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Question 1

Arc these the right aims and objectives (paragraphs 2.12 — 2.13) against which
to evaluate the Government's consumer engagement strategy for smart
metering? Please explain your views.

Yes. in principle,

We believe that the fundamental aim of ife strategy should be to legitimise the rollout
of smart melers with the public, so as to set It info the context of wider Government
policy an building a low carbon economy. It must nol be a call to action on the parf of
CONSUIMErs.

High Level Aims (2.12) — we are generally supportive of the aims set out in this
section and believe that building consumer confidence will be key to achieving a
suceessful rollout. However, we are less convinced that the roll of the central
engagement slralegy should be to deliver cosl-effective energy savings. It is entirely
proper that the cenlral engagement strategy should provide key messages in enargy
efficiency and how to get the best use out of the information provided by smart
meters, but this should be at a high level only. This will enable suppliers to build on
those messages in their own consumer engagement activity and thereby help
customers use the technology to their benefit in a more targeted and appropriate
way.

Specific Objectives (2.13) — we support some of the objectives set out in this
section, but not all of them. We are supportive of the objectives to:
= Establish which parties are best placed to undartake different aspects of

engagement
To set a delivery mechanism for centralised engagement mechanisms
To determine how non-domestic consumers can be most effectively engaged
with smart melering (although we are of the view that the general meassaging
will be just as ap! for non-domestic consumers as for domestic)

However, we have concerns regarding the remaining objectives:

* Understanding consumer attitudes - \We ars less supportive of the
objective to understand consumer attitudes and drivers affecting energy
consumption bahaviour, other than at a very high level, as this would appear
to broaden the scope of the sirategy into benefits monitoring and delivery.

= Promotion of wider changes to the energy system and markets — Whilst
we can see the merit of a coordinated approach to consumer engagement,
for we are concemed that this objective implies an enduring role for the
central delivery body, rather than as a vehicle with a finite life that facilitales
the rollout of smart metering. The lack of a proposed end-date for the central
delivery body reinforces this concern, Separate arrangements have already
been pul in place with the Energy Savings Trust in respect of Green Deal
CONSLIMmEr support,
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Question 2

What are your views on focusing on direct feedback, indirect feedback, advice
and guidance and motivational campaigns as behaviour change tools? What
other levers for behaviour change should we consider? (See also Appendix 1.)

Whilst we agree that all of the mechanisms proposed are valid means of encouraging
and measuring consumer behaviour change, we do believe that this should be within
the scope of the central delivery body. As we have slaled, the main purpose of the
central consumer engagement strategy must be to legitimise the rollout, set it in
context and provide some generic energy efficiency messages and high level
education on how to get the most banafit from the technology.

Suppliers are best placed to select the correct approach to engage with their
customers to encourage consumplion behaviour change. This can be incorporated
into other energy efficiency initiatives, such as Green Deal, in a manner that will not
ovanvhelm customers or frigger ‘communication exhaustion’,

We would caution heavily against any ‘over promising’ of benefits, as consumers
must make changes to their consumption behaviour before seeing any beanafits.
Positioning the rollout as a means for modernising the infrastructure and providing a
future for a more secure, long term energy industry has proved a more successful
means of ensuring a smooth smar rallout in other countries.
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Question 3
What are your views ah community outreach as a means of promoting smart
meters and energy saving behaviour change?

In principle we support customer outreach as a valuable mechanism for promoling
smart meters and encouraging access for installations. Given that the rollout will be
supplier led. it iz unlikely that all suppliers will be active in the same community at the
samea time. Therefore, careful thought should be given to ensuring that such
initiatives are around awaraness and education, rather than as a direct call to action.

The risk of the adverse impact of overpromising should not be under estimated.
Suppliers can then use such initiatives as a platform from which to launch their own
community based initiatives. directly linked to their installation activity in a particular
Iocation
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Question 4

Have the right evidence requirements been identified for Foundation learning?
What other evidence or appreaches to research and trialling might we
consider?

