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Dear Sirs
Consumer engagement strategy consultation

Thank you lar thi wikadion 1o respond to the above consulation. As you are awsars, Good Enerngy S 2 unigue srmagll
lecinialy and gas suppliar, as wa only supply customers with 100% certfied renswable eleciricoty, and gas which
SUppans renmwabia heat 1§ is our mission to provide B bluspan? for the UK 1o transforn dsel 1o 2 low carbon, 100%
renewabile ecanarmy through the work that we do and the sctions of our cusiomsers and renewable gensraion,

For your @ase wa hava responded to the questions asked, sxpanding where necessary

1. Are these the right aims and objectives (paragraphe 2.12 — 2.13) againat which to evaluate the
Government's consumer engagemant strategy for smart metering ¥ Please explaln your views.

A5 a business we befieve that an engagemsent programme with e public & vital and impadant b e UK rallout,
Without pubic engagement, supply businesses will heve a much mare difficull sk in achievng a succassiul
rollout Supply businesses may prefer an option of developing their own awarensss campagns instead of having
a specific ‘cantral’ angagement strategy; however we firmly believe ihat his approach will ba at the defriment of
{he ovarall rollout programme.

We sea the consumar engagemsnt strategy 23 the keysione to the programme, in ensuring that the purpose and
tenefits of the smart meter rollout i mads clear and embraced by LUK consumers. Tha rollout is a massive fask
and will be expensive; something that consumers will Bind hard e stomach . paticelary in light of anticpated
coverage from some quarter of the media. While customer irus! s ned an issue for Goad Energy; conswmars in
ganeral are repored 1o heve low levels of trust wih energy companies, Therelare § would b prudant o have the
UK rolicul awareness managed independenily and centrally ralhar han leaving it to energy businessas.

In ferms of the chjectives in paragraphs 2 12 = 213, we Delieve (hal these are the right objectives. Az we have
already stated we are in agreement with the need for a cenbrally managed engagement strategy; however we
would like 1o stress thal these campaigns must be jsined up and not disadvantage suppliers by showcasing the
senices that cnly some advanced or early planeering suppliers can provide and ignaning services supplied by
athers. We would not [ke 10 see a silualion whene [he awareness campaign is championing the “bells and whistle”
senaces that will mof ke provided by all suppliers or aven any wsing a “basic” IHD - this scenarc would heighten
corsumer expectalion o a level 1hat cannot alwaes be mat,

Im additiom to the point abowe wi would also highlight that the Gowvermment should b= wary of regional campagns
as there can be no guaranies that small and independent suppliers will follow a region oy region rolloul moss
lkzly their relauls will be delammined by the metaring businesses they partner with. Esssafially it is wital that the
cimpaign does rol ovar-promise and the strategy considers what can be defvered by &l suppliers and when

2 Wihat are your views on fecusing on direct feedback, indirect feedback. advice and guldance and
maolivational campaigns as behaviour change tools? What other levers for behavieur change should we
congider? (See also Appendix 1,)

The proposed feedback mechaniama look sensible, Our evermiding concem al his slaae is he minn of
devaloping & fesdback programme and delivering the resulls in brae for the il UK rollout to bagin in 2014,

The proposed feedback and motivational campaians look scund and corract however we must conlines to siress
poanls made n guestion 1, i thal any campaign must ba supportive of all suppliers and the services that they can
and must provice at specific imes,
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What are your views on community outreach as a means of promoting smart meters and energy saving
behaviour change?

Communily culreach programmes could be zn imporant fzced of the conswener engagement sirategy. If there s
an apparlunity b woark with spacific communites o beiter understand hair parlicular concems with emart
malering o to find more effective ways of teaching ihe banefils of erergy efficiancy; then that opporunity shoulkd
b gxplored further,

Have the right evidence requirements been Identified for Foundation learning? What othar evidence or
approaches fo research and trialling might we consider?

We would agree with the identified evidential requirgments; but re-ferate our concems regarding the time
required toinitiate. develop, implarment and deploy everghing that the engagement programme hopes 1o achisve
ahaad of 2014.

What are your views about the desirability of the Programme, or other independant partles, making
available information on different suppliers” installation packages and their impacts ? When might this
best be introduced?

