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We submit the following response to the consultation in respect of the DNOs' future role in supporting the rollout of low carbon technologies. 
The Centre for Sustainable Energy (CSE) is an independent national charity, established in 1979 to tackle climate change and end the misery of cold homes. We undertake practical work to support households and communities to take action on energy and support people in fuel poverty, deliver retrofit programmes and services alongside undertaking original research and analysis to inform local and national policy. We previously submitted responses in respect of the previous RESP consultations and the ED3 consultation.
CSE agrees that DNOs should play a role in coordinating and supporting a cost-effective energy transition, emphasizing the importance of keeping costs down due to rising network charges and consumer pressures. DNOs already support vulnerable customers and should maintain this focus while complementing it with LCT support. Their existing stakeholder relationships and direct contact with householders position them well as enablers of targeted, efficient planning and delivery of LCTs.
While supporting the rationale and scope of enhanced coordination, we raise concerns about potential overlaps with the Warm Homes Agency (WHA) and RESP processes, especially regarding prioritisation of retrofit areas, coordination of funding, and provision of advice. There needs to be clear decision-making processes and oversight to avoid inefficiencies and duplication.
We have proposed “Supporting Participation” as a hybrid archetype. DNOs can identify suitable properties but are less suited for consumer engagement or detailed advice, which community groups and trusted intermediaries should provide. Given limited DNO experience, we recommend a series of pilots excluding the “Focused Intervention” archetype, to test coordination and expanded roles.
Q1. Should DNOs play a role in co-ordinating and supporting a cost-effective energy transition through improved planning and supporting/directing targeted delivery? How can they help make the transition more efficient and affordable for everyone, and do they have a role in supporting lower income households?
Yes.
We agree that DNO’s can play a useful role in helping co-ordinate and support a cost-effective energy transition in ED3. With electrification gathering pace, network charges (and thus standing charges) are likely to rise during ED3, and consumers are already under a great deal of pressure. It is therefore essential that DNOs demonstrate value for consumers by keeping costs down. Energy efficiency, effective use of existing assets, and defensibly planning the growth of the network is fundamental to giving bill payers confidence that their money is being well spent. 
DNOs already have a clear role and established programmes to support vulnerable customers (we support both National Grid ED and SSEN in the delivery of their social obligations). Any new role or focus on LCTs shouldn't be a pivot away from this existing fuel poverty support, because there is huge demand for these services, and the advice support offered by the Warm Homes Agency (WHA) isn’t going to replace this. The new role for DNOs should be designed to complement their social obligations work.
DNOs also have existing relationships with key stakeholders via their existing engagement processes i.e. DFES, connections and other processes. They can proactively use the insight they already have to support better coordinated local delivery and act as an enabler. They also have a direct relationship with the householder and should ensure that every contact with them is utilised to support more targeted and effective planning in the future. 
Q2. Do you agree with the overall rationale and scope of 'Enhanced Co-ordination'? 
We support the rationale and proposed scope but raise the following key concerns about the potential overlap with the Warm Homes Agency (WHA) as set out in the Warm Homes Plan (WHP): 
· Establishing which areas are a priority for retrofit – there are a number of key actors in this space and there needs to be a clear decision-making process i.e. Warm Homes Agency, NESO in their role delivering RESP, local authority (often leading local retrofit scheme delivery), Heat Network Zone coordinators and the DNO. In our answer to Q1 above, we make the case for DNOs defining priority but not deciding on the area to receive support – this needs oversight from the RESP with involvement of all parties.
· Coordination of funding – the WHA will distribute grant funding to local authorities which authorities will then manage and oversee. If DNOs are contributing any funding to these schemes, either as part of the funding stack or for individual measures, then there needs to be a clear decision making and oversight process i.e. it would be inefficient for this to be spread across multiple parties.
Provision of advice – the role of the WHA and the services it provides have yet to be defined. But it’s unlikely that the WHA will deliver significant activity beyond the PAS 2035 process. There’s both a risk that a DNO coordination role overlaps with the WHA’s remit and an opportunity for the DNO to plug the un-funded gaps.
Q3. What are your views of the effectiveness of the existing Collaboration Plan requirements? Do you think the enhanced Community Collaboration Plans we have described would be helpful to stakeholders and, if so, how best should they be monitored? 
The existing documentation is not sufficient to comment on the enhanced Community Collaboration Plans as proposed. From the links provided it’s not possible to understand the plan’s format. 
In our view, the proposed monitoring approach, reporting stakeholders engaged and planning decisions influenced, is insufficient to assess the effectiveness and cost effectiveness of DNO’s proposed role. Monitoring should include data on the number of installations carried out, their quality, customer feedback, capital cost and if it is possible to model it, the avoided grid reinforcement costs or captured grid benefits. 
