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Execu8ve summary 

SA Power Networks, as a regulated Network Service Provider, is required every five years to 
submit a Regulatory Proposal to the Australian Energy Regulator (AER). SA Power Networks 
must demonstrate customer and stakeholder parEcipaEon in the development of the Proposal. 

SA Power Networks designed three phases of customer engagement in its 2020-2025 
Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program, subsequently redesigning this in 
mid-2018 to incorporate a fourth phase. This evaluaEon considers success against objecEves 
for the original three-phase design.  

In undertaking this evaluaEon, Think Human has undertaken analysis of the exisEng 
evaluaEon data that has been generated throughout the Program, from parEcipants’ feedback 
surveys, staff meeEng notes, workshop reports and interim monitoring and evaluaEon reports, 
both internal and external to SA Power Networks.   

This desk-based analysis provided the foundaEon for subsequent interviews with members of 
the Customer ConsultaEve Panel, Customer Reference Groups and SA Power Networks staff. 
Interviewees had varying levels of engagement throughout the Customer Engagement 
Program and varying levels of experience of both the Energy sector and of the Regulatory 
Proposal process. 

How well did SA Power Networks engage its customers? 

Think Human has made an assessment of SA Power Networks’ performance in the 
2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program based on data gathered 
from participant feedback throughout the program and on interviews carried out with 
participants in September and October 2018.  It also draws on the AER’s Consumer 
Challenge Panel Governance Handbook to understand the role of this group in the 
customer engagement programs of Network Service Providers. The actual levels of 
participation achieved are presented as a range in Figure 1, to cover all activities in the 
Engagement Program. We have also proposed a target range of participation for future 
customer engagement programs. This target range assumes that SA Power Networks’ 
customer engagement practice will continue to deepen and evolve as it continues to 
invest in the relationships with its Customer Consultative Panel and Reference Groups. It 
also draws on the views expressed by staff that SA Power Networks wants to build on 
current practice to push engagement practice with its customers towards deeper 
involvement and collaboration where possible. 
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figure 1

Actual and target levels of engagement by stakeholder group
Inform Consult Involve Collaborate Empower

 
Actual range of 

par/cipa/on 
Target Level of par/cipa/on for future 

engagement 



What elements of the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal 
Customer Engagement Program worked well? 

What worked What did not work RecommendaEons for 
future

✓ printed informaEon and 
pre-reading for 
workshops 

✓ access to, and 
responsiveness of, key SA 
Power Networks staff  

✓ commitment to working 
openly and 
collaboraEvely with 
stakeholdersReference 
Group structure 

✓ responsiveness to 
Customer ConsultaEve 
Panel early in 
engagement  

✓ Commitment to ongoing 
engagement  

✓ parEcipaEon and 
accessibility of senior 
staff 

✓ DirecEons workshops 
✓ responsiveness and 

openness of SA Power 
Networks to meeEng 
‘offline’ 

✓ Early and open provision 
of figures and projecEons 
for the Proposal 

✓ broad representaEon at 
recruitment stage  

prioriEsing needs of SA 
Power Networks 
customers in 
Engagement Program 
decisions  
se]ng realisEc and 
achievable expectaEons 
managing inequitable 
power dynamics 
between stakeholders  
Overly reacEve to 
demands of AER’s 
Consumer Challenge 
Panel 
stretching of Eme 
commitment and risk of 
over-investment 
financially 
clearly defined 
parEcipant expectaEons 
for each phase 
the impact of the AER’s 
Consumer Challenge 
Panel on the broader 
stakeholder relaEonships 
visibility and clarity about 
decision-making, 
parEcularly in relaEon to 
the Final Regulatory Plan 

 

redesign Phase Three, 
parEcularly Deep Dives 
to ensure alignment with 
expectaEons and 
engagement of the right 
people (See ‘How could 
it work be^er’) 
clarify stakeholder roles 
at outset and 
conEnuously monitor 
and review 
clarify decision-making 
regarding process 
redesign at outset and 
conEnuously monitor 
and review 
ensure stakeholder 
voices are balanced and 
representaEve of needs 
of Regulatory Proposal 
process throughout 
Engagement Program 
clearly define desired 
and undesired outcomes 
for each stage and for 
the overall Program  
ask parEcipants to 
indicate whom they 
represent and how they 
are transferring 
informaEon and 
feedback to and from 
this group as part of 
their selecEon procedure 
review the parEcipaEon 
at key stages in the 
Program and widen to 
include other 
stakeholders to influence 
in response to 
customers’ prioriEes and 
needs 
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Recommenda)ons 
Based on the interviews undertaken by Think Human with parEcipants in the 2020-2025 
Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program and data drawn from parEcipant 
feedback throughout the program, we make the following recommendaEons. These 
recommendaEons build on what parEcipants consider SA Power Networks to be doing well , 
and where they see opportuniEes for improvement. They also draw on best pracEce in 
customer engagement and evaluaEon methods and on Think Human’s independent 
observaEons. 

Con8nue on the posi8ve journey 
With the current 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program, SA Power 
Networks has taken a huge step forward from the 2015-2020 Regulatory Proposal process in 
its commitment to and experEse in delivering effecEve and meaningful stakeholder 
engagement processes. SA Power Networks should conEnue to build effecEve, collaboraEve 
relaEonships with these groups, drawing in external facilitaEon to enable this as required, to 
establish effecEve working partnerships. 

Define desired and undesired outcomes at the outset 
Whilst the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program had objecEves 
defined for the program a a whole and for each deliverable, future engagement could be 
improved by defining this in terms of outcomes, or the change or impact that SA Power 
Networks and its key stakeholders wish to see as a result of the program as a whole and as a 
result of each phase. This can be further refined to describe specific outcomes sought for the 
Regulatory Proposal and for parEcular stakeholder groups. 

Co-create ‘balanced guardrails’ around the process 
Whilst the current Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Project has stayed true to its 
iniEal design, it has at some key points expanded beyond the intended outputs and 
deliverables. We recommend that in future SA Power Networks works with key customer 
representaEves in the early stages of the Engagement Program to define ‘guardrails’ for the 
process that balance: 

1. the financial investment to deliver 
2. the Eme investment to parEcipate and  
3. the equitable opportunity for all key stakeholders to parEcipate appropriately and 

effecEvely. 

These ‘balanced guardrails’ are illustrated in figure 2, with an assessment of what was 
achieved in the current Engagement Program and what a recommended future target would 
be, that keeps costs and Eme in balance and prioriEses breadth of parEcipaEon across 
stakeholder groups. 
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Get the right people around the table 
With the definiEon of clear and agreed desired and undesired outcomes at the outset, it 
should also become easier to idenEfy the right make up of parEcipants for each phase and 
each deliverable. This could include drawing in specialists and technical experts in parEcular 
areas of the Regulatory Proposal Engagement as required. 

Set realis8c, construc8ve and achievable expecta8ons for 
and with par8cipants  
In the current 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program early stage 
planning documentaEon shows that each phase and deliverable was planned to meet a certain 
level on the IAP2 Spectrum of Public ParEcipaEon. We recommend that future Engagement 
make more explicit to define the level of involvement in each phase by stakeholder group, and 
that ongoing monitoring assesses the success of SA Power Networks in delivering to that 
level.  This should include the appropriate level of parEcipaEon from the IAP2 Spectrum and 
also protocols for decision-making, both in each phase and for the Program overall, and be 
monitored throughout the Program. 

Clarify and monitor the role of the AER’s Consumer 
Challenge Panel 
In the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program the role and remit of 
the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel (CCP14) appears to have evolved over Eme and become 
unclear to both SA Power Networks and to other customer representaEves. In future 
Engagement Programs their role and remit should be clearly defined in line with the AER’s 
Consumer Challenge Panel Governance Handbook at the outset with the AER, SA Power 
Networks and Customer representaEves. Defining with the AER where their role adds value 
and rigour and where it is important for the direct customer voice to come through is criEcal 
to a successful and construcEve relaEonship.  The AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel role 
should be subject to similar levels of ongoing monitoring throughout the process as other 
aspects of the Engagement Program. 
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Introduc8on 
Background and purpose 
Think Human was commissioned to undertake a comprehensive evaluaEon of the SA Power 
Networks 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program. SA Power 
Networks, as a regulated Network Service Provider, is required every five years to submit a 
Regulatory Proposal to the Australian Energy Regulator (AER). SA Power Networks must 
demonstrate customer and stakeholder parEcipaEon in the development of the Proposal in 
line with the AER’s Consumer Engagement Guidelines for Network Service Providers. 

This evaluaEon was to consider the Customer Engagement Program as a whole and its 
effecEveness against meeEng its stated objecEves, with a parEcular focus on the parEcipant 
experience, and make recommendaEons for the future, including the development of an 
EvaluaEon Framework to guide future pracEce. 

Structure of this report 
This report is divided into three main secEons: 

1. A summary of key Program Phases against intended objecEves and intended parEcipaEon 
level on the spectrum of parEcipaEon from the InternaEonal AssociaEon for Public 
ParEcipaEon (IAP2) 

2. A qualitaEve evaluaEon of the whole Program against SA Power Networks’ stated 
objecEves for the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program 

3. RecommendaEons for the future  

There are five appendices to this report: 

1.  A drad model for future Engagement programs 
2. An evaluaEon framework for future Engagement Programs 
3. The interview guides used in both customer and staff interviews for reference, with 
4. The updated program overview from SA Power Networks   
5. A summary of SA Power Networks’ KPI monitoring reports. 

Methodology 
In undertaking this evaluaEon, Think Human has undertaken analysis of the exisEng 
evaluaEon data that has been generated throughout the Program, from parEcipants feedback 
surveys, staff meeEng notes, workshop reports and interim monitoring and evaluaEon reports, 
both internal and external to SA Power Networks.   