Yos, in principle

We are supportive of much of policy set aut in section 3, but would like io make the
fallowing paints:

Role of Central Delivery Body - We would reiterate our view that the main role of
the: Central Delivery Body should be to legitimise the rollout and o mitigate the
concarns of consumars in respeact of the smart metering rollout.

Mitigating Consumer Concerns about Smart Metering - We fully support the
views sef out in Box 1, parlicularly in respect of privacy, data security, and haalth
concerns, Clear and consistent messaging will be critical in terms of dispeling
misunderstandings. There is a collective responsibility to ensure that consumers
have the cormect reassurance from a trusted source and that these messages should
also be reflected in Supplier's own consumer engagement work. We look forward to
working with Government to promote positive case studies, counter misinfarmation,
and coordinate consislent messaging. We welcome the statement that such activity
should not raise demand for smart metering and that this activity is best lefi to
Suppliers as pan of their rollout plans.

Consumer Rescarch = Whilst we would be supporlive of research into the most
eflective ways approaches to consumer engagameant, there are some proposals that
give us causs for concem. This is particularly the case with the examples quoted in
section 3.22.
= Arranging installation visits - This must be left to Suppliers o delsrmine
the best way to engage with their own customers. Thera may be some
opportunity to share learning, to the benefit of all. but the method of
engagemeant must ba the decision of the Supplier and their own customer
jourmey design

= Energy Behaviour Feedback — This is not a role for the Central Delivery
Body. Suppliers will develop their own ways of supporting their customers and
encouraging behaviocur change. s the products and services that are
competilively developed that will start to make a change and the market
should be allowed to develap, Our own trials showed that consumers need fo
time to understand the technology and that behaviour change will come over
Lirme

= Alternative IHD Designs — This is an area where Suppliers will b2 able to
differentiate and introduce their own IHD based products and services aimed
al specific customer segments. Customer segmentation is vary much a
cnmmearcial maltar for sach =upnlier. Sunnliers already have well eetahlished
processes and maechanisms in place, such as Focus Groups, to support that
prodduct development aclivity. Equally, calibration of energy usage will ba
vary specific to each customer therefore, even within the same customer
segment there may be varying consumption patterns that would drive varying
thresholds in terms of 'high’ usage. Understanding those patterns of usage
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will help Suppliers develop IHD products that can be tailored to individual
customear consumplion pattams.

Trials and Pilots — Pilots carried out during the Foundation period will be very much
based on operational leaming and not consumer consumption behaviour. Other than
al a very high level, Suppliers will have their own approach to customer
segmantation and the approach to selecting customers for early smart metering
installation will ba driven by the operational leaming we need to gain in order to
ensure we are ready for mass rollout volumes. We would be supportive of sharing
learning, 1o the bensfit of all, but would not be supportive of coordinated ‘community
trials’,
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Question 5

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

This is to some exlenl 8 commercial matter for suppliers and, as previously stated,
an area for differantiation. Whilst smart meters will measure energy consumption it
will be very difficult to isolate the true cause of any energy consumption behaviour
changes. The competitive market already provides information to consumers on
producis and tariffs.

It is not just the provision of the In Home Display (IHD), but the complete customer
journey approach and subsequent interventions that will encourage behaviour
changes in customers

It Is vital that foundation is focused upon 'getting it right’ and not focused upon
benefits so that the long term objectives have a chance of been reached, i.e 2019
completion.

Therz is a risk thal the customer will be overloaded with information and will in-tum
cause 3 bamiar.

