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1 Consultees ufe iﬁ;lled to co'mmen’rs on Government prbposals fo Imbllemen't'ihé'

consumer protection measures of the Third Package.

EDF Energy expressed in its response to the previous 'Call for Evidence’ its view that,
in developing Britain’s fully competitive energy market, extensive consumer
protection measures have diready been infroduced. We therefore continue to
believe that most of the consumer protection measures outiined in the European
Union [EU)’s Third Package already exist, and that others will be made avdilable as a
result of the introduction of smart metering over the next few years.

We have reviewed DECC's proposals in relation to consumer protection and wiil
address the switching proposals in our response to question 2, but would also like fo
comment on the rest of the proposals as follows. The comments below rely on
DECC's confirmation in our meetfing on 4 October 2010 that these proposals only
concern energy supply 1o domestic customers:

1. The proposal to infroduce a new Licence Condition fo give customers a right fo
contact their supplier o request them to pass on their consumption and metering
data to another supplier, free of charge

We can support the proposal to provide cusiomers with such information in order
that they make informed switching decisions, but are convinced that the best way to
deliver this would be to issue the customer with a further copy of their latest bill which
would have all the information required. The customer would then be able to share
this information with other suppliers as they see fit. We would have concerns about
passing a customer's data directly 1o another supplier and believe this fransaction
should be managed through the party with whom we have a relationship, namely
the custemer.

2. The proposal that where a customer provides a meter reading to the supplier, and
provided that the supplier is satisfied that this data is reasonable, the supplier should
either send an updated bill to that customer or reflect this reading in the customer’s
next bill (unless the next bill is due in a matter of days), and that this updated
consumption data should also be reflected in the customer’s annual statement,

EDF Energy is already able to achieve these requiremnents and thus it should not be
an issue.

3. The proposal to require energy suppliers to inform consumers in promotional
materials and in or with bills that they can complain using the suppliers’ complaints




procedure and how they can obtain a copy.

Under the Complaints Handling Regulations, we are required, at least once in every
12 month period, to inform our customers of the existence of a complaints procedure
and where it can be obtained free of charge, and we currently comply with this, We
also refer to the complaints procedure on bills but the proposal, as currently outiined,
would require us to change our bill messaging. We are not clear what additional
benefit would be obtained from further reminders as proposed, and believe the
CEAR legislation meets the Directive's requirements to disseminate this information in
general consumer information points.

We are also unclear about what the text means by including such information in
‘promotional materials’. Clearly, our website refers customers to our complaints
procedure but is this provision intended to cover all marketing and promotional
materials? If so, this would seem inappropriate as such communications are not
suited to this type of message, particularly not communications about new products.
A more pragmatic approach would be to restrict this to “relevant” promotional
materials, but we do not believe that the Directive’s provisions in this matter intend fo
refer to promotional materials.

4. The proposal to give Consumer Focus the role of compiling and maintaining the
Energy Consumer checklist in co-operation with the indusiry and Ofgem. The
Government also proposes to infroduce a new obligation on suppliers to provide their
customers with a copy of the Energy Consumer checklist and make it publicly
available.

We outlined in our response to the ‘Call for Evidence', EDF Energy’s view that
Consumer Focus is best placed to deliver this role, and we are pleased that DECC
has shared this view, although recent announcements about the future of this
organisation cast some doubt over this. Both suppliers and Consumer Focus have
expressed the opinion that it would be most appropriate for suppliers to provide
customers with a link to the Consumer Focus, or a successor consumer organisation’s
website, so that they are aiways able 1o access the latest version of the document
rather than being provided with hard copies.

5. The recommendation to change confracis to include: identify and address of
supplier; services provided: service quality levels; time for inifial connection; types of
mainfenance service available; means by which info on tariffs and maintenance
charges may be obtained; durafion of conitract; conditions for renewal and
termination charges if applicable; compensation and refund arrangements if
standard not met (including inaccurate and delayed billing); procedure for dispute
seltiement: info on consumer rights. DECC diso intend to amend the Principal Terms
set ouf in Condition 1 of the Supply Licence (which specify contractual information
suppfiers are obliged to provide fo their cusfomers), to ensure these matters are
always expiicitly addressed on the face of the contract.