This desk-based analysis provided the foundaEon for subsequent interviews with members of 
the Customer ConsultaEve Panel, Customer Reference Groups and SA Power Networks staff. 
Interviewees had varying levels of engagement throughout the Customer Engagement 
Program and varying levels of experience of both the Energy sector and of the Regulatory 
Proposal process. ParEcipants were selected by SA Power Networks to a set of criteria 
provided by Think Human, to ensure a broad range of voices and experiences.  

In total 11 people were interviewed in developing this evaluaEon, five SA Power Networks 
staff and six customer representaEves involved in the Customer Engagement Program. Staff 
interviewees included some who were heavily involved in the program and others who only 
contributed in specific subject areas; customer representaEves were drawn from the Arborist 
Reference Group, the Business Reference Group, the Renewables Reference Group, the 
Community Reference Group and the overarching Customer ConsultaEve Panel. Given the 
small number of parEcipants, names of parEcipants are not included in this report to respect 
the confidenEality of what they have shared. 
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Think Human did not speak with anyone from the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel, as it is 
our understanding that their role is outside the Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement 
Program and as such will be separately evaluated by the AER. Likewise, we have not focused 
on evaluaEng the Program against customer and stakeholder engagement standards as 
defined by the AER, IAP2 and AccountABility’s AA1000 (ObjecEve five in SA Power Networks’ 
Program objecEves) as this is focus of previous and ongoing evaluaEon work being carried out 
by another consultancy. 

Naming conventions 
Within this report, all proper names that are commonly abbreviated are wri^en in full on their 
first occurrence and subsequently abbreviated. There are three excepEons to this: 

- SA Power Networks is always wri^en out in full  
- SA Power Networks’ Customer ConsultaEve Panel and the AER’s Consumer Challenge 

Panel, abbreviated in common parlance respecEvely to CCP and CCP14, are always wri^en 
out in full to avoid potenEal confusion arising from similar acronyms.  

Any quotaEons in this report from staff are labelled as such. All other quotes are from 
customer representaEves. 

In most cases, the term customer is used to refer to customers or consumers. In some cases a 
disEncEon is made between customers and customer representaEves, a disEncEon made by 
interviewees themselves rather than by Think Human. Finally, the term ‘parEcipant’ is used 
when the context is about parEcipaEon in the Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement 
Program rather than their views as a customer per se. 

Disclosure 
Finally, in the interests of full disclosure, the author of this report, Melanie Lambert of Think 
Human, declares that she had a role in delivering three elements of the 2020-2025 Regulatory 
Proposal Customer Engagement Program: the design and delivery of the Culturally and 
LinguisEcally Diverse Engagement in September-October 2017, and the facilitaEon of the 
Future Networks and InformaEon Technology Deep Dives in May and June 2018. 
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2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer 
Engagement summary: phase by phase 
Throughout the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program SA Power 
Networks has gathered feedback from parEcipants ader each engagement opportunity. Each 
stage has already been reviewed to assess its effecEveness at delivering against the various 
Engagement standards adopted by SA Power Networks, namely the Australian Energy 
Regulator’s (AER) Consumer Engagement Guidelines for Network Service Providers, the 
InternaEonal AssociaEon for Public ParEcipaEon (IAP2)’s Public ParEcipaEon Spectrum and 
AccountABility’s AA1000 Standards. As such, this evaluaEon has focused primarily on the 
qualitaEve data gathered from parEcipants in the process, to review the whole Program’s 
effecEveness in delivering against the stated objecEves of the phase and the overall program. 
It focuses on idenEfying what worked, what could be improved, and making recommendaEons 
for future customer and stakeholder engagement. 

A summary of each phase is outlined in figure 3, with a high level assessment of its success at 
meeEng its intended objecEves and stated level of parEcipaEon on the IAP2 spectrum. (SA 
Power Networks has developed a revised version of this diagram which describes a fourth 
phase,included for reference in Appendix four.)  

�9

figure 3



Phase 1: Strategic Research & Early Engagement  

Objec8ves 1. Understand current customer and stakeholder needs, values and 
prioriEes 

2. Develop an engagement approach that builds on previous 
engagement experiences  

3. Build the capacity of stakeholders to engage  

Intended level of 
engagement on 
IAP2 spectrum

Consult/Involve (all stakeholder meeEngs are idenEfied at this level)

Par8cipants SA Power Networks’ Customer ConsultaEve Panel and Customer 
Reference Groups

Key engagement 
ac8vi8es

Customer Research 
Reference Group survey 
Planning workshops 
Regulatory briefing sessions

What worked Early engagement of stakeholders in designing the process 
Clearly defined purpose, goals and scope of engagement  
Responsiveness to stakeholder feedback: e.g. Vulnerable Customers 
and Culturally and LinguisEcally Diverse Customers

What didn’t work Insufficient Eme allocated to unpack and deeply understand different 
viewpoints 
Not enough clarity on what aspects of the Proposal were open to 
influence by the consumer voice 
Some confusion with breadth of issues tackled and sense that voices 
were not all heard

Sources 2017 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Advice 
report 
Planning Workshop Feedback 
One-to-one interviews with customer representaEves 

Actual 
achievement on 
IAP2 spectrum

Consult /Involve

Assessment of 
success against 
objec8ves 

SA Power Networks was successful in developing a robust engagement 
approach as a result of this phase of work, which showed significant 
improvement from previous Customer and Stakeholder Engagement 
work. They showed commitment to building stakeholder capacity to 
parEcipate effecEvely, as demonstrated from the verbaEm feedback 
and the input of stakeholders in subsequent phases of engagement.  

The depth and breadth of content in the subsequent DirecEons 
workshops suggests that they were successful too in deepening their 
understanding of customer and stakeholder needs. VerbaEm feedback 
from the subsequent workshops suggest that parEcipants in this stage 
were saEsfied with the content developed as a result of this phase.
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Phase 2: In-depth Engagement  

Objec8ves 1. Deliberate on specific engagement themes  
2. Understand customer and stakeholder preferences and prioriEes 
3. Engage in two-way dialogue to understand the unique views, 

experiences, values and prioriEes of targeted customer groups 
4. Ensure engagement outcomes are considered in business planning

Intended level of 
engagement on 
IAP2 spectrum

Consult / Involve

Par8cipants Customer Reference Groups, Members of the public throughout South 
Australia AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel (final DirecEons Workshop 
only)

Key engagement 
ac8vi8es

DirecEons workshops, Culturally and LinguisEcally Diverse (CALD) 
Engagement, Vulnerable Customer ConversaEons, Business Customer 
ConversaEons, Tariff Regulatory Proposal  Workshop, Talking Power 
online engagement

What worked Building parEcipants’ basic knowledge and understanding of the role of 
SA Power Networks and how this interfaces with other players in the 
Energy market 
Time given to group work and break out discussions 
Being listened to and commitment to two-way dialogue and to hearing 
the consumers’ voices  
Session plans and briefing packs prepared for each workshop  
Talking Power online engagement on specific issues, notably Future 
Network

What didn’t work Some parEcipants feeling out of their depth, either through lack of 
financial or technical experEse  
Some informaEon presented was overly complex or presented in too 
dense a format to digest and understand 
Some parEcipants felt Eme was too Eght, with too much Eme 
dedicated to informaEon sharing and not enough to discussion and 
deliberaEon

Sources DirecEons workshops parEcipant feedback  
DirecEons workshops staff debrief notes 
2018 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Advice 
report (KPMG) 
One-to-one interviews with customer representaEves 

Actual 
achievement on 
IAP2 spectrum

Inform / Consult
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Assessment of 
success against 
objec8ves 

SA Power Networks was successful in the DirecEons workshops at 
gathering broad understanding of the preferences and prioriEes of its 
customers and stakeholders. The inclusion of CALD and Vulnerable 
Customer engagement processes ensured they understood the nuance 
of needs across their customer base. Likewise, SA Power Networks 
carried the prioriEes idenEfied in this stage through to their business 
planning and modelling for the next phase of engagement. 

However, against ObjecEves 1&3, SA Power Networks fell short of 
deliberaEon and deep two-way dialogue in the design and delivery of 
the engagement opportuniEes, parEcularly in the DirecEons 
workshops, which were heavily weighted to informaEon-sharing. From 
interview feedback, a number of the specialist Reference Groups 
deliver to the level of Involve, with the Arborist Reference Group being 
at the level of Collaborate.

Phase 3: Dra` Plan Development and Engagement
Objec8ves Deliver targeted workshops to deeply explore complex and technical 

discussion topics

Intended level of 
engagement on 
IAP2 spectrum

Involve

Par8cipants SA Power Networks Customer ConsultaEve Panel and Reference 
Groups, AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel

Key engagement 
ac8vi8es

Deep Dive workshops, addiEonal technical workshops, Talking Power 
online engagement 

What worked Access to and parEcipaEon of senior staff and technically 
knowledgeable staff 
Printed materials and openness to providing addiEonal informaEon in 
response to parEcipants feedback

What didn’t work AddiEon of more workshops made Eme commitment burdensome to 
some parEcipants  
Increasingly vocal role of AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel 
Lack of clarity about decision-making in the lead up to submi]ng the 
Plan 
Managing expectaEons of all stakeholders  
Inconsistency between Deep Dive content and approaches depending 
on different skills and knowledge bases of staff presenEng

Sources Deep Dive parEcipant feedback  
Deep Dive Workshops staff debrief notes 
2018 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Advice 
report (KPMG) 
One-to-one interviews with customer representaEves 

Actual 
achievement on 
IAP2 spectrum

Consult /Involve
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Summary of success: Levels of Engagement  
In designing and delivering any Customer and Stakeholder Engagement Program, it is 
important to define in advance the level of parEcipaEon that is intended for each stakeholder 
group and monitor success at enabling people to engage at that level. Whilst the desired level 
of engagement for each engagement acEvity was documented at the outset, it does not 
appear that a similar assessment was undertaken of each stakeholder group.  The diagram 
below indicates our assessment, based on data analysis and parEcipant interviews, of the 
range if involvement for each stakeholder group in the Regulatory Proposal Engagement 
Program, and our assessment of where they should be posiEoned in future engagement 
programs.  