The assels are comparable but their impacis are not as it is purely behaviour and
choice, therefore league tables just wouldn't work

"Soft skills" — Vulnerable customars will need to be identified and thence assisted in a
manner best suited to staff who are qualified with expertise in this area. These skills
are not closaly married fo the technical, data communication and safety skills
required by installation engineers, This matter will need careful consideration from
the perspective of COB as ineffective communlcations could delay the completion of
rollout.
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Question 6

Do you agree that a centralised engagement programme, established by
suppliers with appropriate checks and balances, is the most practical selution
given other constraints? If not, what other practical alternatives are there?

flo,

Whilst we fully support the concept of a centralised engagement programme to
ensure that up-to-date customer engagemaeant is maintained in a co-ordinated fashion
through-out the smarl implementation, we are also minded that customer
engagemant could prove o be a sensilive issue for some and as such, should be
{and been seen to be) a function that is truly independent of those responsible for
implemanting the programme. It therefore follows that this must alsa include the
funding of any such arrangements. We consider that Suppliers have an Imporiant
role to play in this process as the co-ordination of roll-out activities, lessons learnt
and further developments of important ‘consumer messages' derved from practical
roll-oul experience can only come from Suppliers and their associated Agents.

When considering the issues outlined above and the likely models currently available
for the funding, development, launch and running of a customer engagement
programme we balieve thal the only credible approach, with customers in mind, is 1o
consider a combination of Ofgem and chosen Customer Focus group(s) fo prograss
this work and that this element of the smart programme itself should be funded by
Government thus re-enforcing the true independence of any customer engagement
activities and their commitment o the Smar Programme.

We disagree with the proposed approach of Suppliers funding and establishing a
cenlralised customer engagement programme as we believe it will not and could
never be seen as being independent which is a fundamental reguirement for an
engagement programme of this type, if it is to be credible and work as envisaged.
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Question 7

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

There would be no justification to applying such Necence condilions discriminatoriy

Whilst we, as a supplier, take our responsibilities seriously and understand that we
have & important role to play in delivering customer engagement activities we do not
agree thal it 15 appropriate to place licence conditions on the larger suppliers to
establizsh and fund a central delivery body as this approach could easily been seen
as collusive and as such would undermine the benefits of such customer
engagemeant. In addition, wa do not believe that it is appropriate for the larger
suppliers 1o continue to camy the, as yet, unidentified burden of continued customer
engagement after the completion of the Smart Roll-out that could arise under the
current considerations being expressed. We would however welcomea a continuous
review of all roles and responsibilities In customer engagement as the programme
progresses through foundation, mass roll-out and "business as usual' slages.

Similarly we do not believe that a voluntary approach to delivering this central body
would work as it is only likely to attract those who believe that they can benefit and
as such undermines its very independence. We would suggest, as in our response to
question 6, that it should be considered as an activity for more customer facing
bodies such as Ofgem and Customer Foous Groups.
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Question 8
What are your views on the proposed objectives for the Central Delivery Body?
Are there any additional objectives which should be included?

We are in general agreemeant with the proposad primary objectives as outlined within
the consultation decument but would suggest that care Is taken when drafting these
objectives to ensure that customer's expectations can be met In particular
references to saving anergy and achieving benefits may not always be possible for
every customer depending upon their current energy usage and property energy
efficlency measures installed. We would suggest that the wording of these objectives
is changed to include the more practical concepls of "better understanding and
management of their energy usage” atc. In approaching the objectives in this way we
believe that they will better align with the proposed activities as outlined In seclion
4.33.

Further and for completeness we do not envisage that the Central Delivery Body nor
Suppliers are accountable for consumer behaviour change. Whilst the Supplier is
responsible for the engagement with consumers, the CDB's role is limited to genearic
messaging and promotion of energy saving technigues.
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Question 9
What are your views on the suggested activities for the Central Delivery Body?

We generally agree with and support the activities as drafted and believe that they
cover the main points for consideration in customer engagement. We think that
energy efficiency advice and guidance should be provided through the Supplier and
nol through the CBD We understand and agree with its importance in terms of
managing a customer energy use but it is not part of the Smart Implementation
Programme itself and so o include this may dilute or confuse the overall message o
customers. In addition, we would emphasise that these activities need to be
continually reviewed and updated as practical experience and knowledge is gained
during roll-out. In this way, the programme will ensure that it conlinues to keep
customers truly engaged and educaled with regard to prevailing thinking and
considerations whilst alse maintaining ils own credibility. We believe that this is
where Suppliers’ engagement with this aspect of the programme will prove to be
most beneficial,

AnRWE company

11



CI'IPDUJEI')

Question 10
Do you have any views on mechanisms for monitoring progress and helding
suppliers to account in delivering objectives?