While we support the provision to customers of these terms, we are concerned at the
suggestion that they should be included on the face of the confract, rather than in
the accompanying Terms and Conditions documeni. By making these all principal
terms, they would need to be read out in all telephone sales, would have to be
included in the hand held units which create the contracts for our face to face sales
and would have to be repeated at length in sales verification calls. This would create
a very lengthy and bureaucratic sales process that would not be well received by
the customer, and would be more expensive to deliver. Furthermore, any change to
the principal terms will also impact non-domestic customer sales despite this
requirement being targeted to domestic customers only,

Instead, we believe that, while all terms can be included in the Terms and Conditions
document for domestic customer contracts, we should restrict the principle 10 key




terms. This would be consistent with other UK markets, and indeed with the newily
introduced Energy Annual Statement that reminds customers of the ‘relevant’
principat terms of their contract with their supplier.

é. The proposal to infroduce a new Licence Condition fo require the energy suppliers
to send their customer a final bill within six weeks of the date the customer has
transferred to a new supplier.

Five of the six ERA members have signed up to the Biling Code whose clause 1.3
states that “Your supplier will provide a final bill within 30 working days of the supply
end date. Where this is not possible the supplier will provide you with an explanation
as o why the bill has not been issued.”

EDF Energy believes that this is a clear example of successful self-reguiation, working
for the benefit of all customers. It is independently audited [currently by KPMG) on an
annual basis, and can therefore be considered to be very robust for the purpose of
complying with the European regulations. We would therefore ask DECC to consider
this point very sericusly before contemplating further regulation.

it is also important to understand that the key driver to the final bill is for the new
supplier to provide the old supplier with an 'opening read’ with which to close their
account. In electricity, an old supplier who has not received this meter reading can
only instigate the ‘missing reads' process after 30 working days, so any requirement to
deliver within 30 working days would require significant system changes. The majority
of final bills are currently issued within the six week process, and where this is not
possible, an explanation is issued which often prompts the customer to provide that
‘opening read'. If DECC was to proceed with regulafing this area, then we would
urge them to consider the potential for a letter of explanation where the final
account has not been able to be issued in time. Without this, we would incur
significant additional staffing costs to chase suppliers and customers, and would also
have to infroduce changes to industry flows and processes.

2 In respect of the requirement to switch cusiomers within three weeks, subject to
coniractual terms, we propose to put in place a new Licence Condition
requiring the new supplier to give new customers a 14 calendar day period after
the contract has been entered Into, fo consider whether they wish to proceed
with this. Unless the customer nolifies the supplier they do not wish to proceed,
the Licence Condition will require the new supplier to give customers the right to
change their mind within 14 calendar days and then be switched within three
weeks, subject to outstanding debt (and, in the case of non-domestic
customers, contractual condltions). Do consultees agree with this proposal?

EOF Energy is very supportive of any proposais designed to ensure a smoother
transition and greater consumer clarity regarding the change of supplier processes,
and believes that the rolf out of smart metering will facilitate the achievement of this
aim. However, we have concerns about DECC’s current proposals to implement the
EU Third Package in relation to consumer switching as we believe that they may
potentially have the opposite effect by creating confusion and a poor experience
for consumers.

Qur response below is based on current industry assumption. However, in order to
fully assess the impacts of this proposal, we would need confirmation of the definition
of the change of supplier process and precisely where DECC considers the process
begins and ends. Qur current assumption is based on the fact that the process would
end when the registration is successful in MPAS/GT. However, should this not be the
case and a meter read be required, we would have additional concerns, especially
in the AMR and HH markets where the appointment of MOPs and DC/DA is
mandatory and adds to the process timeline.

