7 1 -10 35 40 9%

Not working (863) % 32 59 5%
r T + T T T T |
-40 -20 0 20 40 60 80 100
i perceptive insig ht Base: All respondents (weighted)

Fifty eight percenteported that they would be likely to make an appointment outside of
working hours if theyad the option to do so. Agathe proportion of those in employment
who felt they would be likely to do so (75%) differed digaintly from the proportion of
those not in emppyment who felt the same (45%@flecting the greater importance of
flexibility in dealing with utility companies to customers who w(flgure 4.4.%

Figure4.4.4 Views on appointments outside working hours

If you had the option of an appointment outside standard working
hours, how likely would you be to request this?
B Notatalllikely M Notverylikely [ Quite likely O Very likely
Overall (1,503) 22 36
Working (640) 8 A7 26 49
Not working (863) m 20 25
-80 -60 -40 -20 0 20 40 60 80 100
eperceptive inSight Base: All respondents (weighted)
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Telephone contact prior to appointmentgjuantitative findings

The majority of grvey respondents were in favour of receiving a telephosléin advance
of a visit from a utility company with seven out of ten respondents (71%gesting that
they would belikely to request this option if offered. There was little differencéwsen
those workingand those not in employment in terms of the level of likelihood to request
this serviceFigure 4.4.p

Figure 4.4.5Views on telephone calls in advance of appointed visits

If you had the option of receiving a telephone call 20 to 30 mins
@ before the arrival of their maintenance team how likely would you

be to request this?

Bl nNotatalllikely B Notverylikely [ Quite likely O very likely
Overall (1503) d 25 46
Working (640) -11 -16 23 49
Not working (863) m 26 44
-40 -20 0 20 40 60 80

@pe I’CthiVE inSig ht Base: All respondents (weighted)

Payment leveldor missed appointments

The qualitative phase demonstrated thatrse felt that the level bpayment for failing to
keep an appointment£20 for water and ga<£25 for electricity) was not a fair reflection of
the inconvenience caed to the customer. Tlyeconsideredhat this should be set quite
high compared to other service areas.

& L hbulddbe more for failing to keep an appointment. If you take a day off your
work, and the frustration of sitting waiting for someone to come, you expect to be
more¥ dzft f @ O2YLISyal G§SRdE

( Q5 RDEBIder people 65)

However, his view was nosharedby survey respondentshree-quarters (75%) of whom
felt that the £20 payment level for a missed appointment was sufficient. This finding was
consistent across both soeaonomic groups and botrespondents who weremployed
andthose who were not workingTable 4.4.%
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Teble 4.4.4 Views on typical payment of £20 for a missed appointment
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(863
(150B)
(weighted)

LiQa FIl1| 3% 2% 2% 3% | 2%
LiQa | A 4% 2% 3% 3% | 3%
LiQa o 73% | 77% | 71% | 78% | 75%
Should be a little more 10% | 11% | 12% 9% | 10%
Should be a lot mor¢ 9% 7% 11% 6% 8%
52y Qi| 1% | 1% 1% | 1% | 1%

Complaints

The qualitativgphase foundhat when asked about priorities for responding to complaints,
participants were more concerned that the complaint was being investigated rather than
just receiving acknowledgement that the complaint had been made.

The view was expressed that the current GSS electricity standard of ten working days to
respond to a conplaint was sufficient to deal substantially with most complaints although it
was acknowledged that a small number might require mordapth investigation.

aTenworking days is fine to respond & complaint with a resolutiobut not enough
2dzaid G2 | Oly2e¢fSR3IS &2dzNJ O2YLX I Ayl d¢
(Coleraineunder 65 with disability)

Gp2dZ RyQenRNVAFRIA f2y3 a AdQa || adzowaidl yaacg

frame rather than an acknowledgement. It can be irritating knowing your money is

0SAYy3 4lFaltSR 2y | O01y2¢fSRASYSyld fSGGSNE NI
(Newcastle ABC1Empty nesters

If a complaint was going to take longer than ten days to resadeene suggested that
detailed information should be provided to include which department was dealing with the
issue, a contact number and an estimate of how long it will take to resolve the iss

G¢KSe akKz2dzZ R 3IAPS @&2dz Iy ARSI 2F K2g ff2y3

people know it is being dealt with and which department of the company is dealing

GAGK AGd ! O2yidl Ot ydzYoSNIFYR I NBEFSNBYyOS vy
(Belfas, ABC1Young professiondls

The survey findings reflected these views, with less than half (43%) of respondents feeling
the timescale was appropriateThe majority felt ten working days was an excessive
timescale (55%)with 29%sayingthat it was far bo long and 26%hinkingit was a little too

long. Although these findings were relatively consistembas those within employment and
those not working, the proportion of ABC1 respondents who felt that the timescale was
sufficient (50%) was much high#ran the proportion of C2DE respondents who felt the
same (38%j{Table 4.4.h

& perceptive insight
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Table 4.4.5Views on full response to complaints within 10 working days

o
=
=<
<
S
=
=
o
Pz

(1503)
(weighted)

(BaseAllrespondents)
LGQa FIl | 25% | 32 | 27% | 30% | 29%

LiQa I €A 23% | 28% | 26% | 26% @ 26%
LiQa ¢ 50% | 38% | 46% | 42% | 43%
Should be a little more 1% 2% 1% 2% 1%
Should be a lot mor¢ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
52y Qi | 0% 1% 0% 1% 1%

Dealing withmeter queries

Survey respondents also wished to see meter queries reselhithth a shorter period of
time with over half (56%) suggesting that ten working days was too long for a minimum
standard of service. This finding was consistent aatiseciceconomic and employment

groups(Table 4.4.%

Table 4.4.6 Views on dealing with meter queries within 10 working days
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(BaseAllrespondents)
L (fa@tbo much| 29% | 33% | 32% | 30% | 31%

LGQa | A 24% @ 25% | 25% | 24% | 25%
LiQa o 44% | 40% | 40% | 43% | 42%
Should be a little more 2% 1% 2% 1% 1%
Should be a lot mor¢ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
52y Qi 1% 1% 1% 2% 1%

Dealing with bill queries anghayments
Participantdn the qualitative researctvere of the view that any billing queries and

payments should be dealt with promptly. The view was expressed that five days to respond
to a query was too long and, if possible, the query should be sortedwar the telephone

at the time the query is made.