Yas,

We do not currently have any views on mechanisms for menitoring progress as any
measures thal we currently envisage as part of the success (or otherwise) of roll-out
activities cannot be readily and categorically linked back to the objectives associated
with customer engagement activitias,

We do however have concams over holding Suppliers to account for delivering these
objectives as it pre-suppozes that Suppliers will fund and bave absolule control over
all of the activities that have been suggested to deliver these objectives, We have not
yet established that Suppliers should fund these activities and indeed it is the subject
of much debate that both tha body set up and the activities that they instigate and
manage should be independent, particularly of Suppliers, which means that in a
praclical sense suppliers do not and should not have any control and hence should
not be held to account,
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Question 11
How can we ensure sufficient effort and funding to achieve the objectives is
balanced against the need to keep costs down?

The current draffing will enable the Ceniral Delivery Body to effectively set its own
scope, subject to policy objectives; determine its own budget, and meniter ils own
performance. It is not clear how the Central Delivery Body activities will tracked,
other than through the Engagement Agreement which appsars to be a light touch
approach.

It is alwvays good practice to inifiate and enforce best management practice with
regard fo tight budget and scope control in order to optimise cost — benefit.  There
must be a robust approval mechanism for funding and the performance of the
Central Delivery Body should be independently monitored.

An RWE company
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Question 12

Do you think contracting an existing organisation or setting up a new Central
Delivery Body would be a workable mechanism for delivering consumer
engagement? What are the advantages and disadvantages of these two

options?

We believe that setting up a new delivery body would be the more costly approach,
require greater time-scales to set-up and contract with and would not have any
recognisad branding or customer trust that an existing organization would have. We
would therefore  support  investigating options for contracting with  existing
organisations with a proven track record of customer engagement and who have
obtained demonstrable customer trust. By way of illustration, it took 4 years to
establish the SPAACo in support of the gas metering market.
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Question 13

Do you think the objectives and activities of the Central Delivery 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?

We agree that a Central Delivery Body would be one modeal that could be used fo
ensure timely and sultable delivery of the customer engagement objectives via the
currently envisaged activities. The key to ils success (or any other proposed modeal)
is that it is both central and independent and that it is also seen to be by customers.
We do not consider that there is any other maodel thatl could be developed presenthy
that would meet appropriate cost and time constraints. The real issue is to establish
the comect set of roles and responsibilities for all industry parties who are currently
invalved in the energy industry.
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Question 14
How can we ensure that the Expert Panel attracts a sufficient level of
expertise?

We have a concern that the proposed constitution of the Expert Panel does not
include any energy industry expertise and that it is essential that such expertise be
included.

We beliave that the only pragmatic way to ensure that the Experl Panel is
appropriately staffad is to suggest some form of secondment for those applying for
positions with the Industry experience that is required for these roles. Successful
candidates would then be required to sign some form of confidentiality lo ensure
independence. |n this way the programme is more likely to attract a larger number of
interested experts that would in turn provide a greater choice from which to select the
best candidates. In addition, it would be useful to understand exactly what the role of
Panel members would entsil and make sure that these are communicated
appropriately prior to any seleclion process.

Finally, in the case of EMF and Health, the centre of expertise within the UK lies with
the Health Protection Agency; the advice of which should be followed by both the
CDB and the Industry.
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Question 15

Do you foresee any conflicts between this approach (particularly when
structured in accordance with the information provided in the rest of this
chapter) and competition law? If so, what are these and how might they be
addressed?

