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Energy Saving Trust consultation response: 

ECO: Help to Heat  
Key points: 

● We think that a much more ambitious programme to improve the energy efficiency of our housing 

stock is needed, with a much larger budget. We do recognise however that if ECO is the only UK-

wide scheme then the money should be spent on households at risk of experiencing fuel poverty. 

● The supplier obligation model of delivery for energy efficiency means that the most cost effective 

improvements are prioritised. Whilst the eligibility criteria ensure that those that benefit will be 

fuel poor it is difficult to target those most in need among the eligible group.  

● We have concerns that using a supplier obligation to tackle fuel poverty can be regressive and the 

more we continue to use a SO the more acute this problem will become. This is because over time 

the focus shifts to harder to treat properties as the easiest and cheapest measures are completed. 

● If DBEIS wants to reduce the level of boiler replacements as proposed, a new scheme or schemes 

for vulnerable owner occupiers across GB needs to be set up. In the rented sector, more robust 

enforcement of housing health and safety laws is needed to oblige landlords to rapidly replace 

broken boilers.  

● Flexible eligibility is a good idea in principle but we have concerns that local authorities might not 

have enough say in the process. We are concerned that only the most proactive LA areas will 

benefit, leaving many behind.  

● Going forward, we need to focus on providing a clear customer journey, both in the context of 

flexible eligibility and in the wider scheme. Customers must be able to clearly understand who is 

funding improvements and where they should go if problems are encountered.  

● DBEIS places a lot of emphasis on flexible eligibility as a safety net to capture the vulnerable and 

fuel poor that miss out on support through the main eligibility requirements. We have concerns 

over this untested model and would warn against over-reliance on a scheme that may or may not 

deliver as hoped. DBEIS needs to mitigate against this risk.  

● ECO needs to do more on customer protection: we hope this can come from the Bonfield Review. It 

will be vital to ensure that all customers under ECO are guaranteed the same level of protection, 

regardless of how they come into the scheme or where they live.  

● In order to improve the efficiency of delivery of ECO, we recommend that the EPC Register is used, 

alongside the existing data matching service for DWP data, to pro-actively target homes eligible for 

ECO measures. This type of home and person data matching could be used to pro-actively identify a 

core group of ECO eligible households, similar to the core group that are eligible for the Warm 

Homes Discount. This would enable energy suppliers to promote measures to households more 

effectively and cost-efficiently and help ensure that eligible households are supported. 
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Chapter 2: Purpose and structure of extension 

1. Do you agree with our proposal to extend the current ECO by one year, whilst making 

improvements that transition to a longer-term fuel poverty focused obligation? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

We are concerned about the decrease in activity that the reduced ECO budget represents. Moving from 

£870m a year to £640m a year is a significant drop. It is inevitable that this will lead to a decrease in 

activity which could in turn damage the supply chain and will result in fewer households benefiting from 

the programme or a reduction in the achieved savings per household. 

 

Given the state of the housing stock; the level of fuel poverty and the 2030 fuel poverty target in 

England; the UK carbon budgets and our predicted shortfall for the fifth and sixth carbon budgets, it is 

clear that we need transformative investment to retrofit our housing stock with energy efficiency 

improvements. Addressing the challenges in our energy sector to be ‘2050 ready’ will require a 

comprehensive policy mix systematically laid out in a long term action plan. The current commitment to 

the supplier obligation is only one piece of that mix and with the reduction in budget we are concerned 

that we are moving ever further from the level of investment and the policy framework that we need to 

deliver a true transformation.  

 

We appreciate that with a reduced energy efficiency budget the lion’s share of it should go to helping 

those most in need. We are concerned that the amount being spent by the UK government on energy 

efficiency is insufficient to meet our climate change targets. We are also unsure that this level of 

investment is sufficient to meet England’s 2030 fuel poverty target. 

 

We have raised concerns in the past that a supplier obligation is not well suited to help the fuel poor as 

it can have a regressive effect. This concern has been expressed by a number of other organisations in 

the industry and has been backed by the Energy and Climate Change (ECC) Committee in its report on 

home energy efficiency and demand reduction. To repeat, this does not mean that we oppose the 

planned focusing of ECO - as the only UK-wide energy efficiency programme - on the people most in 

need. But we would prefer to see ECO as one of a range of policies supporting householders in paying 

for energy efficiency measures, reaching both able  to pay and fuel poor customers, and with ECO 

focused on lower cost measures. (In support of this viewpoint we note that the Impact Assessment 

accompanying the consultation, the lowest cost route to reducing greenhouse gases is through cutting 

CSCO, keeping AW at the same share and increasing the share of CERO (policy option 2). This fits with 

how we think energy efficiency should be funded in the UK: we would argue that a supplier obligation is 

best suited to undertake the cheapest and easiest improvements and open to all households. Alongside 

this a central government programme to tackle fuel poverty - or at least hard to treat fuel poverty - 

should be set up). 