This target range assumes that SA Power Networks’ customer engagement pracEce will 
conEnue to deepen and evolve as it conEnues to invest in the relaEonships with its Customer 
ConsultaEve Panel and Reference Groups. It also draws on the views expressed by staff that 
SA Power Networks wants to build on current pracEce to push engagement pracEce with its 
customers towards deeper involvement and collaboraEon where possible, as well as on AER 
guidance documentaEon about Customer and Stakeholder Engagement and the Role of the 
AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel. 

Assessment of 
success against 
objec8ves 

SA Power Networks was successful in delivering a series of targeted 
workshops on the priority themes idenEfied in earlier stages. However, 
given the range of parEcipants involved, SA Power Networks fell short 
of the target to deeply explore complex and technical topics effecEvely 
with all those parEcipaEng. This was due to a range of factors, 
including: the capacity of those in the room to contribute; limitaEons of 
Eme to bring parEcipants up to speed with content whilst also having 
Eme to deeply explore the topics; the size and breath of the parEcipant 
group; and challenging group dynamics which did not always support 
the posiEve and collaboraEve exploraEon of issues. 

We would also propose that the stated objecEves for this stage fall 
short of what is required to bring this program to a clear and agreed 
outcome and leave the later stages of the program, ader the Deep Dive 
series, ambiguous and without clear objecEves for how to draw the 
Engagement Program to a close and ensure ongoing stakeholder 
relaEonships and engagement. This should be addressed in future 
Engagement Programs in the Program design stage in Phase One.
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Overall evalua8on of the 2020-2025 
Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement 
Program  

Objec8ve 1: Ensure customers and stakeholders are well 
equipped to ac8vely par8cipate in the engagement  

Summary 

From the evidence examined and the interviews conducted, SA Power Networks seems to 
have shown a genuine commitment to equipping parEcipants to acEvely parEcipate. From 
iniEal stages through to Deep Dives and Drad Plan consultaEon, parEcipants have had access 
to printed materials and resource packs to help build their knowledge base in order to input 
effecEvely to the process. Reference Group members have had access to their own members’ 
secEon of the Talking Power website, which has acted as a depository for informaEon and 
reports from the workshops they have undertaken together. Interviewees also noted the ease 
of access they have to staff with SA Power Networks to answer their specific quesEons and 
the responsiveness of staff to any requests for supplementary informaEon. 

However, it should be noted that in trying to engage simultaneously with such a broad 
spectrum of stakeholders, from regular consumers to special interest groups and consumer 
technical experts, SA Power Networks has inadvertently created some barriers to engagement 
and parEcipaEon for some stakeholders whilst failing to meet expectaEons of others. 
Likewise, their decision to be responsive to the demands of all stakeholders has resulted in the 
Program expanding considerably in terms of number of workshops and thus the Eme 
commitment required from parEcipants. This has largely been driven by a small number of 
parEcipants, notably the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel, and does not seem to reflect the 
demands of the majority of consumer and customer representaEves.  
 

Theme 1.1: Access to SA Power Networks staff and resources 
to enhance participation 

ParEcipants in the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement 
Program were posiEve about the level of access they had to SA Power 
Networks staff and resources to enable them to parEcipate effecEvely. A 
representaEve from a small advocacy group highlighted the fact they were paid 
for parEcipaEon made it possible for them to commit scarce resources with 
compensaEon to the organisaEon.  

Many parEcipants commended SA Power Networks for the presence and 
acEve parEcipaEon of their senior management throughout the engagement 
process. This was not confined to their presence at formal engagement 
opportuniEes such as workshops but their genuine openness to be available 
for one-to-one meeEngs and briefings at the request of parEcipants.  

The parEcipants we interviewed who told us they were ‘customers’ rather than 
‘customer representaEves’ (their disEncEon) were parEcularly posiEve about 
how approachable they felt SA Power Networks staff and leadership were.  

ParEcipants who have been involved with SA Power Networks for a longer 
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“They made a real effort to make it 
easy.” 

“Early on we said we didn’t understand 
how it works. They drew out an 
infographic to help us understand how 
it fits together. We men?oned it, and 
the next mee?ng, it was there.” 

“I feel they have been open and 
transparent. I’ve just had a very open 
and frank mee?ng with them  - they 
were recep?ve to me seGng up the 
mee?ng, senior staff were present and 
they were helpful…” 

“The whole thing has been an incredibly 
steep learning curve, but SA Power 
Networks couldn’t have been more 
helpful […] I have no fear now of 
speaking up or asking any ques?ons of 
SA Power Networks staff.” 



period of Eme, and parEcularly those who were involved in the last Regulatory 
Proposal process, were unanimously posiEve about the direcEon of travel they 
have seen in SA Power Networks move in, with observaEons made that 
leadership seems more on board with consumer engagement and customer 
focus.  

However, it should also be noted that not all staff who were involved in the 
2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program were highly 
skilled in community engagement. A large number of staff were involved, some 
on account of their deep technical experEse, but this at Emes came at the 
expense of clarity and accessibility of informaEon for non-technical 
parEcipants.  

Theme 1.2: Managing the dynamics and demands of stakeholders to enable 
better participation 

The 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program has 
engaged with a wide set of diverse stakeholders: 2892 parEcipants across all 
channels, represenEng consumer voices, consumer advocacy and 
representaEve groups, special interest groups and technical expert consumers. 
Whilst the dynamics between these different stakeholders seemed to work 
well in the early stages, it became increasingly challenging in the later stages, 
parEcularly in Phase 3: Deep Dives & Drad Plan Development.  

Regular consumers and less technical parEcipants voiced a range of views 
about the impact of their fellow parEcipants’ input. Whilst some found the 
higher levels of experEse amongst some parEcipants added helpful content 
and provoked a deeper level of discussion, others felt inEmidated and shut 
down by it. A consumer representaEve who has been involved in previous 
Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement processes quesEoned the 
appropriateness of the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel’s parEcipaEon in 
parEcular, finding them to be a dominant voice and and a dominaEng force in 
driving the engagement, at the expense of the voice and parEcipaEon of SA 
Power Networks’s consumers. Whilst they asked good quesEons and 
enhanced other parEcipants' knowledge, there was a quesEon mark about 
whether that was their role and if they could have a more effecEve role in 
empowering others in the room to speak up. 

As the process developed the balance of demands and needs of different 
stakeholder groups came into tension. Whilst SA Power Networks responded 
to requests from the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel to add in more Deep 
Dive workshops, parEcularly in addressing the Future Networks theme, and 
pushed for more and more granular detail in the workshops, other parEcipants 
felt that these increasing demands made the commitment too Eme-consuming 
for them to be able to stay as acEvely involved as they had planned. Where 
stakeholders have stayed involved, this has come at significant cost in terms of 
Eme and, in the case of organisaEons, resourcing.  

Likewise, others felt the push for more and more granular detail took them into 
areas where they felt they were not the right people to comment. In these 
circumstances, they also quesEoned if the others in the room were the right 
people as well, and if there could be a more producEve discussion offline with 
a small group of subject-ma^er experts. 

This aligns with data from SA Power Networks’s Key Performance Indicator 
reports for Phase Three, where the only KPI tracking below target is for 
reference group involvement; this was tracking on target in Phase Two. 
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“The dynamics worked very well - 
strong views, all politely put. No-one 
called SA Power Networks rat bags!” 

“My peers are not interested in hearing 
ordinary voices. If I did speak up, I was 
told I didn’t understand […] I haven’t 
been ‘sucked in’. That’s what others said 
to me. I got to not talking to them…” 

“The AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel 
helped me. They were able to fill in 
some of the background noise and to 
provoke discussion. They brought in 
wider experience.” 

“The AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel 
are meant to be represen?ng customers 
but they aren't actually listening to 
others in the room. They aren’t the 
average customer. It might have been 
beVer to have an ECA representa?ve…” 

“I haven’t been to the mee?ngs to 
ques?on the DraX Plan. I have no 
objec?ons. we’ve been part of 
developing it. […]It’s not robust 
discussion. It’s aggressive and looking 
for errors.” 

“It’s probably been a half-?me role for 
us over the last six months” 

“It’s been a really busy period for us at 
[agency name]. We couldn’t aVend 
everything.” 

“SA Power Networks has been 
tradi?onally engineering and project-
driven and that psyche makes it’s way 
through the whole business. But we 
don’t do projects - we deliver a service 
to customer.” Staff member 

“Some of the SA Power Networks 
people are inexperienced [in consumer 
engagement] but I admire them for 
having a go”



Theme 1.3: The balance of sharing information to enable participation 
without being seen to lead or mislead   

SA Power Networks came into this 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer 
Engagement Program acutely aware of their shortcomings in the previous 
Regulatory Proposal process five years previously. As a result, they resolved to 
design and deliver the process in as open and transparent way as possible. In 
the early stages, parEcularly in the DirecEons Workshop, which were broader 
and more general in nature, this worked well.  