Possibly

Whilst we do nol envisage any legal conflicts resulting from the proposed approach
we do, however, believe that a Regulatory Framework is a key requirement fo
mitigate the perception of anti-compelitive behaviour. We bealieva that the real issue
Is ane of independence as opposed to any anti-competitive practice. lssues arising
under compelition law can only currently be addressed by careful consideration as to
the tender and appointment processies) that will result in the successiul erganisation
taking responsibility for the development and day-to-day running of the Ceniral
Delivery Body. The issue of independence itsell is not necessarily covered by any
legal instrurment but will rather fail due to perception ultimately leading to a lack of
customer commitment and engagement.

An RWE company

17



(FIPDUJEI")

Question 16
Do you have any other comments on how a governance framework could he

designed to ensure the appropriate balance as described in paragraph 4.357

The level, content and scope of governance framework requinad will 1o some extent
depend upon the level of requlation thatl is deemed necessary, which in turn, will
depend upon the level of independence of the Central Delivery Body (CBD) and the
systems and processes that are developed to undertake the various activities., We
believe that the best appreach to understanding and so developing an appropriate
govermance framework, in this instance, is to allow the ideas and concepts involved
to be developed in parallel with the developmant of the CDB and ensuring that such
a framework is ready for implementation prior to CDB 'go-live’.
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Question 17

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

If the Central Delivery Body is to be funded by Suppliers, then it should be funded by
all Suppliers. If cantribution is proportionate to market share, then this should not be
oo onerous. We envisage thal there will be a requirement for small suppliers to be
engaged with the programme keeping them informed and allowing them to deal with
those customer gains with a smart meter. Conseguently we would expect that if small
suppliers gain pertinent experence that would assist the roll-oul programme and
customers’ experiences then they would have an appropriate vehicle to do this and
we believe thal the customer expectation programme and the CDB should be
considered. It would be useful to understand the anticipated level of engagement
from small suppliers but would suggest that a pro-active role in the process is a
minirmum, if not true representation.
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Question 18

What role, if any, should network companies and communications service
providers have in central engagement?

We would suggest that our response to question 17 covering the role of small
suppliers would be an appropriate medel for considering some of the ‘smaller’ parties
such as communications service providers etc. However whilst we acknowledge that
network companies are not customer facing they should be considered in terms of
the benefits that they gain from the role - cut of smart meters and the engagement
from customers to make use of the information they provide to better manage their
energy usage, which will in turn assist network operators to better manage their
networks and the funding required. We believe that they have an important role to
play in realising the benefits to the industry of the implementation of smart meters
and as such should be asked to engage with the programme. For example, feading
back information en the impacts of smart metering and also the possibility of
representalion on the Expert Panel to ensure wider industry coverage of experls
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Question 19
Do you agree that the timings for the creation of a Central Delivery Body as set
out above are achievable? Please explain your views.

No, unless an existing body is selecled

We believe that if an existing body is conlracled to develop the customer
engagement programme then it is possible to have the CDB in place by mid 2013
However, we would argue that we need this body to be in place prior to mass rall-out,

This would polentially allow more time to sel up the customer engagement
programme  that would then be befier eguipped to manage our customer's
expeciations. that would resull in a more effective and efficient rell-out programme. |f
the CBD is implemented by mid 2013 as suggested in the consultation fhen
consideration should be given to ongoing further change control activities that may
be required to update and improve the process.
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Question 20

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

We welcome the recognition that third party relationships will be developed by
Suppliers and that these will be closely aligned to individual supplier rollout plans,

Howesver, we believe that there is also merit in the Central Dellvery bady providing
suppot in this area. Emphasis should be on contextualisation of the rellout as part of
the Government's broadear low carbon economy objectives and on providing
assurance and legitimisation of the rollout.