 

One of the original aims of the supplier obligation was to promote the creation of energy service 

companies (ESCOs) but the policy has not succeeded in this regard. This has left us with obligated parties 
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whose organisations are not well aligned with encouraging demand reduction. Further, suppliers lack 

public trust and often do not even have well-established relationships with their customers. We suggest 

that DBEIS should consider a restructure where, as in other countries, DNOs are obligated given that 

their objectives are well aligned with the objective of reducing energy demand at household level. 

It will also be important to try and avoid fuel poor households being required to make contributions as 

much as possible, as this would be contrary to the aims of the scheme. If fuel poor households are 

required to make contributions there should be alternative support mechanisms alongside ECO to assist 

with this, e.g. a zero interest loan as is available through the HEEPS loan scheme. See our points on data 

transparency below. 

 

2. Do you agree with the proposal to re-balance the obligations for 2017-18; by increasing the 

Affordable Warmth obligation by £1.84bn notional lifetime bill savings (provisional figure), increasing 

the Carbon Emission Reduction Obligation by 3.0 MtCO2 (provisional figure), and not increasing the 

Carbon Saving Community Obligation? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

Please refer to our answer to Question 1.   

 

3. Do you agree that the CSCO deadline should remain at 31 March 2017? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

Yes based on the rationale that CERO has supported nearly as many fuel poor households as CSCO (14% 

vs. 15%), coupled with the relative increase to the Affordable Warmth obligation. 

 

4. Do you agree that there should be no rural sub-obligation from April 2017? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

If delivery is expected to hit the same level of rural delivery without the rural sub-obligation then having 

it in place would not impose much greater cost. It seems questionable whether simply having to 

determine and indicate to Ofgem that 15% of measures (that are being delivered anyway) are in fact 

being delivered in rural areas would cost that much in administrative time. We would be interested in 

seeing what the Department estimates compliance with the sub-obligation actually costs as this seems 

to be an important part of the reason to remove the sub-obligation, we are not aware of these costs 

being explicitly stated in the consultation documents. We do not think that a strong enough case has 

been put forward to remove the sub-obligation and would therefore strongly argue for it to be brought 

back into ECO in the Affordable Warmth obligation.  

 

As the Department will be aware in the 2016 fuel poverty statistics it is noted that “Households living in 

an area classified as rural, have the highest proportion living in fuel poverty and the largest fuel poverty 

gap.” In England around 20% of rural homes are found to be F & G rated properties, compared to 3% for 

urban areas and 14% of rural households are estimated in fuel poverty, 4 % points higher than urban 

households (using the LIHC method). Fuel poverty gaps are found to be significantly higher in rural 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/540034/Annual_Fuel_Poverty_Statistics_Report_2016_-_revised.pdf
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areas. In Scotland rural fuel poverty is also a significant issue, the 2014 Scottish House Condition Survey 

reports it to be 50%, compared to 32% for urban areas (using the 10% method). As such rural delivery is 

an essential part of tackling fuel poverty across the UK: reaching the households likely to be in the 

deepest fuel poverty as well as areas where fuel poverty is most widespread is essential. 

 

We appreciate that to date around 14% of improvements undertaken under CERO have been in rural 

areas hence why DBEIS is proposing removing the sub obligation. We noted in the Impact Assessment 

that it is estimated that 19% of delivery is projected to be to in rural households and 18% to households 

that are not connected to the gas grid. We would welcome this level of activity however remain 

concerned that with no sub-obligation there will be no guarantee that any improvements take place in 

rural areas.  