However, in Phase Three, parEcularly in the Deep Dive workshops, SA Power 
Networks staff expressed discomfort with the level of granular detail being 
shared and seen as ‘fact’ when the figures and data shared were early stage 
calculaEons. Likewise, SA Power Networks staff talked of trying to offer 
alternaEve scenarios along with recommended opEons, but felt some 
parEcipants saw this as too leading. In some cases, staff presented proposals 
for investment that came across as a ‘fait accompli’ rather than open to 
discussion and feedback. 

The level of detail provided at the Deep Dives in many cases seemed to miss 
the mark and either fell short of some parEcipants' expectaEons or surpassed 
others’ ability to engage meaningfully. 

A number of staff and parEcipants suggested the use of the term ‘Deep Dive’ 
was unhelpful as it set expectaEons that parEcipants would be able to dig into 
the granular detail when in many cases this detail was not available, the people 
in the room were not the right people to comment on it, or in some cases, the 
staff presenEng were not equipped with the requisite skills to take 
stakeholders on a ‘deep dive’.  

  

Success against this objective

What worked What did not work Recommenda8ons for 
future

✓ printed informaEon and 
pre-reading for 
workshops 

✓ access to, and 
responsiveness of, key 
SA Power Networks 
staff  

✓ commitment to working 
openly and 
collaboraEvely with 
stakeholders

prioriEsing needs of SA 
Power Networks customers 
in Engagement Program 
decisions  
se]ng realisEc and 
achievable expectaEons 
managing inequitable 
power dynamics between 
stakeholders  

 

Redesign Phase Three, 
parEcularly Deep Dives 
to ensure alignment 
with expectaEons and 
engagement of the right 
people (See ‘How could 
it work be^er’) 
Clarify stakeholder roles 
at outset and 
conEnuously monitor 
and review 
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“We made a decision to work WITH the 
AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel and 
collaborate and accommodate ALL 
stakeholders.” Staff member 

“I’ve felt quite uncomfortable with the 
level of detail we’ve given out before 
figures are finalised. Then the figures 
change and we have to defend them…” 
Staff member  

“SA Power Networks has been bending 
over backwards to accommodate any 
ques?ons” 

“With the tariff Regulatory Proposal  
they’d made up their mind. They were 
just telling us early - not consul?ng.”  

“The AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel 
has had a nega?ve tone throughout. 
There's a sense that they think we’ve 
been deliberately misleading.” Staff 
member  



Objec8ve 2: Engage customers and stakeholders on issues 
that maMer to them 

Summary 
From the evidence available through workshop feedback and from one-to-one parEcipant 
interviews, it would seem that SA Power Networks has made considerable efforts to engage 
customer and stakeholder representaEves effecEvely on issue that ma^er to them. This is in 
stark contrast to reported previous efforts, and SA Power Networks is to be commended for 
the huge leap forward it has taken in resourcing and commitment to customer engagement.  In 
parEcular, the Reference Group model is an effecEve mechanism to tailor the engagement to 
the parEcular skills, experEse and interests of a sub-group of parEcipants. This represents 
effecEve use of Eme and resource for both SA Power Networks and for its stakeholders.   

However, in the forums that catered to a broader group, spanning significant variaEons in 
technical and sectoral knowledge and perspecEves, the efficacy of the Program design to 
engage all stakeholders on issues that directly ma^ered to them became diluted. At Emes the 
wrong people were in the room, which led to them either not parEcipaEng or contribuEng 
outside their field of experEse and knowledge. Likewise, the sheer volume of engagement 
opportuniEes meant that some parEcipants withdrew or reduced their involvement  leading to 
their voice, and thus the views of their stakeholder group, not being heard throughout the 
Engagement Program. 

Theme 2.1: Using reference groups or specialists to do focused work in 
areas of interest and knowledge 

ParEcipants idenEfied the Reference Group structure as a helpful and 
construcEve aspect of the Program design. The Reference Groups were based 
on the success of the Arborist Reference Group, established during the last 
Regulatory Proposal period to address a parEcularly contenEous issue and set 
of relaEonships.  SA Power Networks staff also reported the posiEve impact of 
this structure and the ongoing posiEve impact of the Arborist Reference 
Group, and senior managers indicated an intenEon to conEnue with the 
Reference Groups ader the end of the Regulatory Proposal period. A key 
success factor in the Reference Groups is creaEng clarity in the roles, influence 
and expectaEons, the building of long-term relaEonships and the mutual trust 
that comes with that, which sets SA Power Networks up well for future 
engagement and parEcipaEon of stakeholders. 

A number of parEcipants quesEoned if there were too many Reference Groups, 
or if there were too many engagement opportuniEes outside of the Reference 
Group structure, moEvated by a ‘quanEty over quality’ driver. There was a 
suggesEon that any engagement outside the Reference Group membership 
could be focused on areas of specialism, to enable ‘Deep Dives’ to genuinely 
go deep, and bring back the insights from these sessions via a neutral 
facilitator or via a small number of Reference Group members to the main 
Reference Group forum.  

A number of examples of this were cited, for example, on the issue of 
appropriate investment in property maintenance, where a ‘deep dive’ with 
agencies such as the Property Council or the Urban Development InsEtute of 
South Australia engaged to do focused and informed deliberaEon. Likewise, 
another parEcipant spoke about the InformaEon Technology Deep Dive in 
parEcular being dominated by quesEons about details that they felt were 
outside the experEse of the quesEoners; again, a Deep Dive with a small group 
of external specialists could have added value, with insights and opportuniEes 
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“We’ve con?nued the Arborist 
Reference Group from the last ?me, 
Eight years ago we were in court…” 

“With the ARG we were clear from the 
start, ‘Here’s what we're not going to 
consult on, but here's where we will 
work with you. We can’t solve this 
overnight. Oh, and we’ve not done very 
well up to now…” staff member 

“At the CCP table the language is ‘Why 
haven’t you…?’ At ARG its’ ‘why haven’t 
we…?’ […] At the ARG we had heated 
discussion but there was enough 
respect” 

“At the IT workshop people were 
challenging everything - how many 
computers they had, why they need to 
update programs every three years… I 
was tempted to stand up and ask if they 
knew what the hell they were talking 
about! But I bit my tongue and put it all 
in the feedback to SA Power Networks.” 



being brought back to the Reference Groups and Customer ConsultaEve Panel. 

Theme 2.2: Striking a balance between stakeholder demands or interests 
and the needs and priorities of the Regulatory Proposal process  

As has already been menEoned above, SA Power Networks made a decision to 
respond to the needs of stakeholders throughout the process and made a 
number of changes to process as a result. A significant decision made in 
consultaEon with the Customer ConsultaEve Panel was the addiEon of two 
dedicated processes to hear specifically from vulnerable customer groups and 
Culturally and LinguisEcally Diverse customers, both of whom were idenEfied 
as facing significant barriers to engagement in the main Program. SA Power 
Networks and its Customer ConsultaEve Panel should be commended for this 
important step towards inclusivity.  

However, later in the process some key decisions were made to alter the 
Program design that seemed to be driven by a minority of parEcipants. 
Notably, the decision to increase the number of Deep Dive workshops from 
the original four to a total of ten seemed to be driven by a request from the 
AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel rather than the Customer ConsultaEve Panel. 
However, this decision had a significant knock-on impact on all stakeholders, 
significantly increasing their expected Eme commitment to the Program; this 
was also true for SA Power Networks staff Eme commitment. This decision 
must also have added significantly to the cost of the Program. This increase in 
investment in Eme and cost means that SA Power Networks has incredibly 
high hopes for the impact their investment will have on the Proposal’s 
acceptance by the AER, but some expressed doubt that it would have any 
noEceable impact.  

A number of staff in parEcular noted the absence of the ordinary customer in 
the later stages of engagement. As has already been noted, a number of those 
who did conEnue with engagement as representaEves of the regular consumer 
voice felt they were unable to compete with some of the louder and more 
technically knowledgeable voices in the room. This voice, and not just those of 
technical experts or special interest groups, is important to hear in the 
Regulatory Proposal process. 

Theme 2.3: Opportunities for ongoing participation on issues of 
importance to consumers 

SA Power Networks senior managers involved in interviews confirmed that they 
intend to maintain and conEnue to develop the Reference Group structure ader 
the Regulatory Proposal period, as an effecEve way to conEnuously connect 
with and hear the voice of SA Power Networks’ consumers and stakeholder 
groups. Whilst they were unclear exactly what the format would be and if this 
would change from the exisEng model, they were clear that this would be 
undertaken in consultaEon with the Customer ConsultaEve Panel membership. 
Senior managers recognised that SA Power Networks has significantly increased 
its capability in consumer and stakeholder engagement and see this as a 
worthwhile investment se]ng them up for the future.  

Within the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program 
there has been significant divergence in pracEce between staff and across 
Reference Groups, and different visions of what the future of engagement could 
and should look like. However, the commitment of execuEve leadership to this 
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"We stayed within the tramlines and 
true to the original design. We did make 
some changes when we socialised it 
with stakeholders…” Staff member 

“Five years ago we probably did about 
30% of what we’ve done so far this 
?me. And we got nothing from the 
regulator. This ?me we’ve given it a 
really good go…” Staff member 

“We predominantly heard from those 
represen?ng special interest groups, 
who are so focused on their group’s 
needs, but that’s not necessarily 
representa?ve of what the rank and file 
customer wants.” Staff member

“It takes ?me - customer engagement, 
collabora?on, empowerment - you need 
trust and reciprocity.” 

“At the Arborists Reference Group, we 
are inside the system, not outside 
throwing stones” 



Program is a posiEve indicaEon for the future. 