Central Delivery Body Messaging - Focus on high level, generic information
sharing would be particulary helpful. Initiatives that provide education and
awareness; explain smart meters; offer generic energy efficiency messages; provide
reassurance in respact of privacy, security, and health concerns will all serve to
encourage customers to allow Suppliers access to install smart meters,

Information about the Installation Visit - Generic information on what the
consumer can expect from the installation visit will also be useful - for example
based on obligations such as SMICOP. Caonsumer Focus has just published a very
well balanced and informative set of FAGS, which provide the right tone for such
information.

Installation Delivery - We are not supportive of the proposal in 4.43 for the Central
Delivery Body to coordinate installation delivery. All engagement with consumers
must be consislent with the Supplier led rellout approach and it is unlikely that all
Suppliers will be active in the same block of flats at the same time.
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Question 21
Should there be requirements for suppliers to share roll-out plans with the
Central Delivery Body, and for the body to take them into account?

Mo

Suppliers will have obligations to provide information en rellcut plans to DECC and to
Ofgern. Given that the focus of the messaging from the Ceniral Delivery body should
be generic and high level, there is no necessity for it to be privy to individual Supplier
rollout plans.

An RWE company

23



(ﬂPﬂUJEF

Question 22

Is there value in such a brand and if 20, when should it start to be visibla?
Should suppliers or other stakeholders be able to use the brand on their own
(non-central body) smart meter communications and if so, on what basis?

Yasg,

We are supporiive of the development of a centralised logo, which would create a
clear identity for the smart metering rallout. This will also provide Suppliers with a
clear link to the central massaging that can be reflected in their own consumer
engagement strategies and messaging, This should serve to connect the two sets of
messaging for customers and again, also ensurg that access for installation is
maximised. CDB branding choices should be sensitive to, and distingt from the
marketing used by axisting Suppliers.
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Question 23

Do you agree that the licence conditions as drafted in Part A effectively
underpin the policy intention to require energy suppliers to form a Central
Delivery Body? Please explain your views.

Mo,

We are not supportive of the propossl thaf the large Suppliers showld establish and
fund the Central Delivery Body.

Central Delivery Body Independence - All discussions o date have emphasised
the requirement for the cantral consumer engagement body to be established and
funded by Government, so that it would represant a fully independent
communications mechanism for consumers. A requirement for the large suppliers to
fund this bady would serve to compromise the percelved independence and at least
one consumer group has stated that it would not support such an arrangement.

Part A. Duty to Establish the Central Delivery Body - The licence condition, as
drafted, also raises some additional, specific concemns:

(8] Unless an established body is selected, the proposal for a body to be
established by mid 2013 is challenging. This is exacerbated by tha
constraints that the Competition Act would place on the large Suppliers
working together to establish such a body. As an illustration, when SPAACD
was established to suppont the revised gas metering arrangements in the
market, it took 4 years fo complata.

In the event thal a licence condition to establish the Central Delivery Body is created,
itis our view that it should apply to ALL suppliers and not only the large Suppliers, If
contributions are based on market share, then the burden should not be too onarous
for smaller suppliers.

End Date for Central Delivery Body — we are concerned that the end date for the
Central Delivery Body has yet to be determined. It is our view that it should have a
clearly set out, finite life, that is appropriate to the rollout of smart meters, which is ils
primary purpose.
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Question 24
Do the licence conditions as drafted give the Central Delivery Body sufficient
separation from suppliers to achieve the policy objectives as set out above?

MNo.

As we explained in our answer to Q23, we believe that the Central Delivery Body
should be funded by Government and that this is the only way to ensure the
independence reguired. If Suppliers are required to fund the body, then we must
also have control over how it defines its scope, sels priorities, and funding. Itis
unreasonable to ask Suppliers, by licence condition, to pravide funding for an entity
avar which we have no conlrol,

Do you have any specific comments on the Constitution, Members and
Directors, and Independence sections of the licence conditions?

Yes. The current siructure of the Engagement Agreemant does nol provide Suppliers
with any mechanism whereby to challenge the budget or scope set by the Ceniral
Delivery Bady, This iz unacceptable.