Greng 2 N] Ay 3 RI&a Aa SEn@éya graceisthey hage aRder Q (

3si

NEIIFNRAYI 22dNJ RANBOG RSo0AG 2N 42YSGKAYyIde

(Omagh ABC1Young family

& C X&sSis a long time to get back to you for justa guatk & O y Q l'] GKS®@
there and then on thehone? f £ &2 dz2NJ RSGIF Af & | NB K S NB
(Omagh ABC1lYoung famll)/

Participants were asked how much time the utilities should havepay any due sums
from the point at which they were made aware of the issiWhilsta small number thought
a month was acceptable, most considered that any repayment shoutddake within 10
working days, taking into account the internal processes ofitilidy company. Others
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thought that five days was more appropriate, pointing out that current standards suggest
that utility companies can make changes to the payment method within five days.

GCdzyye GKS& OFy OKIFy3S &2dz8eLlod Y& INDEK 2R
j dzZSNE | 02dzi &2dzNJ 26y | OO02dzyit Ay wmn RIF&aHE
(Coleraingeunder 65 with disability)

While some suggested that the payment could be credited to their bill most wanted the
actual refund.

a@ want a efund, not a credit to your accoushte
(Belfast ABC1Young professionals

The quantitative findings differed from those of the qualitative phase in terms of the
acceptability of a fivelay perial to resolve bill queries. Whilgualitative participants had

felt that five working days was uneeptable, the majority (64%) sfirvey respondents
believedthat it was acceptable and less than etiérd (32%)considered it to bdonger than
necessaryTable 4.4.Y. Perhaps surprisingly, these findings were relatively consistent across
both socieecoromic groups and across both ppay and bill pay customers.

Table 4.4.7 Views on 5 working days to resolve a bill query

—
o

S
=8

(1503)
(weighted)

(o)
£
2
P
S
S
=
<}
z

—~
(32]
(o]
(c¢]
=

(BaseAllrespondents)

LdQa nmudhl 17% | 19% 21% 16% | 18%
LiQa | €A 13% | 15% 14% 14% | 14%
LiQa | ¢ 66% | 62% 61% 67% | 64%
Should be a little more 3% 2% 3% 2% 2%
Should be a lot mor¢ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
52y Q0| 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%

When asked about a minimum standard whigbuld guarantee any due refunds to be made
within ten working days, the majority (61%) felt this was acceptable but a significant
minority (38%) felt the timescale was excesgiVable 4.4.8 These findings largely reflect

the focus group discussions.

Table 4.4.8Views on 10 working days to make due refunds

(weighted)

LGQa FIl1 18% | 21% @ 23% 15% | 20%

LiQa I €A 18% @ 17% | 17% 18% | 18%
LiQa | ¢ 64% | 60% | 58% 65% | 61%
Should be a little more 0% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Should be a lot mor¢ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
52y Q0 0% 1% 1% 1% 1%
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Once againreflecting the qualitative findings, survey respondefei that a standard
allowingfive working days to make any requested changes to payment leassacceptable
with the majority (82%) believing this timescale to be appropriate andallut notable
minority (14%lbelieving it to be much too lon@ able 4.4.9

Table 4.4.9Views on5 working days to change a payment method

_|
o
—
=8

(weighted)

o
£
=z~

o

Bw °

=e Zz

working

(863)
(1503)

(Base: All respondents
LiQa FI 6% 6% 8% 4% 6%
LiQa | €A 9% 8% 9% 7% 8%
LiQa I o 82%  82% | 80% 84% 82%
Should be a little more 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Should be a lot mor¢ 0% 1% 0% 1% 0%
52y Qi | 1% | 1% | 1% 1% 1%

GSS payment levels for bill query and payment standards

Survey respondents were asked what they thought of the typical GSS palgwekfor
failing to meet the agreed standard for resolving bill or payment queries. Tdquaders
(76%) of respondents felt that this pagnt level was acceptable whildte next largest
proportion (15%felt it should be more. Just 8% felt £20 was egoeasfor failing to meet
such a standarTable 4.4.1)

Table 4.4.10Views on typical payment o£20 for failing to meet billpayment query GSS

—
o

=
L

(1503)
(weighted)

(Base: All respondent

)
=
=
=<
S
=
&
o
P4

—~
(92}
©
0
=

LiQa Fl1l 3% 2% @ 2% | 3% 3%
LiQa F tA 7% @ 4% | 5% | 6% 5%
LiQa | ¢ 76%  77%  76% @ 76% | 76%
Should be a little mor¢ 9% 12% | 12% | 9% 11%
Should be a lot mor{ 5% 3% 4% 3% 4%
52y Q0| 1% 2% | 1% @ 1% 1%

Dealing with GSPayments

Within the qualitative researcparticipants were asked about the potential GSS of ten
working daygo make any GSS payments due to customers. Overall, participants were in
favour of any GSS payment being made within this timesgamall numbethought that

ten days for this type of payment was too long.

amn RIF&a G2 YIS LFeyYySyid Aa Ftft NRARIKGDE
(Belfast C2DE, Older family)

GLOQA FIEANI F2N) GKSY (G2 KFE@S mn RFEe&a G2 YIS
[ Q5 SCRDEERONe parents and familig¢s
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Priority customers

Throughout the discussion, when talking about interruptions to supply, participants often
referred to the needs of older people and those with young children. Therefore, when asked
if there were any customers who need to be given priority during a supfyruption,

these groups were automatically considered. Overall though, awareness of current groups of
priority customers was low, even amongst those who would be considered part of those
priority groups.