We welcome the clarification from | EEEENEGNNE. < I 4 Ociober




2010 during a stakeholder meeting that it was not DECC's intention to introduce any
cooling off period in the non-domestic market.

As we and other suppliers have outlined in our responses to the ‘Call for Evidence’
and in recent stakeholder meetings, the vast majority of customers already switch
within a three week period. When delays do occur, these are for very good reasons
and relate to issues that need to be resolved before the switch can take place. In
some cases, suppliers do not have sufficient data or the comrect information from the
customer to register the site [for instance in the B2B market, the exact number of
MPANSs to transfer or in gas, insufficient information relative to the emergency
contact details). This means either that we cannot attempt to register until we have
this data, or that we believe that the data is acceptable but it is rejected by the
registration service and we have to approach the customer for further information.

Furthermore, while DECC is proposing an exception to the three week rule where the
previous supplier is owed a debt by the customer, there are also other objection
reasons included in the supply licence condition which should be taken info
account, such as where the customer has attempted to switch an MPAN which is
related to another MPAN that should be switched at the same time. There is also @
risk of an erroneous transfer, where the customer’s details were incorrect and unless
this is resolved, the wrong customer could be switched in error. Alternatively, a
supplier may believe the data to be acceptable but later finds it rejected by the
registration service and would therefore need to approach the customer for further
information in order to enact the registration.

Suppliers have dlready provided DECC, through ERA, with detail as to the cument
level of registration rejections and objections that are occasioned by such issues. EDF
Energy believes that it is entirely to the customer's benefit that such issues are
resolved before switching supplier is enacted as otherwise the new account will be
fraught with problems. We therefore strongly urge DECC to review their proposals by
allowing the three week ‘clock’ to be stopped to resolve such significant issues,
thereby ensuring a smooth switching process for customers. As a number of suppliers
have outlined in recent meetings with DECC, and confirmed in writing through the
ERA, we would like 1o suggest an amendment to the proposal detailed in paragraph
1.19 of your consultation document. This could read, "Where it has been established
that a customer has provided incorrect or insufficient information to allow the supplier
to effect the transfer, or the customer has an outstanding debt, we consider that the
starting point of that customer's right to switch within three weeks starts when the
issue has been satisfactorily resolved {assuming that 14 calendar days have passed
since the contract with the new supplier was signed).”

There is precedence for such an approach within existing standard licence condition
15 on electricity distribution companies, which firstly imposes a strict timescale on
licensees to deliver a quote for connection but "stops the clock” if the customer has
faited to provide sufficient or comrect information to allow the licensee to complete
the quote. The clock is then restarted once all of the information has been collected.
This situation mirrors the change of supply process and would appear to provide a
pragmatic solution for Ofgem to draft a supply licence condition from, and provide a
precedent for monitoring compliance against. We also believe that it fully meets the
requirements of the Third Package and allows DECC to demonstrate to the
Commission that the UK complies with the Directive.

in the B2B market, there is an additional objection reason where the change of
supply would breach o contract, and EDF Energy would therefore suggest an
alternative to include in all B2R contacts that fact that the change of supply may be
delayed if a valid objection, as ouflined in Licence Conditions, is raised. For B2B
customers who have not signed a contract with suppliers and are on deemed
confracts, the proposal, outlined above for the domestic market, would be the best
Qpproach.




In addition to the issues described above, we are concerned that the existing gas
registration process would only just allow suppliers to achieve a three week switching
process on the assumption that everything operates smoothly. White suppliers have
commenced discussions with Xoserve and the gas distributors about changing
industry processes to enhance the ability of suppliers to achieve a three week
switching process, we believe there is a need for DECC to place o corresponding
obligation on distributors to support the three week swiiching processes, as suppliers
may otherwise struggle to secure their agreement to the required industry changes.

A further key concern to the indusiry is the three week switching requirement. It
would create many risks for suppliers, especially in gas, in the event of intervening
bank holidays that may result in placing a supplier inadvertently in breach of the
requirements af certain times of the year. We would urge DECC to reconsider
changing this o 15 working days, rather than three calendar weeks, which stil
delivers the Third Package requirements but assures a consistent approach for both
suppliers and consumers.