Chapter 3: Affordable Warmth targeting and household eligibility 

criteria 

5. Do you agree with our proposals to introduce income thresholds for 2017-18 which take account of 

household composition for Tax Credits and Universal Credit? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

 

6. Do you agree with our proposal to adopt ten household composition types with relative income 

thresholds based on whether the household consists of a single person or a couple and whether they 

have one, two, three or four or more dependent children? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

 

7. Do you agree with our proposals to allow recipients of other eligible benefits (Income Support, 

Income-based Jobseeker’s Allowance and Income-related Employment and Support Allowance) to 

continue to be eligible and to remove the additional sub-criteria in 2017? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

Yes, we would broadly agree with this. We think that it is useful to extend the eligibility criteria to allow 

a greater proportion of the population to receive help through ECO. Whilst expanding eligibility will not 

necessarily improve targeting it will be useful to open up the scheme to potentially fuel poor households 

that are presently excluded. We would however urge DBEIS to monitor targeting closely in the context 

of the widened criteria to ensure the proportion of improvements going to the fuel poor stays the same 

at the very least. Simplifying the eligibility criteria is also welcome and should help reduce delivery costs. 

 

8. Do you think we should amend the eligibility requirements so that those in receipt of Guarantee 

Credit in Pension Credit continue to be eligible under Affordable Warmth but those only in receipt of 

Savings Credit should only qualify through CERO or if they meet the ‘flexible eligibility’ proposal? 

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/12/8460
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/12/8460
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Yes / No / I do not have a strong views 

 

It makes sense to align eligibility across ECO with the Warm Home Discount core group. However we 

would welcome greater clarity on the implications of these proposals: i.e. how many people would be 

affected, what proportion of these people are estimated to be in fuel poverty, etc.  

 

We would urge DBEIS to carefully consider the borderline cases; if there are many that miss out but 

have low levels of savings. If the decision to remove eligibility for certain groups of pensioners is taken 

forward then we think that something else must be put in place to ensure that those that need help are 

able to get it. We recognise that DBEIS thinks that flexible eligibility (which will anyway account for at 

most 20% of ECO activity) will help pick out vulnerable persons that that miss out on ECO but as laid out 

in our responses below this may not occur across all LA areas. 

 

9. Do you agree with the proposal to extend eligibility to social tenure households with an EPC rating 

of E, F or G for their home, and for no additional benefits criteria or income thresholds to be required? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

Yes, we agree with extending eligibility to the worst rated social tenure households. By definition 

tenants in social housing are more likely to be low income and vulnerable so making improvements to E, 

F and G rated properties is in line with the fuel poverty alleviation objective of ECO. In addition social 

tenure households contribute to ECO funding so should also be eligible to benefit.  

 

Challenges may arise around the cost effectiveness of measures in social housing. For instance in 

Scotland the Energy Efficiency Standard for Social Housing (EESSH) has meant that in many instances 

where improvements have not been undertaken it is due to technical or cost barriers.  

 

10. Do you agree an EPC would be an appropriate way of proving the efficiency banding of social 

housing? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

The Energy Performance Certificate is intended to determine the energy efficiency of a property so it 

stands to reason that it is an appropriate way of proving the efficiency banding for social housing.  

 

There may also be other sources of information that are used under other schemes, in Scotland for 

instance, the information that would be submitted by social housing providers to the Scottish Housing 

Regulator for reporting on EESSH could be used or information similar to that such as cloned SAP 

ratings. 

 

11. Do you agree that measures delivered in new build homes should not be eligible under ECO from 1 

April 2017? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

https://www.scottishhousingregulator.gov.uk/energy-efficiency-standard-social-housing-eessh
https://www.scottishhousingregulator.gov.uk/energy-efficiency-standard-social-housing-eessh
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New build homes are built to a much higher energy efficiency standard than the bulk of existing housing 

stock. As such spending ECO money on these homes is a poor use of the limited budget. New build 

building regulations are a crucial tool to future-proof our homes. We would like to reiterate our view 

that all of the governments in GB should be working towards the introduction of net zero carbon new 

build standards. Zero carbon homes are the most effective means to ensure that major energy efficiency 

improvements to the new building stock are not required between now and 2050. 

 

12. Do you agree with the proposal to allow flexible eligibility? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

If so, what proportion of the 2017-18 Affordable Warmth obligation do you believe that suppliers should 

be able to deliver using this flexible eligibility route? 

20% 

 

As part of our consultation response process we helped organise a workshop bringing together a 

number of local authorities to understand their position on the next phase of the supplier obligation. 

We have used insight from this workshop to inform our position on this point. 

 

We believe flexible eligibility is broadly a good proposition but we have some concerns. A positive 

element of the flexible eligibility proposal is of course that it will allow LAs or intermediaries to identify 

households that might otherwise slip through the net. Below we lay out our concerns and then propose 

some solutions that could mitigate these.  