Constitution - We agree that the Cenfral Delivery Body should be a not-for-profit
body. [If the body is to be funded by Suppliers then there must be Supplier
representation at Director level so that there is adequate control over the scope of
the activity and associated funding. Suppliers must nominate the first Members and
Directors, but than have no further influence over whether Members and Direclors
should subsequently be removed.

Members and Directors — Although Members and Directors may only be appointed
for a term of 2 years, the fact that there is no restriction on the number of occasions
that an individual may be re-appointed, renders this somewhal mool,

Independence — Givan the number of individuals who have shares in Utility
companies, clause C seams somewhal restnclive.
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Question 25

Do you agree with the way the objectives are drafted in the licence conditions?

Should they be more or less detailed?
Yoz, in pad..

We are supporiive of some of the objectives set out in Part C, but not all.

Promote Awareness and Understanding - We are supportive of this abjective, but
at a high level. Generic messaging that provides education and awareness on ways

in which energy consumption can be reduced are appropriate, but it cannot be an
objective of the CDB to deliver those consumption changes.

Low Income and Vulnerable Customers — It is unclear what type of support it is
envisaged the CDB could give fo low income and vulnerable consumers. If this is
aimad al coordinated messaging, education, and awarenass via outreach
programmes, then this is appropriate. However, if the intention is for something
more proactive then that is nol clear and we would be concemed about any direct
intervention by the COB at an individual consumer level,

Interpretation — The wording suggests the CDB can effectively monitor its awn

performance. There should be firmer measuraes o determine performance and
assess whether objectives have bean mat.
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Question 26

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

Partially.

Whilst we are supportive of the principle and purpose of an expert panel, we have
some concerns with the current drafting. In particular there is no requiremnent for an
enargy industry expert to sit on the panel. The curent market arrangemeants are
complex and it is essential for industry expedise and understanding to be included in
the panel.

Secretary of State Powers — We have concems in respect of how these powars
would work in practice, particulary given that the Panal can then set its own rules
and procedures in an unfettered manner. If the funding is to be provided by
Suppliers, then Suppliers must also have an influence over how the Expert Panel is
establishad and monitored.

Interpretation — In line with our respenss to Q25, we are concemed that clause { ¢ )
may be too restrictive.
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Question 27

Do the licence conditions effectively underpin the policy intention of the
functions of the CDB? Are there any additional functions that you think should
be included in the legal drafting? Please explain your views.

Yes, generally

The licence conditions largely underpin the policy intention, although we do net
support the intention that the CDE should be established and funded by large
Suppliers, However, we have some concerm in respect lo the apparent lack of
accountability of the CDB, which is not in the interest of consumers.

CDE Accountability - Current drafting Is such thal the CDB is entirely self contained
— It sets i1s own scope, albeit broadly based on the policy objeclives, determines ils
own budget, and manitors its own performance. Given that Membears and Direclives
are able to re-appoint themsalves without limit and can only be removed from post by
an intemal voting mechanism then it is unclear where the accountability of the COB
rosts.

Annual Reports — We are supportive of the requirement for the CDB to produce
annual reports. however these must be open and transparent.

An RWE company
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Question 28
Do you agree with the form and content of the Engagement Agreement as
drafted in the Licence Conditions? Please explain your views.

M,

As previously stated, we do not suppord the proposal that large Suppliers should
establish and fund the COB. If Suppliars are to fund the CDB then it should be
applicable to all Suppliers and there must be Supplier representation as Members
and Directors.

The current content of the Engagement Agreement offers very little comfort to
Suppliers in terms of financial exposure or redress for poor perdformance of the CDB.
It is unclear how any differing views between Suppliers and the CDB would be
resolved, particularly in respect of Q47 (a), where the COB can request provision for
additional facilities ar suppor,

Winding Up of the CDB - we are concerned that the presence of the CDB has not
been linkad to the end of the rollout activity, beyvond which it does not have a role.

An RWE company
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Question 29

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

Na.