We do not agree that infermaten on differend suppliers’ insta®ation peckagss should be availlable The central
message from the engagemeant strategy [ consumers should focus on why they are getiing 2 sman melas, he
benefils of engaging with energy & energy efficiancy and what they can expect to take place during ihe visit,  This
should be focused on the basic offering and its benefits — suppliers wishing to promate their propasitions should
do 5o within their own mameting expendilurs

Again, we do not bebeve the engagement sirategy should concern itself with individual supplier packages. the
timings of ther rollouts or their Aagship serdoes. |Eis vilal that the programme focuses on Relping CoRSUrmEs
undersiand why this is happeneng and how it is helping the government to deliver on targets and therefons
SUpparting the supplier communily in achieving the ovararching obligation placed upon them by the Government.

It is important that the rolloul is nol “perceived” by consumars 1o be a marksting push by suppiens, even if it is not
actually the case.

Do you agree that a centralised engagement programme, established by suppllers with appropriate
checks and balances, s the most practical solution given other constraints? If not, what other practical
alternatives are thera?

We agree to the idea of a cenlraliged engagement programma that is established by suppliers. The development
of checks and balances will be necessary b ansure that the correct central message can be deliverad

We would alzo advocate thal he programme engages and consults with relevan? bodies 1o assist in he
development of the sirategy and where fubure changes become necessary.

Most imporantly the engagement message neads 1o be unified across el supplier parties and imvalee all
therefore reguining all suppliers to play a roke. This will also reduce the possibility of the sirateay bizing seen 1o
dizadvanlage seme suppliers in the messagae it delivers.

Do you think that suppliers shauld be obliged through licence conditions to establish and fund a Central
Delivery Body or would a voluntary approach be prafarable?

I a central delivery body iz established then the funding route showd not be through a licerce obligaticn; we are
very wary of the number of licence cbligations tha are being propesed and cannot agree that a failure 1o fund the
COB coudd resull in a 10% of group turnover fine.

Sheuld therg be funding then a voluntary approach is preferabde. In particular for smaller suppliers with apecific
niche cusiomers basis that do nat have the communications challenges assocsted with customera that mighi
nead targating through community outreach programmes

Smaller suppliers should only fund the relevant pars {0 their organisation. Se should not fund regional awareness
if theey are nat engaging in relbout i thal area at thal ime. Equally, if a supplier completes their rollaul early, has
they should mot be funding the conbnang programma
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What are your views on the proposed objectives for the Central Delivery Body¥ Are there any additional
chjectives which should be included?

Ve are in agreamenl vath the proposed objecives and there ara no additional cbjsctves that we would ke 1o see
inciuded; allhough here should be & requirgrnent to be inclusiia of smaller suppliers and their neseds should be
part of ils canslitution

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

Wihile: w2 aree on the aclivilies suggested for the COB; we are minded thet the actiwly must always present
jeiresd up and agresd message across all supplisrs.

De you have any views on machanisms for monitoring progress and helding suppliers to account in
delivering objectives?

Qur initial view is that this shauld not require any licence obigation; supgliens can deliver te agreed objectives
without the threat of a fine through licence conditions.

We would also suggest that the tesk of manitoring is ned ever-burdenssme lor suppliens especially these from the
small supglier community. The sddiion of furdher repoding in an enirenment whene some srmaller suppliens ang
already stratchad will only increase the cosls and resowerce of thase businesses: in jurm this ‘could’ add 1o the
costs of delivering a sman meter rollaut.

How can we ansure sufficient effort and funding 1o achleve the objectives is balanced against the need to
keep costs down?

We would expect costs o suppliers o replicate how ofher bodies ane funded through the industny, where the
costs are based on suppher size and customer bage

It i= alzo suggesled that some of Ihe lunding of a centralised engagemeant campaign is met by the Government;
L=anng in mind that the suppliers ane being abliged fo carmy out the rollout oo the back of an obbgation from the
Government

Do you think contracting an existing organisalion or setfing up a new Central Delivery Body would be a
workable mechanism for delivering conasumer engagement? What are the advantages and disadvantages
of thesa two optlona?

Wie would agree thal seiling up a naw COB is preferatle bo condracting an existing organisation; if only o engure
thal there is no conflict of independence

Wie are nob in agreement that a COB should Bbe tetally indepandant of the supplier community; we beleve that
there 1= el in having suppliers on beard. The COB needs bo accept the view of the suppliers and those that
want 1o be invalved in the GDE < we feel it is batbar o ses thesa paries working fogether as ane rather than
separalely

Whe woukd also be concamed as 1o the impact and cost of esting up 2 new COB; are these necessany costs? and
could they be avaided?