A< ¢

(V) =2
™

(2 0S IADSY LINA2NRGE d¢
(Belfast C2DE, Older family)

a
y

a9t RSNI & nlydelefitaSouplelofhoudsS® LI S G KF G OF yQi KSI

o2dzi GKS K2dzaSo® LG akKz2dzZ R NBlIffte 06S R2yS
(Cokraine under 65 with disability)

There was little recognition of the task involved in providing alternative heating and cooking
facilities to older people and those with young children and indeed how large these groups
might be in an affected area. Ongbing it was acknowledged that there were a number of
additional higher priority groups. Those with {tfeeatening health issues were seen as

being in need of exceptional assistance in the case of a supply interruption. Participants
were concerned a® how the utilities might be made aware of ggle who have

exceptional needparticularly as they themselves were unaware that such a service already
exists. Indeed within the survey we foun®%of householdsaying theyhave someone who
isdependenton eledrical equipment for healthcarget only1%of respondents overall

reported being registered othe critical care register held by NIE.

4.5 Views on GSS in relation to electricity

In the paragraphthat follow we discuss the views and issues that jggptints raised in
relation to GSS on standards that are specific to their electricity SUppISS are currently
in plac for the NI electricity sectgrarticipants were asked about these standards.

By way of background it is worth noting that the quitative survey shows that 45% of
customers have a prpayment meter, 31% pay by direct debit and 22% make their payment
upon receipt of their quarteyl bill (Table 4.5.4nd 4.5.3. Those within the C2DE group are
much more likely to have a pggaymentmeter (63%) than those classed as ABC1 (24%).
Younger householders (aged 16 to 29) are also much more likely to havepaypnent

meter for their electricity (69% compared with 48% of 30 to 54 year olds and 31% of those
aged 55 or over)A similar patten was evidenced for respondents with children (58% each
of those with children under 5 or under 16 having a-pegment meter) in comparison to
those with no children (37%).
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Table 4.5.1 Methods of payment for electricity

C2DE
(weighted)

(849)
(1503)

2
[}
=<

(BaseAll respondents

Prepayment meter| 40% | 49% | 69% @ 48% | 31% | 24% | 63% | 45%
Direct debit| 33% | 30% | 15% | 31% | 38% | 47% | 17% | 31%
Quarterly bill| 25% | 19% | 13% | 19% | 29% | 25% | 19% | 22%
52y Qi 3% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3%

Total | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%  100%  100%  100% 100%

Table4.5.2 Methods of payment for electricity
‘ Children‘ Disability

_i
=
L

No household
disability
(1503)
(weighted)

(1095

=
)
b
S
=
©]
o
P

Child(rer)
under 16
Child(rer)
Under 5
(282
Household
disability
(408

(569

(BaseAllrespondenty
Prepayment meter| 37% 58% 58% 51% 42% 45%
Direct debit| 35% 24% 21% 23% 34% 31%

Quarterly bill|  25% 16% 19% 24% 21% 22%
52y Qi 3% 2% 3% 2% 3% 3%
Total| 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% 100% | 100%

=

Experience of supply interruptions

For mostfocus groupparticipants the interruption of their power supply was a rare

occurrence. However a numbef participants across all areagre able to recall a specific
instance in the previous year or twbat had impacted on them. HEse all appeared to be
one-off occurrences. It was recognised that most people had a reliable electricity supply and
that outages wee exceptional.

The quatitative survey shows thabtne-quarter (24%)of respondents had experienced an
interruption to electricity supply within the last 12 montfisigure 4.5.1 Of those that had
14% had experienckone interruption, 6% had experiendéwo, 3% had eperiencedthree
and 1% had experienced more than three interruptions.

Those living in rural areas were more likely to have experienced a power outage in the
previous 12 month§31%)compared with those living in an urban area (22%)oseliving in
rural areas wes alsomore likely to have experienced outagmore frequently, witil4% of

those in rural areabaving experiencethore than one outage in the previous 12 months

compared with 9% of those in urban areas.
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Figure 4.5.1Frequency of electrical suppinterruptions

& Frequency of interruption to electricity supply within the last 12
months

Once
Twice
Three times

More than three
times

Never

Not sure

%

Base 1,003: All electricity respondents

i perceptive insight

Respondentsvere asked the length in hours of their longest electricity interruption in the
previous 12 month¢Figure 4.5.2 The majority (60%) said that power had been restored
within four hours. Just over one third (35%) reported the longest oul@stedfrom four up

to 12 hours and 6% said their supply interruption was from 12 up to 24 hours. Three percent
had experiened an outage of 24 hours or longer.

The longest supply interruption reported was seven days and the average length of an
outage was just over 5 hours.

Figure 4.5.2Duration of longest supply interruption

A& How long, in hours, was the longest interruption to your
electricity?

More than 24 hours Mean = 5.1 hours

Longest = 7 days

12 hours and up to
<24 hours

4 hours up to
<12 hours

1 hour and up to <4
hours

Less than 1 hour

Dond know
%

0 20 40 60 80 100
Base 239: Electricity respondents who experienced at least one supply interruption in the last 12 months
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Supply restoration

All participantsin the gqualitative phasexpressed the view that havirggreliableelectricity
supply was the most important thing for them and therefore the GSS payment was
something they did not want to be in the position to claim. However they recognised that
there may be infrequent occasions when they might have to. Therefore tlvere some

very strong views about the level of payment and how it should be implemented.