It has been suggested in discussions with DECC and Xoserve that suppliers could
overcome the short timescales in gas by commencing the registration before the
end of the 14 day initial period. This relies on the clarification given by DECC’s Phil
Hicken and Marina Pappa in meetings on 4 and 5 October 2010, stating that DECC is
not proposing to introduce a contfractual 14 day cooling off period for customers, as
such a period is already defined by the Distance Selling Regulations for domestic
customers, However, this 14 calendar day period still really equates in most cases to
the full seven working day cooling off period required by the Distance Selling
Regulations. This is because cooling off begins af the point at which the customer
receives the contract, and for telephone or internet sales, this can be two or three
working days after the contact with the sales agent. This will often mean that the
period required to deliver the seven day cooling off period is 14 calendar days.
There is therefore no slack in this period o support the gas registration process.

Furthermore, in the case of Large Supply points, which are domestic but use more
than 73,000 kWh a year [or non-domestic customers using more than 732,000 kWh o
year), there is an additional nomination process step which adds at minimum a
further two working days to the registration process and woutd always take it outside
the three week regisiration process. This small number of cases will need to be
exempted from the requirements in some way.

Finally, we fail to understand the reason for providing customers with directly
enforceable right within the supply contract to switch within three weeks, as this does
not appear to be arequirement in the EU Third Package. We believe that the
existing form of customer redress available to energy consumers under the CEAR Act
is more than sufficient for customers in instances where suppliers fail to meet their
obligations, and it would be out of step with the rest of the energy market framework
to isolate this particular consumer right in this way. We believe that this would
confuse customers and encourage litigation on a range of issues, the costs of which
would ultimately be borne by customers.

3 Do consultees consider that the requirement on supply undertakings which are
not registered in Great Britain, to provide a GB address for the service of the
documents, poses any difficulty for these suppliers? Evidence of costs to these
suppliers would be particularly welcome.

No opinion.

4 Do you have any commeﬁts relevant to our consideration of which unbundﬂhg




models should be available in the GB market?

[FT1SOs demonstrate, and guaraniee, more effective independence than the models
mandated by the Third Package then derogations may be a practical and sensible
way forward. However, we would urge Ofgem to be proactive and actively monitor
such arrangements to ensure they are robust and remain compliant with the Third
Package. This might ensure consumers’ inferests are better profected. We would
hope that any derogation would not weaken arrangements under the SC-TO code.

We note that there is an obligation for SPTL and SHETL to maintain full managerial and
operational independence of their fransmission businesses from all other parts of their
Group businesses, affiliates, JVs, and entities in which they have an equity stake. They
are also prohibited from cross-subsidising between the transmission business and any
affiliates.

We note that there is a proposal in Paragraph 2.13 of the consuliation, referring to
Article 9.12 of the Third Package that intends to prevent undertakings that have
generation and/or supply interests from having control of fransmission. As an
interconnector will in future be designated as a TSOC, this might imply that an
undertaking with generation and/or supply interests cannot own an interconnector.
However, Article 17 on New Interconnectors allows for exemption from the provisions
of Article 9. Clarity on this would be welcomed. It would be EDF Energy’s preference
that such undertakings are not restricted from having a direct or indirect interest in
the provision of interconnectors.

5 Do you have any views or concerns with how we intend to apply these new
Third Package requirements on TSOs and DSOs?

On the issue of interconnectors, we also ask that more clority is given on
Interconnectors becoming a TSO and, in particular, the need to abide by the
provisions of Articles 12 and 16 or any parts thereof.

Also, article 5 states that Interconnectors need to provide services. However it is not
clear what these services are or whether the requirement would still exist if
Interconnectors are designated TSOs by NRAs. Clarity on this matter would be
welcome, as there are pieces of indusiry work that are currently on hold (CAP 182)
until this matter is resolved.