 

Success against this objective

What worked What did not work RecommendaEons for 
future

✓ Reference Group 
structure 

✓ responsiveness to 
Customer ConsultaEve 
Panel early in 
engagement  

✓ commitment to ongoing 
engagement 

overly reacEve to 
demands of AER’s 
Consumer Challenge 
Panel 
stretching of Eme 
commitment and risk of 
over-investment 
financially 

 

clarify decision-making 
regarding process 
redesign at outset and 
conEnuously monitor 
and review 
ensure stakeholder 
voices are balanced and 
representaEve of needs 
of Regulatory Proposal 
process throughout 
Engagement Program
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Case Study 1: the Arborist Reference Group 
In 2011, SA Power Networks was ‘at war’ with key stakeholders regarding vegeta8on and the maintenance of 
power lines, and, as acknowledged by senior staff within the business, SA Power Networks has “zero 
engagement with customers”. In response, and to ensure this adversarial situa8on did not recur, the Arborist 
Reference Group (ARG) was established, to draw together key stakeholders and subject maMer experts to work 
together to find beMer solu8ons. As a result of seven years of an evolving partnership, the Arborist Reference 
Group in late 2018 feels that the relevant content of the 2020-2025 Dra` Plan has been developed in a truly 
collabora8ve way. “It has 100% evolved together.” 

However, this journey has not been straighhorward. Both staff and ARG membership acknowledge they had to 
work slowly and steadily to build trust in what began as a very hos8le environment. However, given the context 
at the 8me, all par8es recognised that “bashing heads together’ was not going to achieve good outcomes, and 
so, as one member told us, ARG members were asking “how can we influence together with SA Power Networks, 
in collabora8ve partnership, to improve what is delivered?” 

Key factors in contribu8ng to the success of the ARG seem to be: 

- honesty and openness on the part of SA Power Networks to acknowledge previous mistakes and a 
commitment to move in a posi8ve direc8on 

- acceptance that change takes 8me and pa8ence to work gradually to repair trust and build rela8onships that 
work 

- clarity on what can be influenced and what can’t 
- commitment to having the right partners around the table and stretching for the higher levels of the IAP2 

Spectrum of Par8cipa8on wherever possible 
- the skill and commitment of the SA Power Networks staff with responsibility for the Reference Group. 

The ARG is now described as a forum where “we have heated discussion but with enough trust and 
respect” (ARG member). 

An ARG member we spoke to acknowledged that the issues they deal with may be complicated , but they are 
o`en not as complex as other issues which are the focus of other Reference Groups. The membership of other 
groups may also have more compe8ng priori8es. Likewise, the skills and experience of SA Power Networks staff 
will vary. However, SA Power Networks should be encouraged at the success of the ARG and provide the 
requisite support to other Reference Groups before the next Regulatory Proposal period to build a similarly 
strong set of shared values and objec8ves, working prac8ces and skilled internal leadership. This may ensure 
strong collabora8ve partnerships exist on an ongoing basis to support the business to understand its customers 
day to day. ARG membership suggest that some groups may require external facilita8on to reach this point, or 
on an ongoing basis, to reach nego8ated outcomes.



Objec8ve 3: Ensure ‘no surprises’ for both SA Power 
Networks and our stakeholders throughout engagement 
process 

Summary 

It is our assumpEon that this objecEve for the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer 
Engagement Program is driven by a desire to ensure that mistakes made in the previous 
Regulatory Proposal period are not repeated, and that as far as possible, SA Power Networks 
works collaboraEvely with all stakeholders, including the AER and its Consumer Challenge 
Panel so that outcomes are predictable and spring from ongoing dialogue. As a result of 
dialogue and planning in partnership with stakeholders in Phase One, the general design and 
flow of the Engagement Program has been known and anEcipated by parEcipants, with key 
building blocks of the design remaining as planned. 

However, despite this, stakeholder expectaEons of each stage in the 2020-2025 Regulatory 
Proposal Customer Engagement Program have not always been met, with elements such as 
the Deep Dives either under or over-delivering in terms of content and depth, depending on 
individual stakeholder perspecEves and pre-conceived ideas. More could be done to Eghten 
up descripEons and clarify expectaEons in the design and development stage. This lack of 
specificity is parEcularly apparent in the later stages of the Program. At the Eme this report is 
being developed there appears to be pressure being put on SA Power Networks to conEnue 
engaging right up to submission of the final Proposal in January 2019. 

SA Power Networks’ commitment to respond to the ongoing demands of the AER’s Consumer 
Challenge Panel has led to surprises for other parEcipants in the extra commitment of Eme 
and resource required to parEcipate. Likewise, SA Power Networks staff report that the role of 
the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel itself has evolved in surprising ways for them, which they 
believe are beyond its stated remit.  

Finally, the ability of SA Power Networks to build significant relaEonships of trust with key 
stakeholders is to be commended, given the lack of trust that existed at the outset. There is 
sEll much work to be done on this, with deficits in trust sEll exisEng in some pockets, but the 
conEnuaEon of Reference Groups ader the Regulatory Proposal period is over, will set SA 
Power Networks in good standing for future engagements to be underpinned by trust. 

Theme 3.1: Building clarity of expectations around each phase of 
engagement 

In the early stages of the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer 
Engagement Program staff developed a range of assessments and guiding 
documents to shape the Program and levels of engagement. In this early 
documentaEon there was discussion of DeliberaEve Forums in addiEon to the 
DirecEons Workshops, Deep Dives and online engagement. However, in 
subsequent planning this was decided against to keep the cost of the Program 
to a reasonable level. This engagement method was idenEfied as si]ng at the 
Collaborate level in the IAP2 spectrum of parEcipaEon; with its removal from 
the Program, all subsequent engagement was designed to deliver at the levels 
of Inform, Consult or Involve.  
 
DirecEons workshops were designed to consult with people, and largely these 
delivered as described, albeit with significant elements that sat in the Inform 
level. Their structure and audience, as well as how they were described, aligned 
with their intended purpose and largely met expectaEons.  
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“We need to improve on seGng 
expecta?ons and then reinforcing them 
throughout.” Staff member 

“Deep Dives went a level deeper, but 
not as deep as par?cipants wanted. We 
ended up in a no man’s land that met 
no-one’s needs.” Staff member



 
However, as already noted earlier in this report, our assessment posiEons the 
Deep Dive workshops as being somewhere between Consult and Involve.  As 
suggested by a number of parEcipants and staff in interviews, ‘Deep Dive’ was 
an unhelpful naming convenEon for the workshops, as they did not deliver to 
the expectaEons technically skilled parEcipants in the room. Likewise, we 
quesEon if the naming inadvertently gave a mandate to the AER’s Consumer 
Challenge Panel to drive for greater and greater depth than was not helpful for 
others in the room. This is not to say that there is not a role for a ‘Deep Dive’ 
process, but more that careful consideraEon is given to the representaEon in 
the room to adequately parEcipate.  

Theme 3.2: Designing the later stages of engagement well to lead to good 
outcomes that meet expectations 

At the Eme of undertaking this evaluaEon report the 2020-2025 Regulatory 
Proposal Customer Engagement program is in its late stages, with Drad Plan 
feedback having been submi^ed and under consideraEon by SA Power 
Networks.  

Whilst some parEcipants feel they can now trust what SA Power Networks 
puts forward from here, others, parEcularly those from special interest groups, 
felt that this final engagement stage is too short to enable proper engagement 
with the Drad Plan and worry that there will be changes in what eventually 
goes up to the Regulator as a result. 

A concern raised by staff was remaining uncertainty about the role and 
expectaEons of the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel moving towards 
submission of the Regulatory Proposal.  

We do observe that SA Power Networks has updated the 2020-2025 
Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program to reflect a fourth phase 
of engagement, an amendment to the iniEal Program design. 

Theme 3.3: The role of relationships and trust in ensuring ‘no surprises’ 

ParEcipants who had been involved in the previous Regulatory Proposal 
process or who have been involved in other capaciEes with SA Power 
Networks for some Eme noted posiEvely the commitment and conEnuity of 
senior staff involvement in the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer 
Engagement Program. These parEcipants were in unanimous agreement that 
SA Power Networks had made huge improvements in the last five years and all 
recorded higher levels of trust now than they had at the start of the 
Engagement Program. Some staff who had been involved previously were now 
involved in leadership, leading to a gradual building of trust and relaEonships 
that were viewed posiEvely. Likewise staff saw the benefits in meeEng directly 
with customers and building a deeper knowledge of their needs and 
circumstances, to guide decision-making.  

ParEcipants noted the approachability and visibility of staff throughout the 
Engagement Program and as a result many feel that by this late stage in the 
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“I’d suggest that the DraX Plan is one of 
the best documents ever to go to the 
AER. I’ve been in the mee?ngs, seen the 
ques?ons asked and answered, and I 
see the savings in the document.” 

“The speed things are moving we don’t 
have ?me to respond. There’s a sense 
now that it’s their business and their 
decisions…” 

“The ?me to react to the DraX Plan is 
inadequate. We’re not involved in what 
will now go forward. Is there an 
assump?on that what goes in is 
endorsed? That’s a problem.” 

“The expecta?ons of the AER’s 
Consumer Challenge Panel are so high. 
They say, ‘We’re just beginning. We’ll be 
working on this through to January.’ 
That’s just not possible.” Staff member

“I hadn’t realised how much trust had 
been eroded (from last ?me). The 
fundamental basis of trust raised its 
head again and again…” Staff member  

“I believe that what they have proposed 
is fair and equitable.”

"They were geGng to the point of being 
able to put themselves in other people’s 
shoes…” 

“The engagement is useful to keep us 
honest. It’s the difference between 
engineers siGng in a back room versus 
mee?ng a customer who can’t afford 
their bill…” Staff member 



process, they have had their say and have nothing more to input. This is 
echoed by SA Power Networks staff who observe that there are ‘no surprises’ 
in feedback on the 2020-2025 Drad Plan.  