GL ¢g2dzvn nSELBROND A y3 2 NRSNIE
(Belfast, C2DE, Older family)

A key issu¢hat was raised during thgroupdiscussions was the value that customers place
on being kept informed during a power outage. Participants wanted to be able to plan
around the power cut and suggestdidat having an estimated time of reconnection would
help them do this.

Participants recognised thathen large areas are affectéidcan prove difficulto get
through to NIE by telephone. However, it wee®en as acceptabler NIE to make use of
recorded telephone messagi such cases. Customers felt the message should let
custoners know that NIE is aware of the issuey@king torectify it andprovide
information on the estimated time for the restoration of supply.

L GKAYy] GKIFIG LS2LXS ySSR (2 popa@wentSEI Ol &
out, they were makingxcuses after excusds. R2y Qi (G KAy ] GKS& NBI ff
goAya 2y o€

( Q5 RDEBIder people 65

Gad StSOGNRO ¢Syd 2FF o0ST2NB L OFYS 2dzisz |

problem, all I had to give them was my address, and they told me that there was a

problem and it would be fixed within three houiEhis was acceptable. You know

GKS® INB gFNB 2F AGX FYR INB RSIftAYy3d gA0K
(Belfast ABC1Young professiondls

Survey participants were askednprompted if there was an electricity power cut, what is

the maximum amount of time they would expectattake to restore power in normal
conditions(Tables 4.5.3 and 4.5.4Echoing the findings from the focus groups, respondents
had highexpectationsof the maximum time it should take to restore supply. Over one third
(36%) though it should take no Iger than two hours23% gave a maximum time of

between two and four hours and 13% said between 4 and 8 haluist one in ten (10%)
allowedbetween 8 and 12ours and a further one in ten (11%) up to 24 hours. The
aveage time given was eight hours.

It is interesting to note the difference in expectations by gender and age, with females and
younger respondents having greatexpectations of the maximum time it should take to
have power restored.
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Table 4.5.3Maximum time power restoration expecte to take in normal conditions
(unprompted)

(BaseElectricityrespondents
Upto 2 hours| 29% | 42% | 43% | 39% | 31% | 34% | 38% | 36%

>2and upto 4 hours 25% | 21% | 17% | 22% | 26% | 25% | 21% | 23%
>4 and up to 8 houry 14% | 13% | 13% | 14% | 12% | 16% | 11% | 13%
>8 and up to 12 hour{ 13% | 7% 8% 10% | 10% | 9% | 10% | 10%
>12 and up to 18 hour, 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
>18 and up to 24 hour| 13% | 9% 12% | 9% | 13% | 10% | 12% | 11%
>24 and up to 48 hour, 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
More than 48 hours 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1%
52y Qi 5% 6% 6% 4% 8% 5% 6% 6%

Mean (hours) 8 7 7 7 9 7 8 8

Table 4.5.4 Maximum time power restoration expected to take in normal conditions
(unprompted)

‘ Children ‘ Disability

©
5 . |- |= @
= &% |gp f$z 2z
.S 228§ 222 337 <§¢
(BaseElectricity respondents < Qe woe e e = E e
Up to 2 hours| 33% 43% 3% 3% 36% 36%
>2 and up to 4 houry 25% 19% 21% 20% 23% 23%
>4 and up to 8 houry 13% 14% 14% 11% 14% 13%
>8 and up to 12 hour{ 11% 8% 9% 10% 10% 10%
>12 and up to 18 hour| 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
>18 and ugo 24 hours, 12% 9% 10% 12% 10% 11%
>24 and up to 48 hour| 1% 1% 2% 0% 1% 1%
More than 48 hours 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%
52y Q0| 5% 6% 5% 7% 5% 6%
Mean (hours) 8 6 7 8 7 8

Respondents weresked their views if the GS&s to restore power within a maximum of

24 hours(Table4.5.5 and Table 4.5.6 The majority (73%) felt that 24 hours to restore

L2 6SN) gl a (22 YdzOK gAGK pT: Al @Ay3 Abe gl a WTIN
time allowed was about rightith just 1% thinking it was too little

It can be seen that women (63%) were more likely than men (49%) to view the 24 hour
standardas far too muchas did those who had someone in their household with a disability

(62%).
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Table4.5.5 If the guaranteed standard for electricity was to restore power within
YIFEAYdzY 2F Hn K2dzZNRXZ Aa

GdKAAX

(BaseAll electricity respondenys
LGQa FI | 49% | 63% | 58% | 57% | 55% 58% | 56% 57%

LGiQa | A 18% | 14% | 11% | 17% | 17% 17% | 15% 16%
LiQa g 30%  21% | 28% | 24% | 27% 24% | 27% 25%
Should be a little more 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Should be a lot mor¢ 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
52y Qi 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1%

Table4.5.6 If the guaranteed standard for electricity was to reste power within a
maximumof 24K 2 dzZNBE > A a GKA&X

No household
disability
(741)

=
)
b
S
=
©]
o

Child(ren)

Child(ren)
under 16
Under 5
(183)

(BaseAll electricity respondent
LGdQa FI 1| 56% | 58% | 58% 62% 55%| 57%

LiQa | €A 16% | 17% @ 15% | 11% 18% 16%
LiQa | d 27% | 23% | 26% | 25%| 26%| 25%
Should be a little more 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
Should be a lot mor¢ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
52 vykbiv| 0% | 1% | 1% 1% 0%| 1%

Again, he majority (58%) regarded a shorter maximum of 12rkda restore power as too
muchwith just less than one third (31%) saying it was far too n{dieiole 4.5.7 and 4.5.8
However, 38% considered this maximum length of time to be about right. Three percent

thought it should be a little more.

Again females (36%) were more likely than males (24%) to regard a maxiime of 12
hours adar too much, as were those who hadreeone in their household with a disability

(35%).

