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ofgem for snorgy coghmars Today’s session

Purpose of today’s meeting is to:

« Get a progress update on ongoing Customer Service and Vulnerability actions
« Review main options that have been proposed through the working group sessions
for arrangements relating to Vulnerability

09:50 - 10:05 1. Intro

10:05 - 11:00 2. Update on Customer Service Actions (SSE)

11:00 - 11:30 3. Complaints Monitoring Evidence (Citizens Advice)

11:30 - 11:40 Break

11:40 - 12:30 4. SROI Incentive (ENWL)

12:30 - 13:15 Lunch

13:15 - 14:30 5. Run through the Vulnerability Package as a whole
o Ofgem play back of what the group has covered so far
o Discussion

14:30 - 14:45 5. Next steps and actions




of em Making a positive difference
for energy consumers

Proposed dates and locations for CSVC working group

sessions

WG session Date Time Location

1. Introductory session 28 November 2019 | 10am-4pm Ofgem London offices
(Room 1.17)

2. Policy options: 23 January 2020 10am-4pm Ofgem London offices

Vulnerability (Room 1.13)

3. Policy options: 04 February 2020 |10am-2pm Ofgem London offices

Connections (Room 1.09)

4. Policy options: Customer |27 February 2020 | 10am-4pm Ofgem London offices

Service and Vulnerability (Room 1.17)

5. Evidence and analysis: 19 March 2020 10am-4pm Teleconference

CSAT and vulnerability

6. Evidence and analysis: 9 April 2020 10am-4pm Teleconference

Connections

7. Evidence and analysis: | 30 April 2020 10am-4pm Teleconference

Vulnerability and

Customer Service

8. Evidence and analysis: 28 May 2020 10am-4pm Teleconference

TBC




Customer Service




|

SSEN Overall Customer
Satisfaction

Approach and
Methodology
Summary — Working
Group 7

-
)



Agreed actions following on from RIIO-ED2 Customer Service Vulnerability and Connections WG session -7 Customer Satisfaction

There were a number of additional actions that SSEN agreed to take away following the last RIIO-ED2 Customer Service Vulnerability and
Connections Working session.

To collate all DNO feedback in relation to SSEN Customer Balanced Scorecard Proposal and highlight key benefits vs risk

To collate the DNO positions for the Complaints Proposals

To clarify the thinking for the Complaints Proposals submitted by SSEN

To collate all DNO feedback in relation to Customer Touchpoints — This has not been completed and proposed we add to Mays agenda to re-
group

To set up some time with Explain, understand more about the original set up and seek feedback/recommendations for ED2

U CUpodo



Agreed actions following on from RIIO-ED2 Customer Service Vulnerability and Connections WG session - 7 Customer Satisfaction

ENWL and others were unclear on how the proposed balanced scorecard would drive better behaviours and outcomes than the existing
arrangements. They considered that greater understanding of the rationale for this proposal was needed to inform Ofgem’s consultation
position.

Risks

Moving away from Broad Measure to Balanced Scorecard means that we stop asking specific service type questions, potentially making it
harder to identify process improvements as feedback will be about raw customer service.

Risk of DNOs finding ways to “win customers over” rather than investing in real improvements.

Difficult to understand a benchmark, however, this could be led from a body such as the loCS.

Benefits

The purpose of any incentivised piece is to drive improved performance. Customer Satisfaction is not an issue within distribution, however,
trust and customer effort is an issue and is important — and this is widely recognised outside of our industry too. A balanced score card will

drive improvements in these 2 areas area, and therefore improve reputational performance of distribution. Water hasn’t had this in place
long enough to use as an example, however, banking has, and they were able to take an industry from bottom place, to 2" in just a few

years based on this industry standard.
§ Scottish & Southern
Electricity Network:



Agreed actions following on from RIIO-ED2 Customer Service Vulnerability and Connections WG session - 7 Customer Satisfaction

Balanced score card includes widely recognised measuring methodologies such as Customer Effort Score. This is the most modern a relevant
measurement, not moving to this risks leaving the industry behind. Explain firmly believe effort levels should be captured and are important
in the modern day world. We have also seen Gas considering how they would also recognise and measure customer effort levels.

We have made a recommendation and provided an alternative option for consultation. We have suggested this an alternative option,
providing customers with choice. We have seen that trust and effort has started to be measured in other service sectors, some close to us
such as Water, and due to this believe we should explore these options. We should firstly be using a recognised and non-bias organisation
such as the loCS and Citizens Advice to support this. This would draw out insight from customers as to what they want us as DNOs to be
measure on.