One very experienced parEcipant quesEoned the impact of the AER’s 
Consumer Challenge Panel in the relaEonship between SA Power Networks 
and its customer stakeholder groups, voicing concern that their involvement 
was in fact disrupEve to the building of ongoing relaEonships of trust. Whilst 
others did not voice this concern in this way, some did note that the scepEcism 
of some of their peers was in stark contrast to their own growing trust in SA 
Power Networks. 

Success against this objective

What worked What did not work Recommenda8ons for 
future

✓ parEcipaEon and 
accessibility of senior 
staff 

✓ DirecEons workshops 

clearly defined 
parEcipant expectaEons 
for each phase 
the impact of the AER’s 
Consumer Challenge 
Panel on the broader 
stakeholder relaEonships 
visibility and clarity about 
decision-making, 
parEcularly in relaEon to 
the Final Regulatory 
Proposal 

 

clarify decision-making 
processes to vary the 
Program design at the 
outset 
clearly define desired 
and undesired outcomes 
for each stage and for 
the overall Program 
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“What’s the role of technical experts in 
a business trying to engage with its 
customers? I’d rather see the business 
form a rela?onship with its consumers. 
The AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel 
needs to be careful not to ruin that 
rela?onship.” 

“I give them (SA Power Networks) a 10 
out of 5 for trust […] My fellow 
panellists either felt somehow we were 
being ripped off or they had a high level 
of scep?cism. I didn’t have either of 
those.” 
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Case Study 2: The role of the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel 
“We needed to have a tough conversa?on with the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel, but we were unwilling to…” SA 
Power Networks staff member. 

“It’s all about the business understanding their customers. Does the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel help or hinder 
that? […] The business seems beholden to the AER and its AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel - we’re worried that they 
have unbridled power…” Customer Representa?ve. 

“The AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel helped me. They were able to fill in some of the background noise and to 
provoke discussion. They brought in wider experience.” Customer Representa?ve. 

The three quotaEons above sum up the range of views and perspecEves on the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel shared with 
the evaluator by parEcipants and staff. All SA Power Networks staff interviewed in the evaluaEon voiced concern about over-
reach of AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel members in their contribuEon and influence during stakeholder engagement 
workshops, describing members as ‘driving the process’ and ‘influencing views.’ Likewise, staff felt that the AER’s Consumer 
Challenge Panel had come with one agenda: to drive down the price. 

One very experienced consumer representaEve, who has extensive involvement in 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer 
Engagement processes, felt that the acEve involvement of the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel put the relaEonship between 
SA Power Networks and its own stakeholders at risk and sEfled the voices the customer representaEves. This was only 
parEally borne out in interviews with other customer representaEves, where others did not seem to think less posiEvely or 
have less trust in SA Power Networks as a result of the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel’s involvement, but in some cases it 
did shut down the voices of consumer representaEves. In speaking of the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel one parEcipant 
said: “My peers are not interested in hearing ordinary voices”. 

The role of the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel in consultaEon forums and workshops as described in the Governance 
Handbook is: 

“In situa*ons where the CCP is invited to a4end consulta*on forums / workshops being conducted by the [Network Service Provider] 
NSP, sub-panel members are encouraged to limit comment on detail discussed at such forums. The primary func*on of the CCP in 
these situa*ons is to assess the usefulness of engagement. However, the CCP may contribute by facilita*ng links between the NSP 
and stakeholder interests.”  
AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel, Governance Handbook, January 2017. 

The author of this report was involved in two Deep Dive workshops as facilitator and as an external observer of the AER’s 
Consumer Challenge Panel’s role on these two occasions would describe it as being beyond the above descripEon. In the 
InformaEon Technology Deep Dive in parEcular AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel members acted as key spokespeople to 
feed back commentary and opinion from parEcipant groups rather than observers of the engagement. Whilst some 
parEcipants did value the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel members’ input to provide greater depth and wider knowledge, it 
is quesEonable if in the current 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program their role fell within the 
descripEon above of ‘facilitaEng links between the NSP and stakeholder interests’. 

A number of staff expressed concern that the role of the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel is ambiguous and open to 
interpretaEon. As a result, they did not push back as much as they feel with hindsight they should have done. SA Power 
Networks made a number of significant changes to the design and scope of the Engagement Program as a direct result of 
AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel demands. As is noted in the main report, some of these decisions came with significant 
addiEonal cost in Eme and money, not just to SA Power Networks but to customer representaEves and in many cases their 
employers. They also feel this ambiguity has led to the role being overly shaped by the personality of the parEcular AER’s 
Consumer Challenge Panel members. This final point was also voiced as a concern by one of the consumer representaEves. 
SA Power Networks staff told us: 

“Next Eme we would handle the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel differently. We would start with the AER, SA Power 
Networks and the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel in a room and jointly agree the remit and brief.” Staff member 

Key lessons for the future 

- Clarify the role and remit of the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel at the outset and schedule regular check-ins to align 
expectaEons of SA Power Networks and the Australian Energy Regulator  

- Define specific roles and expectaEons of AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel at each phase of Engagement and monitor 
impact on desired outcomes on ongoing basis, parEcularly in relaEon to impact on other stakeholders’ parEcipaEon in the 
Program and relaEonship with SA Power Networks 

- Ensure customer representaEves feel safe and supported to voice their prioriEes, needs and opinions and monitor on an 
ongoing basis. This should include the opEon to withdraw AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel members from some forums if 
it is having a detrimental impact on other stakeholders speaking up, or to design the Engagement Program to create 
different types of forums and workshops with different levels of parEcipaEon and mix of parEcipants (see Appendix 1: 
‘How could it be be^er?’). 



Objec8ve 4: Ensure that the concerns and views of our 
customers and stakeholders are considered in the prudent 
op8misa8on of our costs, services and prices 

Summary 
SA Power Networks is to be commended for the huge steps forward it has taken in the last 
five years since the 2015-2020 Regulatory Proposal period, when customer knowledge was 
largely drawn from research and data without extensive face-to-face engagement. SA Power 
Networks has undertaken an ambiEous and extensive engagement program and 
demonstrated genuine commitment to take on board the views of customers and stakeholders 
in the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal. The impact of this is far-reaching beyond the 
Regulatory Proposal period and will leave a legacy for SA Power Networks in strengthened 
relaEonships and deepened trust. With in this, however, it is important for SA Power 
Networks to have confidence in whom parEcipants are represenEng; at present, that is not 
always clear or backed up by the percepEon of parEcipants.  

However, in designing and delivering such an ambiEous program, SA Power Networks has 
struggled to keep track of all the threads of inputs and outputs, with the result that some 
parEcipants feel a li^le overwhelmed or unclear with how their input has shaped the Drad 
Proposal and struggle to get visibility into the complexity of the process. 

SA Power Networks has been rightly focused on its own customers, but has perhaps been 
unduly led and overly influenced by the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel. This has 
inadvertently made it harder at Emes for SA Power Networks to genuinely hear its own 
customers and stakeholders. Likewise, with the huge commitment of Eme and resources that 
the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program has entailed, there are 
other stakeholders in the energy conEnuum who have perhaps not been as involved as 
customers would like, such as retailers and legislators, all of whom exercise control over parts 
of the system that impact significantly  on SA Power Networks’s customers and stakeholders. 

Theme 4.1: Making visible and explicit how stakeholders views and 
priorities have influenced decisions  

Some parEcipants felt that it was difficult to track where changes have been 
made as a result of specific feedback and so find it hard to trust what was in 
the Drad Plan. Staff also shared that they find it challenging to make explicit 
how trade-offs and decisions have been made as a result of parEcipants' 
feedback; whilst they feel it has and is happening, it is hard to directly link back 
to specific feedback from a specific parEcipant. Some of this may also be due 
to the number of engagement acEviEes that have now occurred with, 
according to parEcipants, significant repeEEon of informaEon. 

The decision to add engagement acEviEes at the Deep Dive stage with the 
same broad group of customer representaEves and stakeholders may also have 
negaEvely impacted the ability of SA Power Networks to connect directly and 
deeply with parEcular stakeholders with parEcular concerns and quesEons. 
Likewise, this decision cut against early feedback gathered in Phase One from 
customer representaEves concerned about the commitment of Eme and 
money that the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement 
Program would require. 

The issue of trust seems to be criEcal to how stakeholders feel about this 
influence. In the absence of being able to track back to specific impact, views 
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“When you get in and tease out more 
informa?on, some surprises emerge. If 
there is trust and reciprocity there 
wouldn’t be surprises. But there’s not, 
so there are.” 

“you need to be able to track back to 
the workshop and the input that 
provoked [a decision]. It would actually 
help SA Power Networks if they did 
this…" 

“The process has been good. SA Power 
Networks has listened and made 
changes where they could.” 

“We haven't got really strong 
advocates, but we have built some 
trust…” Staff member 



are varied on how influenEal they have been, and seem to stem from the 
amount of underlying trust that has been built. Where this exists, it has been 
forged through the responsiveness of SA Power Networks to individual 
requests for informaEon and one-to-one meeEngs and the visibility and 
accessibility of SA Power Networks leadership in Engagement events. 

Theme 4.2: Broadening the reach of engagement and participation to 
genuinely impact costs, services and prices 

A small but experienced minority of parEcipants interviewed in the evaluaEon 
idenEfied what they felt was a missed opportunity in the 2020-2025 
Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program: to engage more 
proacEvely with other players in the energy conEnuum and expose them to 
the customer’s voice and prioriEes. Significantly, this included legislators and 
retailers, who these parEcipants recognised as players that hold significant 
power to control outcomes and limit possible customer-focused strategies that 
SA Power Networks and its customer representaEves could develop. Another 
small group of customer representaEves wanted to see retailers around the 
table for another reason, namely that the overriding issue for their stakeholder 
groups is price and retailers are so criEcal in determining the ulEmate price of 
energy. 