Furthermore, we would envisage that there will be the need for license changes as a
result of designating interconnectors as TSOs, from the perspective of positively
allowing activities fo take place {e.g. use of revenues) but.also from restricting the
application of some of the wider TSO obligations. Knowledge of and clarity on these
license changes would be welcomed as soon as possible.

6 Should the Gas Diiéctiv; requiremeh{s' f::isrﬂstbfage and LNHG 6|:>”era'rd.rs be
infroduced through a new licence regime or by amending existing legisiation?
Please provide evidence of costs and benefits wherever possible.

We understand the need fo implement the Gas Directive requirements on storage
and LNG operators through either a new licence regime or by amending existing
legisiation. We believe it is important to limit any regulatory over burden to facilitate
investments in storage faciliies and therefore the licence route seems the most
appropriate choice. It would provide a light-touch regime for Ofgem to have the
means of enforcement and implementation of any future changes that may come
via the European Commission’s comitology process. It might also be the cheapest
option between the two as there are not that many sforage and LNG terminal




operators that would need alicence.

We welcome DECC's confiimation that storage facilities with a minor facilities
exemption would not be required fo comply with the Third Package requirements of
unbundling, as they are not deemed to be technically and/or economically
necessary for providing efficient access to ihe system. However, we would
appreciate greater clarity over Ofgem’s obligations in paragraph 3.34 to “require
that congestion management rules include an obligation to offer unused capacity to
the market and users can trade their contracted capacities on the secondary
market". We wonder whether this would be a prerequisite for obtaining a TPA
Exemption and would also apply to existing TPA Exemption holders.

Amendments to the legal unbundling of DSOs

We agree with DECC thot, while the Third Package does not include the full
unbundling of DNOs, iegal unbundiing should still apply and be adjusted on some
issues. We also agree with the introduction of a fully independent compliance officer
to monitor the unbundling arrangements under Article 26(2d).

Chapter 4 - Role of the National Regulatory Authorify

7 'I.n'iplemen'ﬁ;ig binding decisions

For the reasons we have set out in the consullation document, the Government
proposes to replace the current collective licence modification objection
arrangements with a process that allows Ofgem to reach its decisions subject to
appedal fo an appropriate body. This would reinforce Ofgem’s power to make
decisions in accordance with their powers and duties under the Third Package,
and would give all licensees the same right of appeal. Ofgem’s decisions, as
now, would need to be reached foliowing consultation and subject o the
principles of belter regulation. This proposal would include all Ofgem licence
modificafion decisions and not only those covered by the Third Package. We
would be grateful for your views on these proposals.

We believe that the arrangements in GB in respect of regulatory independence and
possession by the regulatory authority of effective monitoring and enforcement
powers are on the whole in line with the requirements of the Directives. We are
therefore not convinced that fundamental change is required. We consider
proposals to change the existing rights of licensees to challenge licence
modifications are a fundamental change not warranted by the Directive
requirements. We note that DECC has published a consultation on this specific issue.
EDF Energy will shorlly be responding to the fundamental issues raised in the
consultation,

8 [Do Ybun'ﬁ‘.qve. anYCféWs or cbhcems wﬁh how we infend to infroduce the
regional co-operation elements of the Third Package?




The regional initiatives have been useful vehicles for progressing cross border
cooperation and we see no further action may need to be taken in order for the UK
to comply with the Directive. We expect that the clear duty put on the Regulator to
enhance cross border cooperation and market integration will act as a spur related
to its institufionat roles at the regional and European levels. However, how well this
would work in practice and how well Member States would cooperate is uncertain,
and we believe that more clarity should be given on how this will be measured and
monitored.

For example, we note that “regional solidarity” is an untested concept especially in
times of security of supply emergencies. The infroduction of the Gas Security of
Supply Directive, requiring Member States to coordinate their National Emergency
Plans with each other, might induce the circumstances where national faws could
clash over measures taken to ensure security of supply.