 

Concerns:  

 

● We are concerned that flexible eligibility will not benefit areas of need where local authorities 

are less active and/or do not have established partnerships with suppliers. 

● ECO delivery needs more inherent certainty rather than more flexibility. From the consumer’s 

perspective there is a risk that flexible eligibility becomes very confusing. In workshops that we 

organised last year with other groups in the sector an important theme emerged: creating a 

clear and understandable consumer journey was of paramount importance. We are concerned 

that flexible eligibility could lead to there being very different situations depending on where a 

consumer lives (see below). 

● Variation in delivery between areas also increases the chance of unofficial marketing companies 

filling the gap. Lead generators could target areas and sell the leads onto suppliers or their 

supply chain. This is largely unregulated and therefore poses a risk to vulnerable households. 

● An important point that came up during the LA workshop was that under the proposed flexible 

eligibility model there is a mismatch in negotiating power between LA and supplier. LAs do not 

have enough say in how the money is spent or how the work is delivered. We have concerns 

that suppliers will play LAs off against each other which risks creating a race to the bottom. This 

creates a lot of uncertainty around the realities of delivery: a concern that was raised repeatedly 

is that there is no guarantee that a LA spending a lot of time to develop a local partnership or 
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scheme for flexible eligibility will actually translate into a funding agreement with an energy 

supplier. 

● Generally, we would warn against overly relying on flexible eligibility as a safety net for those 

that might otherwise miss out on support - this a theme that re-emerges regularly through the 

consultation.  Although a promising concept, flexible eligibility is untested, it will not benefit all 

areas equally, and we agree it should not go beyond 20% of ECO support - it thus cannot be seen 

as a blanket mechanism to fill the gaps left by other elements of ECO. 

 

Potential ways to mitigate the above: 

 

● It will be crucial to get the detail right in the guidance document and with the LA declaration 

method. We would like to see clarification in the guidance on what Ofgem will accept, perhaps 

including groups highlighted in local fuel poverty plans, in rural areas, types of vulnerable 

household, certain income groups and energy efficiency ratings in low income households.  

● Because of the problem that flexible eligibility will tend to favour better-resourced local 

authorities, we suggest that the rules around this element of ECO should encourage replication 

of successful flexibility eligibility schemes. Rather than making an approved scheme open to any 

supplier, allowing alternative local authorities to implement the same scheme in their area 

would allow an easier route for less well-resourced authorities to replicate the scheme.  

● Because of the uncertainties around flexible eligibility and in particular because it will favour 

better resourced local authorities, we support a cap of 20% on this element of ECO. 

● To make the most of the opportunity of flexible eligibility EPC data should be shared with LAs. In 

Scotland EST does this for Scottish Government and provides further information through the 

Energy Saving Trust Home Analytics tool which helps improve targeting. Home 

Analytics provides data down to the address level and is available to the Scottish Government 

and local authorities in Scotland to assist them in developing, targeting and delivering energy 

efficiency and fuel poverty policies, schemes and programmes. 

 

 

13. Do you consider that solid wall insulation for non-fuel poor private tenure homes should be 

included under flexible eligibility as described in Chapter 3? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

We think that all measures should be included under flexible eligibility. 

 

Although we appreciate the equity argument around delivering measures to non-fuel poor houses, a 

point which was raised at the LA workshop, from a pragmatic point of view the reality is that economies 

of scale may mean that it is more cost effective to deliver improvements to non-fuel poor homes than to 

work around them.  

 

14. Do you agree with the proposal to allow local authorities to determine whether some households 

are eligible through ‘local authority declarations’ in the way proposed? 
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Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

See response to question 12 above. We have concerns about how flexible eligibility will be delivered in 

practice and around raising consumer expectations.  

 

15. Do you consider that schemes involving other intermediaries should be allowed, as described in 

Chapter 3, in addition to local authority declarations? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

We think that allowing other intermediaries to refer into the scheme should be allowed. Whether many 

organisations will come forward is an unknown at this point but opening up the possibility could allow 

new and innovative solutions. Targeting could be undertaken through local and community 

organisations, for instance voluntary sector and community organisations could refer vulnerable 

households for ECO support and receive a small referral fee if work goes ahead for that household.  