The suggestion is that we we don’t know if customers want to measure us on overall satisfaction in the current structure, and advanced
alternatives should be an option for customers to consult and decide upon, rather than only having 1 option to consider. Customers can
only have a view on what is available as a presented option, that they have been advised is available.

Recommendation: SSEN and DNOs could collate a set of questions that we would like to ask, and complete a single independent research
piece through explain to ask customer options on measuring effort and trust levels and whether that was an important factor? Citizens
Advice suggested whether the balanced scorecard approach could be adopted as a reputational-only incentive. It was discussed that some
DNOs already publish their Institute of Customer Service results, but SPEN questioned whether mandating a reputational incentive was in
customers interest and do they want to pay for this. This factor could also be included in a single independent research piece?
Scottish & Southern
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Agreed actions following on from RIIO-ED2 Customer Service Vulnerability and Connections WG session - 7 Customer Satisfaction

The discussion centered on what issue the proposal was trying to target and the behaviours the mechanism should be driving. Action:
Ofgem asked SSEN to set out in a table the issue(s), the risk(s) to customers, and whether the identified issue(s) could be addressed by

enhancing the BMCS and/or a balanced scorecard and how. SSEN are to share with the group for views and provide an update on 30t
April.

SSEN have commissioned I0CS to create a issue(s), the risk(s) to customers, and whether the identified issue(s) could be addressed by
enhancing the BMCS and/or a balanced scorecard and how the 2 approaches differ. This is due to be back with SSEN in early May, so
proposed to discuss at the next working group.

Scottish & Southern

Electricity Networks
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Agreed actions following on from RIIO-ED2 Customer Service Vulnerability and Connections WG session - 7 Customer Satisfaction

Proposal Clarification

Day 31 to Day 15

We know that if it’s not resolved in day +1, then the cycle timeframe is anywhere between day 2 and day 31, but before Day 31. Our key message here
was that all DNOs have performed very well under the current framework, and we wanted to propose a measurement that would demonstrate that we
are looking to again improve on what has been achieved in ED1, so that customers can clearly see and benefit for tighter timeframes, and that we are
not static in our measurement from one price control to another, but always looking to improve standards that are quicker and more efficient for the
customer, however measured.

Number of complaints resolved day 2 — 15 and then 15 — 30.

We understand that all DNOs are not keen on reducing the 31 days to 15 days, because they feel there is no merit in this, we could look at a different
proposition. We continue with Day+1, but after that we have an average days to resolve metric that needs to remain under XX to preserve penalty free.
This will drive the right behaviours in faster resolution as will speed up resolving of complaints over day 31. The driver here is to resolve quicker for the
customer.

§ Scottish & Southern



Agreed actions following on from RIIO-ED2 Customer Service Vulnerability and Connections WG session - 7 Customer Satisfaction

PSR Introduction

We understand that the PSR element is not a something all other DNOs are wanting to adopt. Our thought process around this was to a) provide
consistency in service offerings and b) offer a quicker enhanced service for our priority customers. We have proposed a standalone category for PSR for
BMCS, as we all recognised the importance here, and believe that the separation of PSR complaints also provides that importance factor. We felt if you
were offering this for one service area, it should be considered under the complaints sector also, to demonstrate importance and prioritisation. We also
felt that Ofgem and Citizen Advice have spoken many times about about the importance of supporting PSR customers in a different way in ED2 and
listened to their feedback and wanted to demonstrate that there is an option to measure PSR complaints if required. If there is no standalone incentive
for PSR customers, under complaints, could our PSR customers be services and treated differently.

Weightings proposed

To clarify the weightings proposed were just examples of how you could weight if an additional category was added. Weightings should be looked at by
customer and stakeholder feedback, and based on what is the most important factors to the customer, not the DNO.

§ Scottish & Southern



Agreed actions following on from RIIO-ED2 Customer Service Vulnerability and Connections WG session - 7 Customer Satisfaction

New PSR Category

Benefit

Risk

This would be a consistent
measure, if we introduced PSR into
BMCS

Greater pressure on
DNOS in relation to
resourcing

PSR Customers would be prioritised

Stricter timescales may
mean operating practice
would need to be
adapted

As a standalone category, will
enable the DNOs to measure more
effectively, specifically for PSR
Customers.

Customers may not want
to pay for this enhanced
service

D31 Reduction to D15

Benefit

Risk

Customers would have shorter
waiting times, and the reduction
would push DNOs to resolve
quicker.