These are partial Impact Assessments containing ovur initial qualitative assessme
the costs and benefits. We therefore would welcome any quantitafive evidence to
support the further development of these impact assessments. Any information

provided will be treated with sensitivity and anony
“Consumer Swilching e

7 Are the ussumshon.s'”que as part of this impqct Assessment correct c"lr'\d' qué
we cormectly Identified the costs and benefits associated with this measure?

EDF Energy believes that the Impact Assessment seriously underestimates the impact
of the current proposais in assuming that there would be negligible costs incurred by
suppliers in implementing the proposals.

In particulor, the requirement to supply customers within three weeks, off the cooling
off period, which is evaluated as: "We would expect this option to impose a small
one-off administrative cost on gas and electricity suppliers in order 1o amend their
standard terms and conditions. The exact cost is not known, however we would
expect them to be very close to zero but certainly no more than £0.5 million.” The
proposals, as they stand, would cost EDF Energy alone, and in furn our customers, a
lot more than this in system changes, process changes, creating new bills and other
communications and additional staffing costs. There is the potential for this to run into
tens of millions across the industry. The biggest area of cost would arise from the
current proposdls on three week switching but these would be kept to a more
redlistic minimum if our concerns as outlined below were addressed.

Similarly, our points on the 6 week switching timescales and contract terms would
minimise the cost impacts of these proposals.

It is important to ensure that the EU Third Package consumer protection provisions
add value, rather than costs and complexity fo an already effective competitive
market,

10 | The Government would welcome any information that could improve our
analysis of the costs and benefits highlighted in this Impact Assessment, and
specifically any evidence regarding: supplier systems changes, monitoring
costs, administrative burdens, the number of extra erroneous switches which
may occur as a result of our proposals, the cost of manually stopping the switch
and any information regarding the number of customers that currently fall
outside the 3 week switching period defined {excluding the cooling-off period).

No comment,

Consumer

T Are the assumptions made as barf of this Impﬁcf'Assessmen’r correct and have
we correctly identified the costs and benefils assocliated with these measures?

No comment

12 | The Government would welcome any information that could improve our
analysis of the costs and benefits highlighted in this impact Assessment, and
specifically any evidence regarding: whether the record keeping requirement
imposes additional costs (system costs and administrative costs) on industry; an
estimate of the scale of these costs; and any evidence regarding the costs
associated with passing on consumption and metering data to another supplier.




No comment.

13 [ What would be the additional costs to the industry for providing the additional
information to consumers In terms of complaints handling/dispute settlement
arrangements available by the supplier?

No comment.

14 | Are the assumplions made as part of this Impact Assessment comrect and have
we correctly identified the costs and benefits associated with these measures?

EDF Energy suppeorts the independent economic regulator model which we have
been familiar with since the Gas and Eleciricity Acts. We agree that that Ofgem
should be designated as the national regulatory authority (NRA) for GB for the
purposes of article 35(1)/39(1). We also support the argument that Ofgem already
performs within GB moany of the NRA's functions defined by the Third Package.
Evidence from the 2006 Sector Investigation and the regular Commission
benchmarking reports confirm this view. We therefore think that the provisions in
Directive 2009/72 Article 37 are already broadly in place but not in a necessarily
consolidated form. We think that is not a priority right now to consclidate the text, but
can see the benefits of consolidation were it to be proposed.

In terms of assumpfions made in the RIA, we have seen Ofgem's resources increase
over the last ten vears with peak expenditure related to changes in primary
legislation. Precisely, because we think these functions are largely in place we think
that any exira expenditure should be minimal. In fact, it is timely that there is a
review of Ofgem'’s functions as we would expect a natural rebalancing of their
existing priorities. Figure 1 shows how Ofgem's budget has changed during major
changes in Energy legislation. Typically there is a build up in consultancy spending
and temporary staff before legisiative change. We would not expect a similar
pattern to emerge with the Third Package since this work has dready been
undertaken and paid for by the European Union.