 

It is important to ensure that consumers are protected within the scheme and there is a greater risk if 

opening up the scheme to other organisations. By ensuring that schemes are submitted to Ofgem by a 

local authority or supplier this reduces the risk as it is clear who is responsible for the work carried out.  

A publicly available register of these schemes would be helpful to advice organisations, who members of 

the public often turn to in order to check if a scheme is genuine.  This should help protect consumers 

against opportunist companies misselling. 

Chapter 4: Eligible energy efficiency measures 

 

16. Do you agree with the proposal aimed at limiting the delivery of qualifying gas boiler 

replacements (and not limiting other types of heating measure)? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

ECO is intended to deliver energy efficiency improvements and alleviate fuel poverty. As energy 

inefficient boilers are increasingly removed from the stock, replacing old gas boilers with newer ones 

does not necessarily achieve a significant energy efficiency improvement or do much in terms of fuel 

poverty alleviation. We therefore support the cut back in support for boiler replacement in this phase of 

ECO, due to low additionally of the measure.  

 

But that does not mean that householders whose boilers break and who cannot afford a replacement 

should be without support. A warm home – as is recognised by environmental health legislation 

(Housing Act 2004) - is a matter of basic health and safety. The Housing (Scotland) Act 2006 also includes 

requirements for landlords to maintain space heating “[...] in a reasonable state of repair and in proper 

working order” as part of the repairing standard. To ensure that broken boilers are replaced, in owner 

occupier properties a new scheme or schemes for vulnerable owner occupiers across GB needs to be set 

up, this could take the form of a “broken boiler” fund to help those most in need, for instance. In rented 
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properties, government needs to ensure that environmental health teams have the staffing to take 

action against landlords of homes that are dangerously cold because of broken heating systems, using 

the Housing Health and Safety Rating System. This is a significant issue: there are already schemes in 

place in Scotland and Wales to assist the most vulnerable but if ECO support is withdrawn then there 

would be nothing for England. The Energy Saving Trust manages the Energy Saving Advice Service 

(covering England and Wales) on behalf of DBEIS and nearly half of the enquiries we receive concern 

boiler replacement. Limiting gas boiler replacement to the proposed level will mean a lot of households 

are unable to find the support that they need.  

 

17. Do you agree that only measures installed after a specified date should count towards the 

Affordable Warmth minimum, and that date should be 1 July 2016? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

Where appropriate, justify your response, and describe any preferred alternative proposal.  

 

If DBEIS is to limit the amount of gas boiler replacements then this should be brought in before the 

transition year starts, to avoid suppliers making installs under the more advantageous criteria.  

  

 

18. Do you agree with the proposal to in effect limit the delivery of qualifying gas boiler replacements 

at a level equivalent to 25,000 boilers under the ECO extension? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

As per our response to question 16, we are concerned that such a drastic drop in activity could lead to a 

large number of fuel poor households struggling to get help to replace their boilers. As such if the UK 

government introduces this boiler replacement limit we urge both the UK and other devolved 

governments  to set up alternative schemes (where none are already in place) to help the vulnerable 

and fuel poor to replace their boilers. 

 

19. Do you agree with our proposal not to impose new limits on the level of installation of the 

following measures? 

a) Heating controls 

b) First time central heating 

c) Non-gas qualifying boilers 

d) Non-qualifying boilers 

e) Electric storage heaters 

f) Renewable heating 

g) Heat networks 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

It is difficult to predict what measures will be most suitable in any given home and despite the estimates 

included in the Impact Assessment what is actually delivered could be very different. We therefore 

agree that it is best to be flexible with this regard.  
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The stronger focus on first time central heating installs is a good opportunity. We would highlight that 

ECO should be aligned with other schemes however, e.g. the assisted gas connection scheme or the Gas 

Infill Loans scheme, to fully deliver on its potential. At the moment households often miss out on central 

heating due to a lack of funding, this should be kept in mind for the ECO scheme. 

 

20. Do you have views on whether Government should take action to prevent shifting the balance of 

measures delivered and the potential for energy suppliers to receive disproportionate benefit under 

ECO from renewable heating supported by RHI payments? 

Action is needed / Action is NOT needed / I do not have a strong view 

 

There remain many barriers in the renewable heating market so it is important to put in place strong 

incentives, particularly to make the market work for low income households. 