Customers may not want
to pay for this enhanced
service

Could drive positive behaviours

Could drive negative
behaviours

Could reduce Executive level and
ombudsman complaints

Operational Investment
on improvements could
be placed here, rather
than improving on
original route cause




Complaints
Monitoring

Sam Hughes - 30/4/20

citizens
advice



consumer service

We are the consumer champion for energy and have a statutory duty to consider
complaints within the energy industry.

One of our four obligations is to provide first-tier energy advice, including
through our consumer service helpline.

The helpline adviser can:

give practical and impartial advice on how to resolve consumer problems
tell consumers the law which applies to their situation

pass information about complaints on to Trading Standards

refer cases to the Extra Help Unit where the consumer or micro-business is
vulnerable or at risk of disconnection

Data informs many important aspects of our work.

Routes - online search, referral from local Citizens Advice or other
organisation, or after seeing the number on their bill (suppliers).



The Data

e England, Wales and Scotland

e January 2017 - March 2020

e Total cases, not unique cases - to capture repeat complaints

e Not all cases will have led to or necessitated a complaint to DNO
e Unique data

e Terminology

e Health warnings



Licensee complaint metric scores
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Aggregated DNO complaint metric scores (average)

e NPg
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e UKPN
e SPEN
e SSEN
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Numbers of complaints
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Complaints as a proportion of all received
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Complaints in numbers

2018

2019

2020 (Jan-March)

Grand Total

Expected total by customer
numbers (based on 2018
customer numbers)

Complaints per 10,000
customers (2018)

Complaints per 10,000
customers total (2017-2020)




Metric vs number (2018)




Complaint issues by proportion
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Company proportion of top 4 complaint issues
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Case studies

e Connections - alterations of supply

o costs, information and customer service, contestable/non-
contestable

e Quality/reliability of supply
O poor customer service, issues unresolved, faulty
appliances/products, frequent but short interruptions
e Network safety
o delays in work, compensation levels, experience of contract
e Excavations/reinstatement
o costs of work, condition not put right
e Meter provision/exchange
o letters about access




Summary

Volumes of network complaints are low - less than 1% of complaints to Consumer
Service in 2019

There are some consistent performers in complaint metric scores, we have seen
steady and significant improvement across all DNOs in ED1 and no penalties issued

The complaints metric may not be picking up the full story
o metric scores vs complaints per 10,000 customers

o some DNOs may be receiving/prompting a disproportionate number of
complaints compared to customer numbers and in comparison to other DNOs

‘Complaints per 10,000’ metric may pick up on outliers
The numbers associated with different complaints differ between DNOs
Some complaint areas may be covered by GSOPs

Would DNOs/Ofgem/consumers benefit from comparability - (increasing consumer
touchpoints)



Thank you

Sam Hughes, Citizens Advice
sam.hughes@ocitizensadvice.org.uk




SROI Incentive Update - ENWL



Return on Social Investment

Brian Hoy
30 April 2020 Stay connected...

You
v/ fl@[6]in

www.enwl.co.uk




Background

* At the Ofgem working group on CSVC on 27 February developing a common Social
Return on Investment (SROI) tool/methodology was discussed

* There appeared to be general support for this as it would provide a consistent
mechanism for assessment and allow comparison between companies

* In the meeting James Veaney postulated that this could also have potential to be used
as an incentive mechanism

* On 19 March ENWL went through slides outlining how such a common SROI
methodology could be used to create an incentive mechanism
* These slides assume a common SROI is developed and approved but don’t cover its development

* These slides recap and have updated examples based on more ‘real world’” SROI
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Where does ROSI sit in package?

e ROSI could act as replacement for
SECV to create a mechanism that
caters for:

* Ambition
* Innovation
* Changing stakeholder needs

Network Innoyation Allowance

Innovation

Ambition and
progressive
thinking

Business plan inceili

Mechanism
BMCS

Continuous service
improvement

* Working assumption is that

* some activities will be common
Mechanisms obligations and funded by allowances

Licence concjli:izr;( BAU implementation rflnd delivery of * some activities will be DNO specific and
Reputational incentive best practice funded through Business Plan
submission process

NPg ‘hierarchical structure’ proposed in session 4



The range of SORI can be quite variable....