Figure 1 Ofgem Gross {ncome

Ofgem Gross Income 19%6- 2009
Combingd

Offer/ Ofgas NETA BETTA

Ofgem Spond

45,000

40,000

365,000 +—

200608 20067 2@9
Source Ofgem Budget and Plkan 2001-2 p38, various Resource Accounts 2003- 0%




We would note that the Third Package allows for the Reguiator to nominate ofher
organisations to monitor markets (Article 37). The least cost solufion would be to use
Elexon data which is required to run the settlement process which has of course
already been paid for by the indusiry. We expect this would lower costs needed to
implement the monitoring work and more importanily remove the scope for
duplication in deriving data. If this type of thinking were adopted by Ofgem, we
would see a reduction in the cost assumptions in the RIA.

15 | We would welcome any information that could improve our analysis of the costs
and benefits highlighted in this Impact Assessment, and specifically any
evidence regarding; the monitoring, enforcement and administrative costs
involved and any evidence regarding the indirect costs on industry of these
measures.

a} Monitering: Impact on industry

We assume that, since the UK wholesale markets are already monitored by Ofgem,
we wil not see a difference in regulatory burden. However, if the existing work is
reinferpreted from existing practice, there is o risk that there will be an increased
costs on industry as Arficle 37(i) uses the new formulatfion which requires the regulator
to monitor “level and effectiveness of market opening” which is not in UK law but
consistent with it, If this was the case, then, we would expect a significant burden as
energy companies review their compliance programs and alter systems to provide
the necessary data for any new competitive tests.

Finally, we would hope the reguiatory effort will be placed on the monitoring of cross
border trade.

b) Enforcement

Experience has shown that it is not always a clear rationale for what the investigation
hopes to achieve but rather we have been asked broad brush questions obliging us
to provide large quantities of data. If there is a well defined invesfigation and
proporfionate enforcement action, there is no exira regulatory burden placed on the
industry.

¢} Administrative costs: Resources of the regulator

Comparison of different regulators resources relative to primary duties would be a
useful analysis for the RIA. This will allow DECC to scope the resources necessary to
implement the Third Package. Even o simple assessment of resources and activity is
revealing (table 1).

Table T Gross Income for UK Regulators

Regulator Ofwat Ofgem Ofcom Post Com
Gross income | £18.97M £41.36M £132.7 £9.424M
Employees 198 315 873 53

Ratio ofato b | 0.095 0.131 0.151 0.177

Source Ofgem Resource Accounts 08/0%; Ofwat Resource Accounts; Annual Report

and Accounts Ofgem 09/10 and Post Com
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16 | Are the Impact Assessment assumptions on the costs to TSOs of complying with
the new TSO cerlification process realistic (both for those seeking derogations
and those not doing so0)?

No comment.

17 | The Impact Assessment assumes that ensuring the independence of fhe
compliance officer for DSOs requires little additional action on the part of the
affected DSOs. Your views including evidence of costs would be appreciated.

1




No comment.

Are the assumptions made as part of this Impact Assessment correct and have
we correctly Identified the costs and benefits associated with these measures?

No comment.

19

Whal specific changes to current practice will be required to comply with
articles 15 (unbundling) and 16 (confidentiality) of the Directive? What are the
likely costs of making these changes?

No comment.

20

Arficles 15, 17 and 19 of the Gas Regulation specify that certain operational
information must be made publicly available by ‘technically and
economically necessary’ LNG and storage sites. What are the likely costs
involved in making this information publicly available?

No comment,

21

Arficle 22 of the Regulation outlines the requirement for contracts and
procedures fo be harmonised at ‘technically and economically necessary’
LNG and storage sites. What changes to current practices will, in your view, be
required to achieve this and what are the likely cosis of making these
changes?

No comment.

22

We would welcome evidence on the costs and benefits of Introducing a
licensing regime for LNG and storage as opposed to infroducing the measures
through changes to legislation.

No comment.

EDF Energy
October 2010
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