 

Considering that to date there has not been significant delivery of renewable heat and in light of the 

eligibility criteria limiting who is able to receive measures through ECO we do not think that there is 

much risk of overcompensation. Being overly cautious risks stifling renewable heat under ECO. As one of 

the objectives of the RHI consultation was to make it more accessible to the less able to pay and as ECO 

is increasing its fuel poverty focus we think it makes perfect sense to allow the two to work together. 

We need a market transformation of renewable heating to make it accessible to low income 

households, RHI is a crucial part of that but ECO can also play an important role, especially to reach less 

well-off households. It is questionable whether ECO on its own is enough to incentivise suppliers to 

install renewable heating in low income homes. In fact it may be that without the joining up of RHI and 

ECO very few renewable heating installations go ahead under Affordable Warmth.. 

 

We are pleased that government is “ [...] keen to ensure that the RHI and ECO can interact to incentivise 

renewable heat for those that are least able to pay, alongside other measures” and welcome this and we 

note that Government is considering “[...] whether changes to both schemes could shift the balance of 

measures delivered in ECO, limiting the delivery of other measures that support the scheme’s objectives, 

such as insulation”. We would point out that one of the most important objectives of ECO going forward 

is to alleviate fuel poverty and installing renewable systems does just that.  

 

Throughout the consultation there appears to be a conscious shift towards encouraging insulation 

measures, this is understandable in light of the Conservative party’s manifesto commitment to insulate 

1m homes by 2020. However we would argue that ECO should seek to encourage the most efficient 

choice of measures to balance out reaching the highest number of households and lifting those that 

receive improvements out of fuel poverty. Installing cavity or loft insulation may be the best course of 

action for some properties but for others a renewable heating system or solid wall insulation will be 

required: a “horses for courses” approach needs to be taken. This goes back to the point we made in 

response to Question 1, we need ECO to deliver the transformative investment in the UK housing stock 

by installing the measures most appropriate to lift the most vulnerable out of fuel poverty. ECO also 

needs to play its part in market transformation - helping to build the supply chain and bring down costs 
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for renewable heat as a central part of our low carbon transition and journey to a society free from fuel-

poverty. 

 

21. Do you consider that heat network schemes funded or part funded by the supplier obligation 

should be required to include arrangements for consumer protection? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

Yes, it is important to include arrangements for consumer protection for heat networks. We would 

emphasise that consumer protection is vital across all schemes, not only heat networks; we were 

pleased to see that the Bonfield Review features prominently in the consultation document and hope 

that the recommendations on consumer protection will be an integral part of ECO for the transition year 

and up until 2022. Improvements under ECO fall outside of the energy ombudsman and the protections 

set up as part of the Green Deal so setting up a rigorous protection regime with a clear redress 

mechanism is vital. We also touch on this issue in our responses to questions 28, 40 and 51.  

 

22. Do you agree with the proposal to allow insulation but not to allow boiler or other heating system 

replacements or repairs (of any fuel type) in social tenure properties, with the exception of first time 

central heating (including district heating) and renewable heat? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

This seems reasonable as most social housing providers will already have a duty to maintain the 

premises to a current level in place.  

 

23. Do you agree that we should retain a solid wall minimum within the scheme? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

We think that addressing solid wall insulation is important and for some dwellings is the only effective 

way to improve its energy efficiency. In line with our response to Question 1 we are concerned about 

the potentially regressive impact of funding a small number of expensive measures through a levy on 

energy bills. To address this issue we continue to argue that fuel poverty  alleviation, and certainly 

action on hard to treat fuel poor homes, should be funded through general taxation.  

 

That being said it is crucial that solid wall insulation improvements go ahead both to help fuel poor 

households in solid walled homes and to keep the industry ‘ticking over’. In the medium term it would 

be good to move to a situation where the government is actually developing the market for this critical 

measure: we understand that the supplier obligation in France supports around 200,000 solid wall 

insulation installs each year. 

 

24. Do you agree that the solid wall minimum is set at the right level? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 
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We do not think that the level of solid wall insulations supported through ECO is sufficient to achieve the 

UK’s decarbonisation targets and prepare the industry for the challenges we will face ahead. That being 

said, in reference to our points in question 1 and 23, we do agree that SWI under ECO should be set at 

the suggested level, in line with the reduction in the ECO budget and to avoid the regressive effect that a 

high proportion of spending on SWI could entail.  

 

25. Do you agree that an in-use factor of 15% should be applied to party wall insulation measures 

delivered under CERO after 31 March 2017? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view. 