Tablg4.5.7: If the guaranteed standard for electricity was to restore power within
YIEEAYdzY 2F MH K2dzZNEXZ A& (GKAa&aX

(BaseAll electricity respondenys

Tl | 24% | 36% | 35% | 31% | 29% 1% | 30% | 31%
LiQa | €A 26% | 29% | 24% @ 28% | 28% | 26% | 28% | 27%
LiQa | g 48% | 30% | 40% | 38% & 39% | 39% | 38% 38%
Should be a little mor¢ 2% 3% 1% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3%

Should be a lot mor¢ 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%
52y Qi 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1% 1%

LGQa
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Table4.5.8 If the guaranteed standard for electricity was to restore power within a
YIEAYdzY 2F MH K2dzZNEZ A& (GKAa&aX

No household
disability

c
)
S

S

=

©]
o

Child(rer)
under 16
Child(ren)
Under 5
(183)
(741)

(BaseAll electricityrespondenty
LGQa FI 1| 35%  31%  29% | 35% | 29% | 31%

LiQa | € A 24% | 28% @ 28% | 26% @ 28% | 27%
LG Q&righto 40% | 38% | 39% | 34% | 40% | 38%
Should be a little more 1% 2% 3% 3% 2% 3%
Should be a lot mor¢ 1% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0%
52y Qi 0% | 1% | 1% | 2% 0% 1%

©

The current GSS states that in normal conditions supply should be restored within 24 hours
following a fault. Failure to meet this target entitles the domestic bill payer to a GSS
payment of £50 plus £25 fomehadditional 12 hours without power.

As stated previouslgupply reliabilityis extremelyimportant to customers.In the qualitative
researchparticipantstherefore thought that any payment should reflect this by being linked
to the duration of the interruption so as to encouratie supplier to reestablish electricity

supplyas quickly as possible.

Participants welcomed thetagedpayment level for each period of time that the customer
was without electricity. This was viewed as giving thtlity an incentive to reconnect

quickly.

The consensus was that any GSS payment should be triggieed 2 hours without power
although sone debated that it should be less (e.g. four hours). It wadHeltafter about
four hoursthe inconvenience of not having electricgtiartsto impactgreatlyon most

people.

When discussing the level of paymegpropriate to extended supply interrujoins,

LI NIHAOALI yia NBFESOGSR GKS 02ai 2F KI@Ay3a (2
extra cost of coal for their fire. They implied that the level of payment should take this

additional expenditure into account.

(@]

G, Saszx odzi @& 2ug mar& ByltheRimeydu bHySakel dway food for the

FEYAf& F2NJ un K2dz2NAEX SEGNI O21t SiOovr e&2dz ¢
(Coleraineunder 65 with disability)

The survey respondents were asked their views of the payment structure for a supply

interruption lasting longer than 24 hours (Taldl&.9 and 4.5.10 Threequarters (74%)

considered the payment level to be about right, 5% thaugivas too much and 19%

believed it should be more. Those most likely to think it should be more wese thged

30 to 54 (22%).

There was little difference in opinion by households with and without children and
householagwith and without someone with a disability.
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Table4.5.9 The payment for an electricity supply interruption lasting longer than 24 heur
is £50. Each additional 12 hours without supply F dzZNIIKSNJ mHp Aa RdzS® La &

o
N
2o
oo
S &

(BaseAll electricity respondenys
LdQa nidch 2% 1% 2% 0% 2% | 1% 1% 1%

LiQa | A 6% 2% 8% 5% 2% | 5% 4% 4%
LiQa g 73% 76%| 78% 71% 77%| 74% | 75% 74%

Should be a little mor¢  10%| 12% 7%, 13%| 10% 12% | 11% | 11%
Should be alot mor¢ 7% 8% 4% 9% 7% 7% 8% 8%
52y Qi 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%| 1% 1% 1%

Table4.5.1Q The payment for an electricity supply interruption lasting longer than 24
K2dzZNBE A& mMpnd 9FOK FTRRAGAZ2YIf wmH K2dzZNE ¢ A (K2 dzi

No household
disability
(741)

=
)
b
S
=
©]
o
P

Child(ren)
Under 5

Child(rer)
under 16
(183)

(BaseAll electricity respondent
LGQa Fl1 2% | 0% | 0% | 2% 1% 1%

LGQa  fA 3% | 6% @ 7% 5% | 4% 4%
LiQa ¢ 74% | 75% | 77% | 71% | 76% | 74%

Should be a little more 11% | 12% | 10% | 13% | 11% | 11%
Should be a lot mor¢ 8% 7% 6% 8% 8% 8%
52y Qi | 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%

Planned interruptions

Respondents were asked their views on the minimum amount of notice required for a
planned electricity power cut. Responses varied with 1##iking it should be less than one
day, 28% about one day, 20% about 2 days and 24% believing it should be longer than 2
days. Indeed 16% thought it should be seven days or more. The average time given was
about 2.5 day¢Table 4.5.11

& perceptive insight
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Table4.5.112 Minimum amount of notice required for planned electricity power cut
lastingmore than 4 hours

o
Q
2o
o ®
Sifs

(BaseAll electricity respondenys
Less than 4 hour 8%| 11% 6% 7% 13% 9%, 9%, 9%

4to 11 hours 3% 3% 2% 2% 5% 3% 3% 3%

12to 23 hours 2% 2% 3% 2% 2% 2% 2%, 2%

24 t0 47 hours 38%| 39%| 35%| 39%| 39% 38%| 38% 38%

2days| 20%| 19% 6 24%| 20%  18%  19%| 21% 20%

3 days to 4 day: 7% 4% 7% 6% 5% 6% 5%, 5%

5days to6day; 3% 3% 3% 4% 2% 3% 3% 3%

Seven days ormor, 16%| 17%| 18% 6 19%| 12%| 18%| 14%| 16%

52y Qi 2% 2% 2% 1% 4% 1% 4% 2%

Mean (hours) 59 59 65 63 51 63 55 59

Max (days) 31 | 31 | 14 | 14 | 31 | 31 | 14 | 31

Main fuse replacement

In the qualitativephaseparticipants were asked their views on tl&SSor replacing their
main fuse.The current GSS standard guarantees main fuse replacement within three hours
during a working day and four hours on any other day.