Some of the 32 services we offer
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https://www.spenergynetworks.co.uk/userfiles/file/SPEN SE
CV Distribution 2019 part3.pdf

Feedback from Citizens Advice indicated that
the range of SROI might be much wider than
used in the initial illustrative examples

Examples from SPEN’s 2019 report shows a
range from 0.14 to 16

Similar example in WPD’s 2019 report:

» “17,764 fuel poor customers supported to save
£6.4m a year” with a total cost of £547k

* This gives a 11.7 return ratio

The principles of ROSI can still be applied and
the following slides outline some options
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https://www.spenergynetworks.co.uk/userfiles/file/SPEN_SECV_Distribution_2019_part3.pdf

Scenarios

Business Plan submission

Units of activity Unit cost

Total Cost

Value

Unit Social Total Social

Value

Net Social
Value

SROI Ratio

in allowances 17,000 £34 £578,000 £355 £6,035,000 | £5,457,000 10.4
Scenario 1 - Large scale
efficient deployment 55,000 £29 £1,595,000 £400 £22,000,000 | £20,405,000 13.8
Scenario 2 - Large scale
inefficient deployment 55,000 £35 £1,925,000 £350 £19,250,000 | £17,325,000
Scenario 3 - Marginal
Improvements 17,764 £31 £547,000 £360 £6,395,040 | £5,848,040 11.7

e Table above shows an example with higher SROI

* Base case is shown and assumed to have been in Business Plan allowance

* Three scenario shown:

* First two to cover large scale deployment but with different SROI, above and below baseline

* Third covers incremental improvements
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Option 1 —Sharing factor on Social Return

o based o e) or belo e) DNO Reward g DNO Co Funding from
o DASE e SRO e atio or Pena e Recove UIOLI Pot

Scenario 1 - Large scale efficient
deployment 0.1 £16,653,676 £5,346,324 £534,632 £1,017,000 £1,551,632
Scenario 2 - Large scale
inefficient deployment 0.1 £20,099,265 -£849,265 -£84,926 £1,347,000 £1,262,074
Scenario 3 - Marginal
Improvements 0.1 £5,711,324 £683,716 £68,372 -£31,000 £99,372

* This option shares the incremental social return but on a reduced sharing factor shown as an arbitrary 0.1 to
illustrate

* Baseline SROI is applied to actual costs to calculate Equivalent Social Return and then incremental Social Return
shared based on sharing factor

* ‘Use It Or Lose It’ Pot used to fund
¢ Incentive based on shared incremental Social Return
¢ |ncremental costs over baseline

* Symmetrical approach acts as a constraint as if Social Return is less than baseline (scenario 2) then DNO does
not recover all the money spent

* A further consideration would be to limit the benefits for marginal improvements by use of a dead band
* Eg within dead band either Reward or Efficiency but not both
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Option 2 — Sharing factor on Equivalent Costs

g based on baseline belo < DNO Reward (+ve DNO Co Funding from
0 RO e atio or Pena e Recove UIOLI Pot
Scenario 1 - Large scale efficient

deployment 0.56 £2,107,042 £512,042 £286,744 £1,017,000 £1,303,744

Scenario 2 - Large scale
inefficient deployment 0.56 £1,843,662 -£81,338 -£45,549 £1,347,000 £1,301,451

Scenario 3 - Marginal

Improvements 0.56 £612,483 £65,483 £36,670 -£31,000 £67,670

* This option takes the actual Social Return generated and derives the equivalent cost using the baseline SROI
* The difference between the equivalent costs and the actual costs is then shared based on sharing factor

* ‘Use It Or Lose It’ Pot used to fund
¢ |ncentive based on shared incremental Social Return
¢ |ncremental costs over baseline

* Symmetrical approach acts as a constraint as if Equivalent Costs more than actual then DNO does not recover all
the money spent

* A further consideration would be to limit the benefits for marginal improvements by use of a dead band
* Eg within dead band either Reward or Efficiency but not both
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Summary

ROSI acts as an incentive mechanism to fund activities above and beyond what is
included in Business Plans

Provides mechanism to deal with new developments, innovation and ambition

Provides an objective mechanism that gives funding certainty (subject to criteria)

Drives the right behaviours: efficiency and increased Social Return

Customer protection from
* Ringfenced UIOLI pot caps expenditure
* Increased Social Return delivered for DNO to have incentive

* Cap on the maximum SROlI ratio
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Vulnerability Package



ofgem iy Introduction

Purpose:

« Review the main options that have been proposed through the working group sessions
for arrangements in ED2 relating vulnerability.