Do you think the objectives and activities of the Central Dalivery Body described here will help deliver the
aims of the consumer engagement strategy (see paragraphs 4.32 - 4.33)7 Please explain your views. Do
you have any alternative suggestions?

Wea agres that the activities suggested for the CDE will help deliver the aims of the stralegy, howawver we want o
state again that the the activity must always present jeined up and agreed message across all supghiars.

How can wa ensure that the Expert Panel attracts a sufficlent level of experiise?

We believe that there = sufficen experise and inlerast in the smad metering programme and we would thersfora
At that e will ke a :.:'.l'u:'!nﬁ- Aiiriesr of r:"-u.l‘lic_ll_: w_:-r.‘!i_ng ey mat imealuad with tha Eh:\-:p:_h!-l: F\.E_r!a_l

We are still of the apinion fhat e expert panel has an enargy industry presence as tha will provide belance
Whike consumer proleclion is always imporand, it is also important to ensure that the CODE is not oo CoOnSuUmer
focusad and apan 1o the views of the parties managing the rollowt.
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Do you foresee any conflicts bebween this approach (paricularly when structured in accerdance with tha
infermation provided in the rest of this chapter) and competition law? If 8o, what are these and how might
they be addressed ?

W do nat foreses any conflicts.

Do you have any other commants on how a governance framewark could be designed to ansure the
appropriate balance as describad in paragraph 4.357

We have no Turther commenis o 20d to this

What role should smaller suppliers have, if any, in setting up a delivery mechanism for central
engagement? What should the ongolng relationship between small suppliers and the central delivery
mechanism ba? '

W would ke 1o ensure that small suppliers can and should be involved in the defivery mechanism lor central
engagement. It would appear sensible 1o us for smaller suppliers 10 have that invchvemeant however it is lar
individual suppliers to make thet determinalion hemsehes,

smaller suppliers will, quite nghtly, have concerms on being inmlved with a programme that is presentag em
with increased burdens and risk for regulatary reporting and compliance and we would hose that the Governman
lakes this in bo account.

Whilzt wa support engaegement of smaller suppliers; and agree o contribute on & mae? share prepemionalily
basiz. We are concerned that small suppliers will be paying for alemenis that are of litlle value, Small suppliers
are likely 1o agree with an overall national message. Bt rollout plans are likely 1o be dispersed acrass an enfine
cusiomer base making regional messaging difficult o justify. Cur view is that some activiies should be covened
as all parties conribute, and some whens those whe benefit fund, rather than all paries

What role, if any, should network companies and eommunications service providers have in central
angagement?

Metwork companies and communicafions senvice providers are not funding the erstallaten of smart melers,
howsavar a5 Smar grd devslops they ame likely to be the bigger financial beneficiaries in the long ferm We
thersfore feel they should coninbute 1o the CDE,

We are also of the opinion thal nebwsd companies and communicabions serice providers should Be invted 4o
consult and sdvise (where necessany] on b engagemant strategy

Do you agree that the timings for the creation of a Central Delivery Body as set out above are achievabila?
Please sxplain your views.

We maintain & concemn that there 5 nol a led of fime for a new CDE to be et up and functaning in lims far when
the UK rallout beging Evidence suggesls thal conswmers are uneware of amart melers and we need 1o
encourage posdive engagement befone rollowt commences

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

We believe that an gulreach programme would be useful and greally assist ihe UK smal meter degloymant
programme

Should there be requirements for suppliers to share roll-out plans with the Ceniral Delivery Body, and for
the body to take them info account?

Wi do not Believe that there should be & regurement for suppliers 1o shang rollow plans, We maintain our view
that the engagemant programme needs 1o concem iself with why smart meters are being deploved, the benefils
{hizy can halp deliver and not with the rollout plans of 2ach suppher

5 value insuch & brand and W eo, when ehould il slan o be visibleT Should suppiiers or other
stakeholders be able to use the brand on their own [nen-central body) smart meter communications and
if 5o, on what basis?

We agree that a brand i5 essential I deliver an element of trust to cansumers within the LK. Haowever we do not
agree ihat the ovarnment should Betoms too precccupied on finding and develaping the brand. The assrcisa
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shoukd not be allwed to become expansive and we would be wary of the invalvement of ‘'brand experts’ in order
tex design @ brand.