Theme 4.3: Building clarity of whom participants represent and how they 
are representing their views 

A number of parEcipants interviewed in the evaluaEon were slightly 
ambivalent about who they represented and how they communicated the 
interests of this group. MoEvaEons to get involved varied, from a genuine 
interest in the Regulatory Proposal process to seeing parEcipaEon as a way to 
get closer access to SA Power Networks on issues of concern to them or their 
stakeholder group to learning more about SA Power Networks to share with 
clients. One or two parEcipants were explicit that whilst they had been invited 
to parEcipate by a group, they did not see themselves as being at engagement 
events under that banner. Whilst a broader moEvaEon to parEcipate than 
simply the Regulatory Proposal process is not wrong, it does need to be 
considered in how people are selected and how they are passing informaEon 
both to and from SA Power Networks to the broader customer or stakeholder 
group they represent.  

A number of parEcipants voiced concern about whom others represented and 
sought greater clarity in the room about what people's interests and prioriEes 
were.  

This observaEon included the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel, with a number 
of experienced parEcipants and SA Power Networks staff feeling they needed 
greater clarity on what their role was and whose interests they were 
represenEng. 
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"It's the catch 22 of regula?on - they 
can create a tariff structure but there’s 
no guarantee that retailers will pass it 
through.” 

“It seemed more relevant to home 
owners. Most of our clients would be 
renters. They are more focused  on the 
retailers.” 

“We're not engaging at quite the right 
level. There’s customer engagement, but 
the stakeholder engagement should 
also include the AER and influencing 
legisla?on…” Staff member 

"Par?cipants need to be clear who they 
are speaking for.” 

“I’m not really here in that capacity - it’s 
more of a business interest.” 

“I’m not sure the AER’s Consumer 
Challenge Panel are listening well - who 
are they taking guidance from?” 



Success against this objective

What worked What did not work Recommenda8ons for 
future

✓ responsiveness and 
openness of SA Power 
Networks to meeEng 
‘offline’ 

✓ early and open provision 
of figures and projecEons 
for the Proposal 

✓ broad representaEon at 
recruitment stage 

lack of visibility to track 
back key decisions made 
to key inputs by 
parEcipants  
ongoing accountability 
for, and transparency of, 
the stakeholder groups 
represented by 
individuals  
engagement of other 
stakeholders within the 
energy conEnuum that 
impact customers 

ask parEcipants to 
indicate whom they 
represent and how they 
are transferring 
informaEon and 
feedback to and from 
this group as part of their 
selecEon procedure 
review the parEcipaEon 
at key stages in the 
Program and widen to 
include other 
stakeholders to influence 
in response to 
customers’ prioriEes and 
needs 
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Learning and recommenda8ons for the 
future 
The direc*on of travel and the legacy for the future - how can SA Power 
Networks ensure future engagement builds on lessons learnt? 

Con8nue on the posi8ve journey 
“They are a lot further along that journey. Last ?me was unpleasant 

and brutal…” 

With the current 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program, SA Power 
Networks has taken a huge step forward from the 2015-2020 Regulatory Proposal process in 
its commitment to and experEse in delivering effecEve and meaningful stakeholder 
engagement processes. Whilst there is of course room for improvement, SA Power Networks 
should be commended for their posiEve direcEon of travel, as noted by all parEcipants 
involved in this evaluaEon, parEcularly this who had experience of the previous process. Of 
parEcular note is the creaEon of the Reference Group structure, building on the success of the 
Arborist Reference Group. Again, these are not yet fully developed and require ongoing work 
to conEnue to build trust and reciprocity. SA Power Networks should conEnue to build 
effecEve, collaboraEve relaEonships with these groups, drawing in external facilitaEon to 
enable this as required, to establish effecEve working partnerships. 

This approach will necessitate an ongoing, measured investment of Eme, money and resource. 
However, this should lead to a less costly Engagement Program in five years’ Eme, with much 
less Eme required to build foundaEonal knowledge and establish trust. 

Define desired and undesired outcomes at the outset 

Whilst the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program had objecEves 
defined for the program a a whole and for each deliverable, future engagement could be 
improved by defining this in terms of outcomes, or the change or impact that SA Power 
Networks and its key stakeholders wish to see as a result of the program as a whole and as a 
result of each phase. This can be further refined to describe specific outcomes sought for the 
Regulatory Proposal and for parEcular stakeholder groups. It is also our recommendaEon that 
undesired outcomes are clearly arEculated, as this helps to idenEfy warning signals if the 
program is beginning to deliver unintended negaEve outcomes. Both desired and undesired 
outcomes are best defined in a collaboraEve process with key customer representaEves from 
Reference Groups. This will help to ensure the Program delivers to expectaEons of all 
stakeholders and will guard against scope drid that suits the needs of some but not all key 
stakeholders. 

Co-create ‘balanced guardrails’ around the process  
“We made a strategic decision to be involved in everything. That has 

come at a huge resource cost.”  

Whilst the current Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Project has stayed true to its 
iniEal design, it has at some key points expanded beyond the intended outputs and 
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deliverables. This has been most notable in the later stages of engagement, namely with the 
addiEon of six extra Deep Dives and the ongoing intensity of engagement as SA Power 
Networks works towards submission of the the Regulatory Proposal in January 2019. A 
number of parEcipants have quesEoned if this amount of addiEonal engagement is having a 
commensurate impact on the Plan or if the Plan would be just as good with less engagement. 
Likewise, a number of parEcipants quesEon if this addiEonal engagement was driven by and in 
response to the needs of the majority, or if it was driven by a small minority of vocal 
stakeholders.  

As external observers, we have concerns that the significant investment of Eme and budget 
into making these addiEons to the Program will have a detrimental impact on SA Power 
Networks’ ability and willingness to make steady and ongoing investment into customer 
engagement; it is our experience that this sort of sustained investment reaps be^er rewards in 
the long-run, as has been experienced by SA Power Networks in the case of the Arborist 
Reference Group.  

We recommend that in future SA Power Networks works with key customer representaEves in 
the early stages of the Engagement Program to define ‘guardrails’ for the process that balance: 

1. the financial investment to deliver 
2. the Eme investment to parEcipate and  
3. the equitable opportunity for all key stakeholders to parEcipate appropriately and 

effecEvely. 

These ‘balanced guardrails’ are illustrated in figure 2, with an assessment of what was 
achieved in the current Engagement Program and what a recommended future target would 
be, that keeps costs and Eme in balance and prioriEses breadth of parEcipaEon across 
stakeholder groups. 
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Get the right people around the table 
“It’s not about volume, it’s about whom you engage and the inten?on 

to go deeper with people who know enough” 

With the definiEon of clear and agreed desired and undesired outcomes at the outset, it 
should also become easier to idenEfy the right make up of parEcipants for each phase and 
each deliverable. In the current 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement 
Program, SA Power Networks has blended and at Emes blurred the lines between customer 
engagement and stakeholder engagement; indeed, when the group around the table has been 
too stretched across these two groups, the engagement has at Emes failed to deliver to 
parEcipants’ and SA Power Networks’s expectaEons. Likewise, some stakeholder voices have 
perhaps been missed through this blending. SA Power Networks should work with its 
Customer Reference Groups to define at the outset of each phase who should be at the table, 
dependent on the focus of work as developed int he previous stage. This could include 
drawing in specialists and technical experts in parEcular areas of the Regulatory Proposal  as 
required. Finally, SA Power Networks and its Customer Reference Group partners should have 
the ability to refer back to their shared desired and undesired outcomes if any parEcipants are 
pushing the agenda outside these parameters. 

Set realis8c, construc8ve and achievable expecta8ons for 
and with par8cipants  
“I wouldn’t have called any of it a Deep Dive. It set expecta?ons in the 

wrong place…” 

In the current 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program early stage 
planning documentaEon shows that each phase and deliverable was planned to meet a certain 
level on the IAP2 Spectrum of Public ParEcipaEon. SA Power Networks also undertook a 
stakeholder mapping assessment. Whilst both of these are valuable exercises, we recommend 
that future engagement make more explicit to parEcipants the level of involvement they can 
have in each phase, and that ongoing monitoring assesses the success of SA Power Networks 
in delivering to that level.  

Likewise, SA Power Networks should define for and with each stakeholder group what is an 
appropriate level of engagement for them at each stage and for the Engagement Program as a 
whole, and assess the effecEveness of this at each stage through feedback from parEcipants.  
It is our observaEon that the levels of parEcipaEon changed over Eme, parEcularly with 
reference to the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel. This early definiEon should include the 
appropriate level of parEcipaEon from the IAP2 Spectrum and also protocols for decision-
making, both in each phase and for the Program overall, and be monitored throughout the 
Program. 

It should also be noted that naming convenEons are important in se]ng realisEc expectaEons. 
SA Power Networks should consider carefully how deliverables are named; it is our 
observaEon that the name ‘Deep Dive’ did not serve SA Power Networks well in the 
2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program and set unrealisEc 
expectaEons. 
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Clarify and monitor the role of the AER’s Consumer 
Challenge Panel 

“The AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel’s Charter is so generic it can be 
interpreted differently…” 

In the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program the role and remit of 
the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel appears to have evolved over Eme and become unclear 
to both SA Power Networks and to other customer representaEves. It should be noted that 
the current EvaluaEon has not spoken directly with AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel 
members, but it would be our recommendaEon that their role and impact in this 2020-2025 
Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program is reviewed by the AER. In future 
Engagement Programs their role and remit should be clearly defined at the outset with the 
AER, SA Power Networks and Customer representaEves. Defining with the AER where their 
role adds value and rigour and where it is important for the direct customer voice to come 
through is criEcal to a successful and construcEve relaEonship.  The AER’s Consumer 
Challenge Panel role should be subject to similar levels of ongoing monitoring throughout the 
process as other aspects of the Engagement Program. 