Most were unaware of what the main faswvas, implying that few had been affected (or
were unaware of being affected) by this issue. However, they associated having the main
fuse replaced with an interruption of the power supply. Therefore they felt that the penalty
for failing to meet the garanteed standard of service should reflect this.

i R
I.

LJ & Kz2g f2y3 2dziaiARS (KS GAYS (KSe
ya a0lfSs YI@06S MuHp LISN RI & dé
(Newcastle ABC1Empty nesters
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GMHp F22ReAff LI BYSYMHPALIRIKE2 @R®LIGI 6 ST Y
(Belfast C2DE, Older family)

On first reading that the electricity company would replace the main fuse within three hours
during a working day and four hours on any other day this was viewed as acceptable.
However, when informed of thiémitation that the incident should be reported during
specified hours (8am to 8pm weekdays and 9am to 5pm at the weekend) participants
realised that customers could potentially be without power from, for example, 5.01pm on a
Saturday until 1pm on a Sundayhis was viewed as unacceptable with participants
reverting to their original interpretation of the standard as being acceptable.
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Meter accuracy issues

The current GSS for queries on meter accuracy is five working days to provide an
explanation, or ifa visit is required then seven working days to make an appointment.

Many participants commented that the wording of this standard was misleading,
interpreting it as seven days to arrange and make a visit, rather than just to set the
appointment. It wa thought that the former interpretation was a more acceptable
standard.

G{ S@Sy &2 NJ Ay Jandd bik rrislehdingtlimplied aiwedk /hyich is not
0 KS Owodldtiinkfive working days would be more appmigte, and easier to
dzy' R S NA Thayigeé woxding to resolve, S NJ G KIy WY 1S Fy | LR,
g2dzf R NI 6KSNJ KI @S GKIF G Of SI NSNI¢
(Belfast ABC1Young professiondls

Others queried the length of time afforded in the current standard with many thinking that it
was too lenient.

GL 62RHHIROG + NBLIX & FTNRBY | [[d2SNE 2y Yé YSiSN
(Belfast C2DE, Older family)

Ad I LINPofSY IyR Ad0Qa GKSANI LINROf
K2 dzNR o ¢

(Coleraineunder 65 with disability)
G¢KS® aKz2dAZ R KIS Al NBaz2t SR gAGKAY (KS
LT AGQa 2dzald GKSY O2YAy3 2dzi G2 2271 0
(Coleraingunder 65 with disability)
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Some participants recounted experienaglereby current stadards were not being
adhered to.
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Others queried whether electricity metersane checked for accuracy and thought that this
should be a more regular occurrence. One younger participant recounted that he had
reported a meter accuracy issue to NIE. Although he was convinced that the meter was
wrong given the high electricity cogte was paying, NIE told him it was accurate. He was
eventually rehoused and reported that his efiécity is now more affordable

GL GKAY]l Al &aK2dA R 68 O2YLlzZ a2NB GKIFG GKS
21 F2NJ GKI o
( Q5 RDEBIderpeople 653

G!' NBE GKS YSUSNE &aSNBWAOSRK b202R& KIFa S@SNI
K2dzaS aAyOS mdpdpTt ¢
(Coleraingeunder 65 with disability)
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Estimate for an electricity supply

Participants were asked how long it is acceptable to wait for an estimatjuotation for an
electricity supply.The current GSS standard is seven working days for a small quotation and
15 working days for a larger quotation.

Most participants considered this to be a routine task for most households and therefore
expected a quick turnaround on the quotation. Therefore the current standard was
considered to be very lenient. Even when asked to consider that visits may be required to
the property etc., participants still struggled to understand the timeframe for the current
standard.

L ¢2dz R SELISOIU jd20F 0A2ya 6AOGKAY wHun K2dzNAEJd
(Belfast ABC1Older family

Gae aAiailSN gheranet& mavgdahs sh@antétl & ownstairs toilet in.
Severdays is far too long for someone to punch information into a computer. This is
I AGFYyRFENR LINEOSRdzZNBE ¢

(Belfast C2DE, Older family)

As this standard did not relate to an émtuption of supply the £50 paymemias viewed as
acceptable.

Reconnections andew supply

When discussing reconnections and new supplies a number of circumstances were
considered including reconnection after power had been disconnected, moving into a new
home and when establishing a supply to a new buildinghould be noted thaparticipants

had little experience of connecting a new supfliie current GSS for a new supply is two
working days for a domestic property. The GSS payment if this target is not kept is £25, with
£50 payable if an appointment is not met.

The main concer for customers in relation to a new supply was whether the customer was
with electricity or not. Again, given the value placed on having an uninterrupted service,
participants thought that the supply should be reinstated as quickly as possible when there
was a direct impact on the customer.

In relation to those instances when current supply was not an issue, participants were
prepared to consider a longer lead time. For example, they understood that customers
usually had to plan to move into a new hored therefore could contact NIE in advance to
ensure that the electricity was connected.

A number of participants commented that when moving to a new home the electricity is
often alreadyconnected and change of billing details or the sourcing of e-payment
card is all that is required. Thereforecennection of supply was less likely to be an issue in
such cases. However, it was also noted that the current standard was not always adhered
to.