Whils! we are supportive of the principles, aims, and objectives of the CDB, we
remain concerned that the current drafting does not sufficiently recognise the
constraints that are placed on Suppliers ag a consequence.

Costs of the Central Delivery Body — We do nol support the obligation for large
Suppliers to fund the COB. There are practical constraints, such as the Competfition
Act, that will impact the ability of Suppliers to establish the CDB. As previously
axplained, the establishment of SPAACo look 4 years.

Engagement Agreement — We believe there should be further clarty in the
Engagement Agreament

An RWE company
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Question 30

Do you have any other comments on the licence condltions which have not
been covered by the previous questions? Are there any unintended
consequences we can anticipate?

We have no further commeants to affer,

Question 31

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.

We have no further comments to offer.

An RWE company
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Question 32

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

The energy services market for non-domestic customers is well established, with a
good level of understanding of energy efficiency within the sector. Competition is
working wall and Energy Services Companies are incentlvised lo promote their
products and engage with customers,

In the contaxt of a cantral consumer engagement strategy, we do nol belisve that
thera is a role for the Central Delivery Body in the further development of the market,
Other than generic messaging, we believe that engagement with this market is best
left to Suppliers and other providers of Energy Management services.

An RWE company
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Question 33

Do you agree that information on current smart and advanced metering would
be useful to non-domestic customers in the short term? Is there other
information that could usefully be provided at the same time?

We understand thal consideration should be given to non-domestic customers bul
would argue that due to the highly competitive nature of this market segment and the
inherent market intelligence that is regularly demonstrated by this group of customers
that it Is not appropriale, at least at this stage, to provide information of this nature to
these customers. We would prefer that this is left to the discretion of individual supply
companies to manage. at thair discretion. In introducing this scope-creep at this eary
stage would, we believe, prove to be an added burden to the engagement
programme and would potentially distract from the original responzibilities that are
currently envisaged.

An RWE company
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Question 34

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

We agree with and support the suggestion that & common package of explanatory
infarmation needs to be developed for non-domestic customers and that to a certain
extant this will need to be tailored to meet the group's specific requirements, We
would however hold back on the suggestion to further develop these Infarmation
packs specifically geared towards particular sectors. The reasons for this view are
that we currently do not have a clear view of the different benefits that may, or may
not, be realised for this group and so such messages would seem premature. In
addition, the costs and co-ordination of developing and distributing  differing
information to a range of groups would be a higher risk strategy for the customer
engagemeanl programme and as such should ba resisted.

An RWE company
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Question 35
What changes might be required to the licence conditions at Appendix 2 to
address the needs of the non-domestic sector?

The drafting of appandix 2 makes reference to energy customers which we believe is
agn approprately generiz term to be inclusive of customers in the non-domastic
sector, without the need for any redrafting. Notwithstanding the licence condition as
outlined in Appendix 2 consideration may need to be given to the composition of the
Expert Panel to include appropriate representation from the non-domestic group to
ensure that any issues specific to this group are brought to the attention of the
engagement programme for ongoing management and dissemination to the wider
impacted! affected indusiry paries, where possible or appropriate.

An RWE company
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Question 36

What are your views on whether the Government should, in due course, alter
anargy efficiency incentives in the light of new opportunities arising from
smart metering? How might any such incentives operate?

Whilst we understand that it is prudent to consider some longer-term aspects of the
Consumer Engagement Programme we believe that it is too early to establish
whether or not appropriate changes could ba madea to furlher incentivise customers,
We would suggest that the information to be able to make such decisions may only
ba available once the roll-out of smart meters has been progressed and that the
effects of these changes have been allowed to settle down. Whilst we understand
that it will be tempting to analyse data from sub-sels of smar customers to establish
trends and such practices should be undertaken in order to maintain a ‘heaalth check’
on smart implemenlation and its effect{s), caution should be applied to extrapolating
these results prier to the end of rall-out in order to re-establish incentives.
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