Conclusions 
From the interviews undertaken in this evaluaEon with parEcipants in the 2020-2025 
Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program, along with the data analysis of ongoing 
monitoring documentaEon, it seems clear that SA Power Networks has made strong progress 
in the last five years in its commitment to, and professionalism in, customer engagement.  

The 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program was well-defined and 
designed with customer parEcipaEon and largely stayed within the parameters of the original 
design. 

However, a number of decisions to adapt the original design, mainly in scope and scale of 
engagement acEviEes, has had some unintended consequences. This has created imbalance 
between cost, Eme and parEcipaEon. In delivering these addiEonal engagement acEviEes, SA 
Power Networks has increased the financial cost and Eme commitment required by both SA 
Power Networks staff and customer representaEves, whilst giving more power to a 
disproporEonate minority of parEcipants voices. This seems to be parEcularly true of the AER 
Consumer Challenge Panel, with many of the addiEonal engagement acEviEes being in 
response to their requests. 

With ongoing and sustained investment and commitment to embedding customer 
engagement into business as usual, parEcularly at the higher and of the IAP2 Spectrum of 
ParEcipaEon, SA Power Networks should be in a much stronger and more mature place by the 
next Regulatory Proposal period in five years Eme. Likewise, there should also be a strong and 
empowered group of SA Power Networks customers, with ongoing involvement in decision-
making, who will understand their role and have a strong working relaEonship with the 
business. This should help to hold SA Power Networks accountable for the quality and the 
balance of their engagement program. 
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Appendix one: How could it be beMer? 
Sugges8ons from par8cipants for future design of the 
Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program. 

The challenge 
 
From the interviews undertaken in October 2018, there seems to be broad agreement 
amongst parEcipants and staff that the transiEon from DirecEons workshops to Deep 
Dive workshops was problemaEc. Whilst DirecEons workshops largely met 
expectaEons, being described as and delivering a broad view of the issues at hand to a 
diverse audience and gathering the views and prioriEes in the room at an equally 
broad level, Deep Dives were felt to miss the mark. In trying to cater for a range of 
expectaEons and levels of experEse in the room, from everyday customers to 
members of the Consumer Challenge Panel, the Deep Dives delivered significant 
addiEonal knowledge for many in the room but did not engage in the level of 
deliberaEon and decision-making that others expected. 

A range of interviewees made suggesEons for how the process could be redesigned for future 
Customer Engagement programs. These suggesEons came from SA Power Networks staff 
members and from members of three different Reference Groups and have a number of similar 
characterisEcs, including the need to: 

• undertake deeper work with key stakeholders on specialised themes before taking these 
opEons to the broader stakeholder group 

• engage all stakeholders on issues that ma^er to them, at an appropriate level to their 
experEse and circumstance 

• build ongoing trust and reciprocity between SA Power Networks and its key stakeholder 
groups. 

The proposed solution 

The following describes at a high level a revised process for consideraEon. This is inspired by 
the feedback of parEcipants and is illustrated in figure three below. 

1. Customer Reference Group planning workshops: building on the methodology and 
process from the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal Customer Engagement Program 
2020-2025, this criEcal foundaEonal phase could be improved in future engagement 
programs by ensuring clarity and agreement on shared principles for the engagement, 
decision-making protocols and guardrails of budget, Eme and stakeholder involvement.  

2. Direc8ons workshops: building on the success of the 2020-2025 Regulatory Proposal 
Customer Engagement Program, DirecEons workshops offer an effecEve methodology 
early on in the process to take the issues shaping the Regulatory Proposal  proposal to a 
wide audience and to hear the voice of the everyday customers and their representaEves 
to understand their current issues, prioriEes and challenges. These could be improved by 
including input from the Reference Group membership as well as SA Power Networks 
staff. This will be made easier if relaEonships and partnerships conEnue to be built in the 
intervening period, as has been the case with the Arborist Reference Group. 

3. Issue Priori8sa8on Session: an opportunity to gather the top prioriEes from the 
DirecEons Workshop process and consider alongside top prioriEes for SA Power 
Networks and for the AER, as represented by the AER’s Consumer Challenge Panel. This 
session would be a facilitated deliberaEve process to enable Reference Group members, 
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“The Deep Dives went a level 
deeper, but not as deep as 

par?cipants wanted. We ended 
up in a no man’s land that met 

no-one’s needs.” 
Staff member



SA Power Networks and the Consumer Challenge Panel to idenEfy and agree the top 
priority issues to explore and refine in the Think-Tank process. 

4. Think-tank. A strand or Eer of engagement where key parEcipants with a deeper level of 
specialism and knowledge could go deeper on the issues idenEfied in the Issue 
Priori8sa8on Session. Think-tank groups would be independently facilitated and involve 
these specialist parEcipants working in partnership with SA Power Networks, to create 
co-designed opEons to consider for the Proposal. These sessions could also include 
invited experts, not part of the on-going engagement but drawn in to contribute on very 
specific themes, for example discussions on non-network aspects of the Regulatory 
Proposal, such as property, informaEon technology, personnel or fleet. These co-designed 
opEons would therefore be shaped by the experience and experEse of both SA Power 
Networks and external ‘criEcal expert friends’ to push SA Power Networks’ thinking and 
challenge its assumpEons. The Consumer Challenge Panel could also be acEve 
parEcipants in these sessions, subject to their agreed mandate with AER and specifically 
as AER’s representaEve in the room. These Think-tanks should be limited in number to 
stay within the guardrails of budget and Eme, and thus should focus on the most criEcal 
or controversial issues in the Proposal, as idenEfied by the Issue Priori8sa8on Session. 
OpEons created in these sessions would then be subject to preliminary modelling and 
cosEng by SA Power Networks, with any issues, challenges or opportuniEes in each for SA 
Power Networks being made explicit. 

5. Customer Reference Forum: the proposals developed by the Think-tank groups, along 
with the subsequent analysis and modelling undertaken by SA Power Networks, would be 
taken into a two-day forum to work through and deliberate with the broader Reference 
Group membership. The purpose of this would be to idenEfy preferred opEons for 
inclusion in the Drad Proposal. This focused a^enEon across the priority issues in a two-
day in-depth forum enables issues to be considered alongside each other with choices 
and trade offs being more visible and explicit than was possible through Deep Dives 
(which took each area of expenditure and dealt with it individually). The Consumer 
Challenge Panel should not parEcipate in this forum, although they may be present in an 
observer capacity only. Their observaEons and quesEons could then be discussed with 
key SA Power Networks representaEves in a separately facilitated process between day 
one and day two of the forum. Any suggested alteraEons to the proposed content as a 
result of the Consumer Challenge Panel discussions should be made explicit to Reference 
Group members. This allows for greater clarity in how decisions are made and ensures 
that recommendaEons at the end of day two are reached in partnership between SA 
Power Networks and Reference Group members. 

6. Dra` Plan development and engagement: this final stage should be shaped by the 
decision-making protocols and principles agreed in the iniEal Planning workshops and 
lead directly from the outcomes of the Customer Reference Forum. This stage should 
largely be carried out with the Customer Reference Group membership, with any changes 
made by SA Power Networks shared with and discussed with their Reference Group 
partners. The goal of this stage is to ensure that the Drad Plan submi^ed to the AER has 
the endorsement of the Customer ConsultaEve Panel and Reference Groups.  

�32

figure 3: A model for the future



Appendix two: Evalua8on Framework 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Appendix three: interview guides 

Staff interview guide: overview 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Background: 

- role, responsibiliEes in program 
- length of Eme on program 
- best and worst about program 
- what has kept you awake?

Your journey: (use journey map) 

- emoEonal journey - starEng point, highs, lows, why, what was happening? 
- key decisions, key pivot points 
- moments - of clarity, learning 
- today - effecEveness, posiEoning, impact 
- end of project - confidence, changes 
- looking to the future - hopes

Desired outcomes  

- challenges in achieving 
- steps taken to meet outcomes 
- unintended outcomes?

Reflec8on: 

- did well 
- do differently 
- impact on staff involved 
- impact on engagement approaches in future 
- impact on SAPN 
- most important lesson for your pracEce 
- most important lesson for SAPN 
- 3 images to sum up the program 
- message to a colleague or yourself in 5 years Eme



Customer interview guide: overview 
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Background: 

- nature of role, representaEon, how engaged 
- length of Eme involved / extent of 

involvement 
- involvement in design?  
- best and worst about program involvement

Your journey: (use journey map) 

- emoEonal journey - starEng point, highs, lows, 
why, what was happening? 

- listening / responsiveness 
- levels of trust along journey - highs and lows  
- knowledge and informaEon - highs and lows / 

communicaEon / feedback  
- clarity in your role - highs and lows - what was 

expected of you? 
- today - effecEveness, impact, saEsfacEon (+0-5 

raEngs for above) 
- end of project - confidence, ongoing role 
- looking to the future - hopes

Desired outcomes  

- how did they do? do they 
know what you think? 

- alignment with your 
prioriEes  

- anything they missed? 
- any unintended outcomes?

Reflec8on: 

- did well 
- do differently 
- what will you tell others about your contribuEon? 
- most important lesson/message for SAPN 
- 3 images to sum up the program 
- message for AER?

Channels & engagement: 

- how did you engage? how 
was it easiest to engage? 

- Most helpful channels? 
- barriers to engagement?  
- highs and lows in 

engagement?



Appendix four: Regulatory Proposal 
Customer Engagement Program (updated) 
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