GLF L RARYQU LI & Y& 0Afvbuld expeet it YeinstatedizLILI & & |

AYYSRAIFIGSt @ 6KSy Yeé oAft Aa LI ARDE

(Belfast C2DE, Older family)

GEKIGQa I 2218d a& 3INI YRRIFIAAKGSNI 6FAGSR 6
( Q5 RDEBIder people 65
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GOAGKSNI GKS &l YS RRa22 Y2ONI KAAEK AYy2 NdSn - Oe2YdzBEBA O\ T
(Coleraingunder 65 with disability)

When participants were asked to consider the GSS timeframe for a new supply these were
largely viewed as acceptable:

GLGQ& NBIFazyl oatS dom2sNd propentySvithin awdzbdkidy &ays
andfours 2 NJ Ay3d RIF&& F2N) odzaAySaasSadé
(Belfast C2DE, Older family)

L g2dzf R SELISOG 0O02yySOilAzy sAlGKAY G(GKS 58857
(Belfast C2DE, Older family)

In the absence of any direct impact on the customer of not having the pswmsly then the
£25 payment level was also seen as acceptable, as was the £50 payment associated with not
keeping an appointment.

G¢KIFGIQa LINRPolofe FFEANI Sy2dAK® LT ngkSNB A a
there without electricityg50is fair enalzd K & €
( Q5 RDEBIder people 65)

Issues with prgpayment meters

The GSS for problems with ppayment meters is to resolve the issue within three hours
during a working day and four hours on any other daiie the GSS relating to main fuse
replacenent, such problems must be reported within a specified timeframe for the GSS to

apply.

Again participants were concerned as to whether the problem with apasament meter
would mean that the customer was without power. In this instance they stresseddbe

to be reconnected as quickly as possible. Theafh&€25 paymentwas thought to be too
low and there was no incentive for the provider to fix the issue after the time period had
passed. Likewisethere was some misunderstanding about the constraihthe timeframe
given the wording of the GSS.

ioa GK aAlYS a wYFAY FdzaS NBLIX | OSYSyiae &
EG RI @&
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(Belfast C2DE, Older family)

42 SQONB LI &Ay3a Ay FROFYyOS FT2NJ 2dzMbub.f SOGNR O

If it was youhat broke it, then thatvould bet  RA FFSNBYy G aAGdzZ GA2Yy Pé

(Coleraingunder 65 with disability)

GD22R G2 1Y 2 gcomeouti$o quikig flodfth® pta At IS Y i YS (G SNE d¢
(Coleraingunder 65 with disability)

1y26 Y& YSGSNI 61 ayQi 62 Nihreehdls, they R (1 K S @
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(Coleraingeunder 65 with disability)
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Voltage complaints

Currently if a customer has a voltage complaint the GSS is seven working days to make an
appointment and five working days to explain if a visit is not required.

Most participants were not familiar with what a voltage complaint entails. Some guessed
that it might mean flickering lights and power surges. Some were concerned that issues with
voltage may have implications for the safety of the supply and could cause damage to
equipment. If this was the case they considered that the timeframes within 8% §hould

be tightened.

G{ SRB¥a F2NJ I @2fGFr3S O2YLX FAydG A& | oAl G2
(Belfast, C2DE, Older family)

dSevenworking days to be seen is too long. You will be doing damage to your
electrical goods if they are running with too much or litite power. If they are not
working to full potential, | think they are one and the same and should be responded
G2 SljdzZ e dé

(Belfast ABC1Young professionals

@42 8tf F2NJldza L R2yQd G(KAYy]l G(KSog2fdlas Aaad
( Q5 RDEBIder people 65

GLF @&2dz KI @ Saint; yowcart tiplmachiney 2&véddys just to make an
appointment, offiveRlF @& (2 alé& GKSe& R2y Qi ySSR G2 0O2Y
(Omagh ABC1Young family

For this standard participants were mocencerned about the timeframe than the levels of
payment. Due to their lack of understanding of the issue respondents did not have definitive
views on the level of payment. However, a ayfé payment was viewed as providing little

or no incentive for theutility company to address the issue after the payment trigger
timeframe.

4.6 Views on GSS in relation to gas

In the paragraphs that follow we discuss the views and issuegtbap participantsand

survey respondentgised in relation to GSS that angesific to their gas supplys GSS are
not currently in place for the gas sector in Northern Ireland, participants were asked about
standards which are currently in place in England and Wales.

It is interesting to note that respondents thé quantitative surveyere mainly pre
payment gas customers (62%), although a significant proportion payed by Direct Debit
(25%) While the overall majority of prepayment meters was even larger for those in the
C2DE group (78%), the majority (4586ABC4 paid by Direct DebffTable 4.6.1 Younger
householders (aged 16 to 29) waxkso much more likely to have a ppaymentgasmeter
(81% comparedo 65% of 30 to 54 year olds and%®f those aged 55 or over).
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Table 4.6.1 Methods of payment forgas

16 to 29

=
(BaseAllgasrespondenty = EE
Prepayment meter| 59% | 65% | 81% | 65% | 50% | 37% | 78% | 62%
Direct debit| 27% | 23% | 10% | 24% @ 32% | 45% | 12% | 25%
Quarterly bill| 14% | 12% | 9% 11% | 18% | 18% | 10% | 13%

52y Qi 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total | 100% | 100% | 100% | 100%  100%  100%  100% 100%

Table4.6.2 Methods of payment for gas
‘ Children‘ Disability

Household
disability
(297

No
household

Children
(639
Child(rer)
under 16
(368
Child(rer)
Under 5
(190
disability
(706

\[o]

(BaseAllgasrespondent¥
Prepayment meter| 55% 74% 70% 67% 60% 62%
Direct debit| 29%% 17% 18% 18% 28% 25%
Quarterly bill|  15% 9% 12% 14% 12% 13%

52y Qi | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Total| 100% | 100% | 100% | 100% 100% | 100%

Supply restoration

Similar to electricity, participants stressed how dependent they were on their gas supply and
the importance of speedy restoratioin the case of outage.