 

 

26. Do you agree that party wall insulation measures installed after 31 March 2017 should support 

secondary measures? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

Chapter 5: Delivery and administration 

 

27. Do you agree that the requirement for measures to be recommended on either a GDAR or a CSR 

should be removed from 1 April 2017? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

 

28. Do you have views on whether any alternative requirements should be introduced in order to 

provide consumer advice, or ensure technical suitability of a measure prior to its installation? 

Alternatives are needed / Alternatives are NOT needed / I do not have a strong 

view 

 

Based on our experience delivering ESAS we think it is very important that recipients are made aware of 

who has funded the work and who is responsible to rectify any issues. The layers of subcontracting 

within ECO to date has made this very confusing for consumers and hinders their ability to redress any 

problems. There have also been instances of questionable marketing practices by subcontractors to 

generate leads as part of the scheme. There needs to be a clear and simple redress mechanism under 

ECO so that if something goes wrong or if there is malpractice the householder knows who to turn to to 

rectify the issue. This would increase consumer confidence in the scheme. An Alternative Dispute 

Resolution (ADR) mechanism is one option. 

 

29. Do you agree that from 1 April 2017 we should move to a system of deemed scoring, as described 

above, rather than the current bespoke RdSAP or SAP based property by property assessments? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 
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We agree that using deemed scoring will be a positive step to reduce the administrative burden and 

simplify the scheme.  

 

30. Do you agree that savings for district heating system measures should be calculated based on 

bespoke SAP or RdSAP assessments, rather than deemed scores? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

When sizing a district heat system, an assessment of each dwelling’s heat requirements should be 

undertaken. This can be done using RdSAP, therefore requiring an RdSAP assessment within ECO should 

not incur additional cost. 

 

31. Do you agree that up to 5% of each supplier’s measures should be granted automatic extensions 

for up to three months? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

32. Do you agree with removing the restriction on extensions where it is due to supplier 

administrative oversight? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

33. Do you agree that we should introduce a mechanism for the trading of obligations between 

licensed suppliers? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

34. Do you agree that Ofgem E-Serve should approve trades, to ensure that energy suppliers can bear 

the consequences of non-compliance? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

35. Do you agree the version of PAS 2030 cited in the ECO regulations should be updated to refer to 

the most recent version, following the anticipated updates to PAS 2030? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

36. Do you agree that installation companies delivering measures which are referenced in PAS 2030 

under the extension to ECO should be certified against the requirements set out in PAS 2030? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

37. Do you think there is value in collecting and publishing more information on ECO 

costs in the future? 

If you do, what information do you think should be collected and how should it be obtained? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

It is very important to get access to ECO costs from a consumer protection point of view. To date not 

enough cost data has been made publically available which makes it difficult to hold suppliers to account 
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and for civil society to have an effective discussion with suppliers and government about the scope and 

scale of the scheme. It is also vital to get information on what contributions are being made by 

customers as this allows third parties to assess how customers are being affected and interacting with 

the scheme. This has been a significant failing in the ECO scheme to date and needs to rectified for the 

transition year and the 2018-2022 scheme.  

 

From another perspective it is useful for industry to have cost data on installation costs as there isn’t a 

lot currently available. For the cost data to be useful it needs to be available in a format that can be used 

easily i.e cost per house type: cost of cavity wall insulation by flat, semi bungalow, age of property and 

number of bedrooms, etc. Equally in instances where the customer has contributed to the cost of the 

work, for the data to be of value we would need the cost of the installation  in total, rather than just the 

supplier’s contribution. 

 

38. Do you agree that, with the exception of the Affordable Warmth minimum requirement, the new 

scheme rules being proposed should be introduced for measures installed from 1 April 2017? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view. 

 

39. Government invites views on whether we should introduce any additional rules to incentivise 

greater delivery to areas with higher delivery costs? 

Additional rules are needed / Additional rules are NOT needed / I do not have a 

strong view 

 

We think that incentives for areas that have higher delivery costs would be useful. The non-gas uplifts 

are helpful in this context but we are not sure whether that will overcome other barriers in remote 

areas. As raised in response to Question 4 fuel poverty is more widespread in rural areas and the fuel 

poverty gap is deeper. Being in a high delivery cost area can result from being in a remote (generally 

rural) location, being off the gas grid or in an area with few installers, or a combination of these factors. 