« We are still evaluating the merits and drawbacks of all proposals (and considering
where alternative options may be appropriate/desirable). As such we have not yet
‘landed’ on consultation positions. However, we want to replay the proposals we have
received in the WGs so far and seek more information from group on outstanding
questions we have, answers to which may inform the options we include in our
summer consultation.

Next steps:
« Group to feed back views between now and our final scheduled WG on 28 May.

« Ofgem will continue to evaluate options ahead of our summer consultation.

This is our penultimate WG session
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ofgem tor enory consamers Scope of proposals we are considering
and links with other WGs

RIIO-ED2 A high-quality and reliable service to all network users and consumers, including
objective those who are in vulnerable situations

RIIO-ED1 arrangements under review

Social obligations/

Customer Service Connections

Vulnerability

Broad Measure of Customer Service BMCS: . .
BMCS): Incentive on Connections Engagement
( : Stakeholder Engagement and Consumer (ICE)

Customer satisfaction surveys Vulnerability Incentive
BMCS: Licence conditions such as SLC10 to Time to quote (TTQ) and time to connect
. ) establish and maintain a Priority Services (TTC) | i
Complaints metric Register (PSR) incentive

BMCS:

Guaranteed Standards of Performance
Stakeholder Engagement and Consumer (GSoPs)

Vulnerability Incentive

Covered in the Safety, Resilience and Licence conditions

Reliability Working Group




ofgem oplichd sl Recap: current arrangements and challenges

ED1 Recap

« In ED1 we wanted DNOs to maximise their role in understanding, identifying and supporting customers in
vulnerable situations. DNOs business plan submissions had to demonstrate their strategy to realising this
objective. We have an LO and an ODI(F) to drive this role.

« Through the SECV, most DNOs are delivering fair to good outcomes and DNOs and other stakeholders
consider it has driven a step change and that helping the vulnerable is now incorporated into DNOs’
strategic priorities.

Issues with current arrangements raised/discussed in the WG:

« DNOs consider that SECV assessment process could be more transparent eg in distinguishing between BAU
activities and those that go above and beyond.

« A lack of consistent reporting on outcomes, social value or cost/benefit analysis makes is hard to assess if
the value is commensurate with reward. It also reduces comparability between companies.

« Some DNOs/stakeholders consider there is scope for improvement on driving collaboration

« WG feedback that the variability of SECV reward makes it difficult to budget for future periods, which is
particularly problematic for partnership arrangements.

« The current SECV process is resource intensive for both network companies and the regulator

ED2 Emerging issues in changing policy/regulatory landscape

« The DNOs role in regards to vulnerability may need to evolve in light of the energy system transition. There
is a risk that some customers may be ‘left behind’ in ED2 and the cost of decarbonisation may exacerbate
existing affordability issues.

Desired outcomes

« All customers in vulnerable situations receive an appropriate minimum level of service from their network
company, regardless of where they live.

« DNOs have the flexibility to deliver ambitious and innovative initiatives that go beyond business as usual in
supporting consumers in vulnerable situations.

+ DNOs are encouraged to deliver ambitious and best practice initiatives to support consumers in vulnerable
situations.




Making a positive difference

Ofgem for energy consumers Embedding ED1 progress into DNOs role

Background
« We want to ensure that all consumers in vulnerable situations receive an appropriate minimum level of service
from their network company, regardless of where they live.

« There has been a step change in how vulnerability is considered in ED1. WG discussion to date has shown there
is strong support that the progress achieved in ED1 should be embedded as BAU in ED2.

DNOs role in ED2
« Provide additional support and services to PSR customers
« Protect the interests of customers in vulnerable circumstances throughout their operations

How to drive this role:
« Use Licence conditions to mandate minimum required standards:
o Retain the current obligation maintain and provide assistance through the PSR; and
o Introduce a principles-based Licence Obligation which would require DNOs to support consumers in
vulnerable situations as part of their BAU operations.
« Enhanced minimum requirements in the business plan
« NPg’'s package also highlights that an ODI(R) will drive improvements in BAU implementation and the delivery
of best practice.

« SPEN'’s package considers that BAU power cut support should be drawn out in the BMCS, to drive continued
improvements in this area, but to also ensure an incentive focuses solely on above and beyond delivery

Questions

» Do you agree with this consideration of the BAU role?

* Would a principles based licence condition, and enhanced minimum requirements in the business plan, embed
progress from ED1 into the DNOs role?