In the quantitative phasel1% of respondentshad experienced at least oniterruption to
their gas supply in therevious12 months(Figure 4.6.% 7%had one interruption, 2% had
two, 1% had threeand 1% hd experienced more than three breaks in supply.

& perceptive insight
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Figure 4.6.1 Frequency of gaisupply interruption

& Frequency of interruption to gas supply within the last 12

months
Once 7
Twice 2

Three times 1

More than three 1
times

Never

Not sure 1

Base 1,003: All gas respondents
i@ perceptive insight

One quarter (25%) of gas supply interruptions lasted less than four (Bigwre 4.6.2 A
further quarter(26%) wadetween 4and 23 hours in duration. Just less than one half (49%)
reported that the interruptionlasted 24 hours or longer. The average taraf interruption

was 36.5 hours

Figure 4.6.2Duration oflongest gas supply interruption

G' How long, in hours, was the longest interruption to your gas?

More than 24 hours 49 Mean = 36.5hours
Longest = 14 days

12 hours and up to
<24 hours

4 hours up to 11
<12 hours

1 hour and up to <4 23
hours

Less than 1 hour 2

Dond know 1
%

T T T T T 1

0 20 40 60 80 100
Base 109: Gas respondents who experienced at least one supply interruption in the last 12 months

i perceptive insight
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In the qualitative research,gpticipants were aware of being dependent on their gas supply
for cooking, heating and hot water.

GL O2dz R y2fasR2¢ Azl R2A 08 ey 2 KSIGAYy3a 2N y?2
(Belfast, ABGXOlder family)

Prior to beingshown the GS&s they exist in England and Wales, patrticipants were of the
view that four to 12 hours was the maximum time acceptable for being without a supply.
Their reasoning was that after this time period they would have to make alternative
arrangenents for cooking and heating. Participants also commented that the impact of not
having their supply was greater in the winter months due to the need for heating.

GLF GKS 3Lra Aa 2FF F2NJ Y2NB (KFy n K2d2NBZ @&
(Belfast, C2DE, Oldfamily)

Respondents to the survey were asked, without prompting, the maximum time they would
expect it to take to restore a gas supply in normal conditi@rable 4.6.8 Just % thought

it should take longer than 24 hours and a further 14% gave a nsgpof betwea 18 hours
and 24 hours. Threguarters (76%) gave a response of up to 12 hours with half (51%)
believing the maximum time should be four hours or less.

Similar to the findings relating to electricity, females were more likely to provileger
maximum time than males.

Table 4.6.3What is the maximum amount of time you would expect it to take to restore
your gas supply in normal conditions?

o
I
eg
©

= S

=
(BaseGasrespondens) §’
Upto2hours 28% 37%| 29% 34% 33%| 30%| 35% 33%
>2andupto 4 hour{ 17%| 20% 6 16% 6 18%| 20% 19% 18%  18%
>4 and up to 8 houry 13%| 12% 6 16% 14% 9% | 16% 11%| 13%
>8 and up to 12 hour{ 13%, 11%| 16% 10% 11%| 14%  10% 12%
>12 and up to 18 hour| 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% | 0% @ 0%
>18 and up to 24 hour| 18%/| 11%| 15% 16%| 13% 13% | 16%| 14%
>24 and up to 48 hour| 4% 2% 2% 2% 5% 3% 3% 3%
More than 48 hours 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 0%| 1%| 1%
52y Qi 6% 6% 6% 5% 8% 4%| 7%| 6%

Mean(hours)| 8 7 7 7 9 7 8 8
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Those withno childrenin their householdad the lowest expectations with regard to

maximumrestorationtime (Table 4.6.%

Table 4.6.4What is the maximum amount of time you would expect it to take to restore
your ga supply in normal conditions?

(Base: Gas respondent

Children

=
[9)
S
S
=
O
o
2z

o
[32)
©
=

Child(ren)
under 16
(368

Disability

No household

disability

Household
(706)

Child(ren)
Under 5
(190
disability
(297)

Total

Upto 2 hours 32% 35% 32% | 41% 30% 33%
>2 and up to 4 hour{ 20% 16% 16% 19% 18% 18%
>4 and up to 8 houry 11% 16% 17% 9% 14% 13%
>8 and up to 12 hour; 12% 11% 14% 8% 13% 12%
>12 and up to 18 hour| 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
>18 and up to 24 hour| 15% 14% 14% 14% 14% 14%
>24 and up to 48ours| 3% 2% 2% 2% 4% 3%
More than 48 hours 1% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1%
52y Qi | 6% 7% 6% 6% 6% 6%

Mean (hours) 11 8 8 8 7 8

In England and Wales the GSS standard is 24 hours to reconnect with £30 due if this target is

not met. A further £30 is payable for each additional 24 hours without supplyidence
from the focus group discussiersuggests that the 24 hour timeframe f@connection is
seen as too long and the £30 payment level is seen as too 8mne suggested that the

payment should be linked to the number of people in the household, due to the extra cost of
(RPobazR PRRRS

KI @Ay 3

AHIN

Twelvehours wouldoe more acceptabte €
( Q5 SCRDEEone parents and familigs

a have fivekids, so the compensation would not be enough, it would cost me £30 to

32 2dzi |
aLG akKz
Ay GKS

Again females (63%) and those who had someone in their household with a disability (66%)
were more likely than any other groups to say that 24 hours to restore the gas supply was

far too much.
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(Belfast C2DEyoung family

Respondents to the survey were asked their view of a maximum of 24 hours toer@sto
interrupted gas supplyTables 4.6.5 an 4.9.6Echoing the findings from the focus groups
73% considered this to be too much with 57% saying it was far too much. One quarter
thought that the time allowed was about right and just 1% thought it $tidne a bit more.
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