0o you agres that the licence conditions as drafted in Part A effectively underpin the palicy intention o
requirg enargy suppliers to form a Central Dellvery Bedy ? Flease explain your views._

We do not believe thatl licence conddions are necessary or appropriate; suppliers are seamingly obliged 1o set up
and fund the COB and yel it is propesed that suppfers are delached from engeing future involvament

While we disagree with any lenge conditicn on this, if there is o be one then suppliers must have a greatar
involvement maoving Tanward

Do the licence conditions as drafled give the Central Delivery Body sufficient separation from suppliers
to achieve the policy objeclives as set out aboveT Do you have any specific commants on the
Constitution, Members and Directors, and Independence sections of the licence conditions?

A per our angwar b quastions 22, we do not believe that licence conditions Bre necsssary or appropaate and
wiould [herehore abject io these proposals.

Why shauld suppliers be obliged to furd the COB and then be removed from inwolvemsent?

Do you agree with the way the objectives are drafted in the licence conditions ? Should they be mare or
legs detailed?

A5 per car’ angwir io guestions 23; we do not believa that licence conditions &re necessary of appropriaie and
wild {herafore object to these proposals.

Da you agree that the licence conditions as drafted underpin the policy intention with regard to the expert
panel? In particular, do they corractly identify the types of expertise required, and give sufflcient clarity
and detail on the purpose, role, independence, membearship and cperatlen of the Expert Panel? Do you
agree that the Secretary of State should approve the process for appointing the Panel?

g gt our answear bo quastions 23, we do not belisve that licence condiions are necassary of appropriate and
would therefore object to these propossts.

Vi balsve this is cresting a further layer of vinecessary governance.

De the licence conditions effectively underpin the policy intention of the functionz of the COBT Are there
any additional functions that you think should be Included in the legal drafting? Please explain your
Wiews,

A par our answear to guestions 23; we do not hellevs that licence conddions ane necessary or appropraie and
wiou'd therefare object to thess progosals

The COB nesds to focus on why smant meters are being deployved and he benefts oy can belp dalivar,

Do you agres with the form and content of the Engagement Agreement as drafied in the Licence
Conditions? Please axplain your views.

A per cur answer 1o guestions 23; we do not believe hat Foence conditions are necessary or approoriate and
would therefore cbject to these proposals

Do you agree that the licence conditions as drafted offectively underpin the other duties of suppliers In
relation to the Central Delivery Body 7 Are there any other duties that should be included? Please explain
YOUF views.

Mg pa gur angwar bo quastions 23; we do not belisve that licence condibons are necassary of appropaabe and
wanld thierafire object o these propoests.
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guaestions? Are thera any unintended consequences we can anticipale?

AE per our answer b guestions 23, we do nol bebave thal licerse condilions are necessary or appropriate and
would therefore ohject 1o these propasals
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Do you think there are any consequential changes to existing licence conditions or codes which are
needed In order to make the proposed obligations work as intended? Please explain your views,

e nave noedhing to add o this question

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

W haves a minimal invalvement within the non-domestic at this stage. What we are zware i that senace
provicrs fend 1o approach businesses direclly and as a supplior we would gererally consider facitating the
arrangements the customer has made with the EfErgy 5erl.-|m"rr.43|,|3r|ng provider

W find that this makes it difficult for a supplier to offer erergy service propositions to ks customars,

De you agres that information on current amart and advanced metering would be useful to non-domestic
customers in the short term? s there other information that could usefully be provided at the same time?

Wi befieve that this information would be wseful, especially 1o micro-buginessss. Bath in the shart and long lerm

Should the central delivery arrangements propased in Chapter 4 axtend to micro-businesses? What are
your views on any centralised activities focussing on micro-businesses alone?

Wae agree that cendral delvery arrangements should extend to micro-businesaes,

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

A5 per our answer o questions 23 we da ned bafieve that licence conditions are necessary of approprisle and
wiould therefore cbject to these proposals,

What are your views on whether the Government should, in due course, alter enargy efficiency incentives
in the light of new opporunities ariging frem smard metering? How might any such incentlves operate?

&1 this stage we <o not 8e2 he benefil in the Govermmeant energy eficiency incentives, We are very mindful in the
way that these incantives have been managed up o now, bow energy light bulbs, radistor keal rellectes slips and
‘water efficient shower heads” are examples of products that have been thrown at consumens By SOrme anergy
suppliers in order b meet an energy efficiency obligation without any measure of the success o saving eIy

Itis our view that this approach does nob work and we would be wary of the Government implementing rew
incenlives that could be met by some energy suppliers. in the same way.

I hope you find this response useldl 1T you Bawe any questions, plesse do not hesitate o contast me

Kirdd regards,