+ Is a within-period mechanism needed to hold DNOs to account on the delivery of minimum requirements and
drive over performance against these?

a1



Ofgem oy Defining DNOs role beyond BAU

WG discussion so far

DNOs role will need to evolve to support vulnerable customers in during the low carbon transition
DNOs should strive to not miss an opportunity to identify and support a customer in need

There is a broad spectrum of activities that a DNOs role could encompass

p———— - ~ pgm———— - pm——_———— - , o e e e -o
[ \ | PSR customer S Identifying hard to reach \ : \
PSR satisfaction 1 l PSR customers 1 / Demand-side response:

1 Powercuts | 1 ' Encourage and support small businesses and households to \

1 Resili 1 PSR phone line, | | take part in demand side response, e.g. link up with 1

I esilience I 1 Business PSR, etc. 1 ] PSR data quality and sharing 11 aggregators I

Tech uptake:
1 1 ! SROI methodology or | I Automatic compensation 11 ) Encourage uptake / fund low income |
Safeguarding | equivalent I 11 Mdake avyarelof /_flynd climate cf:\ar:jge households to install batteries and solar
adaptation / resilience, e.g. to floods, i i i
1 Ener ving and 1 I I Being a responsible DSR . tP g panels. C_on5|der spm_al housing landlords |
ergy saving a . » . 1 e 11 eat wave and housing associations.
| efficiency advice and | 1 Vulnerability champion” on I I commissioner L |
i Board

| small scale funding 1 1 | I ECO referrals (big scale) 11 Network upgrade costs: |
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Initial mapping of activities by Citizens Advice from WG2

« There is a need to differentiate between ‘could do’ and ‘should do’
» The touchpoints work undertaken demonstrates it is hard to identify the full spectrum of initiatives
yet that could support vulnerable customers in ED2 and what would be appropriate.

GD package stated that GDNs should not be funded for actions beyond core areas of competence,
for example, for installing boilers, heating systems or energy efficiency measures. The ED2
methodology could adopt a similar steer, providing definitive parameters to the DNOs remit.
The business plan guidance could provide criteria to enable a clear and consistent justification
of when a DNO is well placed to carry out an initiative.

Like in Citizens Advice’s material, are there broad themes that can be used to provide a more

consistent way to view the spectrum of initiatives and guide justification? N



Ofgem oplichd sl Facilitating ambitious outcomes beyond BAU

Background

+  We want to provide the flexibility for DNOs to deliver ambitious and innovative initiatives that go beyond
business as usual in supporting consumers in vulnerable situations.

«  We want to encourage DNO to deliver ambitious and best practice initiatives to support consumers in
vulnerable situations.

« Many different individual components have been proposed which can form different packages.

Vulnerability

Individual Components Proposed

f ) ( Vulnerability Incentive \

UIOLI allowance (SPEN) We propose not to consult on
L ) Part 1 (60%) - Standard preferred components, but
- N Metrics: PSR Reach; £ instead possible packages.

Economic Value Delivered

QDI [ = el Showdess Part 2 (40%) - Qualitative
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associated baseline
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L funding ) gy J

Additional Tool within other
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Making a positive difference
for energy consumers

ofgem

Proposed Package Options

These are four
illustrative options

based on the WG S NIA / NIA
proposals so far. BPI /" opI(R
They are not the / vioLl y N
proposed options "/ BP /,'I BP II,’ oDl (F) ,’II Ambition .and
for the SSMC. 7 /! ulotl / prog_rE'?SlVe
thinking
ll' B M CS ,/I I/I I/I . .
/' lincreased v BMCS Continuous service
! focus on PSR ! oDl (R) / oDl (R) ,/  (separate PSR .
g improvement
/ and weight  // / /! category)
,'l accordingly) III I/ /'l
LO(s) S Los LOs LO(s) BAU implementation and
Totex /' Totex J Totex y Totex delivery of best practice
'Il ODI (R) /,I // I/
NPg Option GD Option GD ‘+’ Option  SPEN Option
Questions

What are your views on the proposed packages? What are the risks and benefits of each
package?
Are there alternative mechanisms/packages that should be considered?

What next steps/further evidence is needed to demonstrate the benefit in components of
different packages? Eg. Using an ODI (F)



ofgem iy Next steps

Do you think we have ‘missed’ anything — this could be in the context of existing
RIIO-ED1 outputs or new proposals you think we should consider?

Next steps:

Group to feed back views between now and our final scheduled WG on 28 May
Ofgem will continue to evaluate options ahead of our summer consultation

Ask group members to complete outstanding actions and feed back, either to the
wider group in the final WG or separately with Ofgem
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