The non-gas uplift only allows for one of these factors which doesn't necessarily create strong enough 

incentives for suppliers to deliver those who need help in these areas. The cost difference between a 

block of flats in an urban area that does not have gas heating compared to a remote rural home miles 

away from the gas grid is substantial. One catch-all non-gas uplift does not necessarily capture this 

difference.  

 

40. Should a brokerage mechanism be continued? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

As raised in response to Question 28 and Question 51 having a clear customer redress mechanism is 

essential. The only point we would make here is that the same clarity and consumer protections need to 

be in place through brokerage as in every other part of the scheme.  

 

41. If a brokerage mechanism continued in the future, what eligibility criteria and due diligence checks 

should be carried out to enable access to a range of organisations? 
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42. In addition, should access for an individual organisation be reviewed for any reason (eg at certain 

intervals or for certain behaviours)? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

43. Is brokerage a barrier to local delivery? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

44. Does the current performance rating system provide the assurance of quality and delivery 

needed? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

45. If brokerage continued, would you recommend any substantial changes to its design to better 

reflect the future fuel poverty focus? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

See response to Question 40. 

 

Chapter 6: Second set of reforms (2018-2022) 
 

46. Government invites views on the aspects of the future supplier obligation (eg measures, scoring, 

objectives) where a Scottish scheme could diverge from the GB-wide scheme without increasing the 

administration or policy costs unreasonably. 

 

As identified in other parts of our response we think maintaining rural delivery is important and in 

Scotland this is especially true. As such we believe a rural sub-obligation should remain in place and 

there should be additional measures to encourage delivery in areas with higher delivery costs. These 

two issues are particularly pertinent in Scotland where rural fuel poverty is high and where remoteness 

can be a significant barrier to delivery.  

 

The Scottish Government has put in place a much more comprehensive array of energy efficiency and 

fuel poverty policies, compared to what is on offer in England and Wales. For ECO delivery to add the 

most value it must complement and join-up with this policy framework. We believe that a supplier 

obligation delivering the cheapest and easiest improvements to all householders would be effective in 

this context, as it could complement existing Scottish fuel poverty schemes, which in turn could be 

focussed on delivering more expensive and hard-to-treat properties.  

 

47. When would you consider that differences between an English and Welsh scheme and a Scottish 

scheme could be detrimental to the operation and competition of the United Kingdom-wide energy 

market? 
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48. Do you believe there is any justification for changing the customer number threshold in the future 

obligation (2018 onwards)? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

49. Do you believe there is any justification for changing the taper for newly obligated suppliers in the 

future obligation (2018 onwards)? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

50. Under current and previous supplier obligations, are there barriers in scheme 

design inhibiting innovation in delivery models and technologies? 

Yes / No / I do not have a strong view 

 

The continued use of a supplier obligation as the primary policy instrument to improve the energy 

efficiency of our housing stock moves us further down a pathway poorly suited to foster innovation or 

promote market transformation for new energy saving technologies. Cost effectiveness is the primary 

concern as all costs are passed onto energy bills and spread across all consumers’ bills, this precludes 

higher levels of spending on a per measure basis which in turn hinders investment in more innovative 

solutions. We are not aware of any other European nations using a supplier obligation as a vehicle to 

foster innovation and we would warn DBEIS against trying to achieve too many objectives through one 

narrow policy instrument. Ultimately it comes back to the point that supplier obligations are very 

effective tools to deliver a large number of cheap and easy to install measures, beyond that there will 

always be a number of challenges.  

 

51. Government invites views on what specific improvements could be made to the 

design of the ECO scheme to facilitate administration and delivery. 

 

ECO is an obligation on suppliers and too often this has meant that the actual recipients, the 

beneficiaries of the improvements are somewhat of an afterthought. As referenced in other parts of this 

response we think an Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR) mechanism should be introduced to allow 

for a clear redress process for recipients of measures. Work carried out under ECO does not currently 

fall under the Energy Ombudsman remit, there need to be appropriate forms of address for any work 

carried out under the ECO umbrella, including marketing activities.  

 

In order to improve the efficiency of delivery of ECO, we recommend that the EPC Register is used, 

alongside the existing data matching service for DWP data, to pro-actively target homes eligible for ECO 

measures. This type of home and person data matching could be used to pro-actively identify a core 

group of ECO eligible households, similar to the core group that are eligible for the Warm Homes 

Discount. This would enable energy suppliers to promote measures to households more effectively and 

cost-efficiently and help ensure that eligible households are supported. 

 