Whilst Independent Stakeholder Groups (ISGs) can provide useful fora to provide DNOs with feedback and challenge, we are concerned about over-reliance on these groups to ‘monitor and report to Ofgem on the quality of DNOs stakeholder engagement’ given the likely variation in expertise and approach of different ISGs. Ofgem needs to ensure consistency in monitoring and assessing the performance of different DNO in order to ultimately hold DNOs to account.  
Feedback on the role of Community Collaboration Plans
CSE has extensive community engagement experience and as such we believe Community Collaboration Plans could potentially be helpful, depending on how they integrate with parallel engagement and coordination processes developed in association with the delivery of the WHP i.e. via local authorities.
We would however question the scale at which Community Collaboration Plans are expected to be produced. Our experience from Bristol Mission Net Zero and Bristol Heat Pump Ready is that if community collaboration plans are to be of benefit in improving uptake, they need to be specific to and developed in partnership with a community (i.e. co-created).
Case study: Community Climate Investment Plans
Between 2024 and 2025 we worked with Bristol City Council and three community partners: Eastside Community Trust, Knowle West Media Centre and Southmead Development Trust. Together, we co-developed three Community Climate Investment Plans (CCIPs). The development of CCIPs involved working with residents in Easton and Lawrence Hill, Knowle West and Southmead to turn local climate priorities into projects that can actually be funded and delivered. That meant proper community engagement, not just surveys. It meant asking open questions, not just ticking boxes. It meant going into homes, understanding real housing conditions, mapping technical options, and testing how social value, affordability and carbon reduction can be built in from the start, not bolted on at the end. 
If DNOs want to support the role out of LCTs then supporting the community level engagement activity, which the WHA won’t fund, represents as huge opportunity. 
In practice the DNO would need to conduct, or be involved in, a stakeholder mapping exercise for any new area-based programme of work. We recommend that Community Collaboration Plans for local DNO activity seek to identify embedded trusted intermediaries (like CSE) and community groups as local partners, where they might assist in engaging local communities. Our project Mission Net Zero demonstrates the value of working with local anchor community organisations to develop investible community scale projects which are locally resonant and carry public support.
Decarbonisation will put increased demand on the distribution network, particularly at low voltage (LV), with potentially 50% of the LV networks needing to be upgraded, involving extensive excavation in residential streets causing significant disruption to communities. There is clear evidence from other large infrastructure roll outs that poor communication with stakeholders and communities can lead to resentment and objection, which slows progress and hampers delivery efficiency. CSE’s SIF funded JIGSAW project will explore how DNO’s can use an enhanced coordinator role to offer Low‑Carbon Technology (LCT) installations alongside planned local electricity network upgrades to offset potential disruption with tangible consumer benefits. JIGSAW will trial new ways to improve public acceptance of essential upgrades, whilst accelerating uptake of low carbon technologies. 
Q4. How useful is the data currently published by DNOs, and is it presented adequately? 
We recognise that DSOs now regularly release and publish network data through their various open portals, and some have dynamic maps. However, there is inconsistency between DNO portals and much more could be done to help stakeholders (particularly local authorities, communities and non-energy experts) to understand how to interpret and use the data (e.g. via more guidance or video content). We would welcome greater standardisation across DNOs and as such would encourage them to come to an agreement on a common data dictionary (UKPN’s Data Dictionary could be used as a basis for this work). 
The quality, accuracy and completeness of datasets will also impact design of local programmes. For example. as noted in Q1, DNO’s have poor knowledge and inadequate digital mapping of their LV grid which may limit the role you anticipate them playing. Our project “Bristol Heat Pump Ready” project tested how to scale up heat pump adoption by creating a coordinated, place-based model that supported households through the full journey, from engagement and assessment to installation, while also developing local installer capacity.  To deliver this project we sought digital mapping from NGED to clarify:
· Which households were connected to which sub-station
· If there were head room issues associated with each sub-station and at what point any threshold may be reached
· If there were any specific issues with the phase supply, cabling or unlooping issues i.e. that may result in issues for heat pump installations 
Unfortunately, we first encountered issues with GDPR which resulted in a lengthy delay, we subsequently found that the DNO did not have this information and could only answer our questions by inspecting the LV network in that area. Ensuring there is open access to this information in a digital format across all DNOs is a pre-request for better planning for area-based retrofit schemes (which is specifically referenced in the WHP). 
We have previously called for enhanced access to information about the low voltage network and note that Citizen Advice are also calling for this i.e. DNOs to develop and publish granular details about the capacity of their low voltage (LV) networks. 
Q5. What are your views on strengthening the System Visualisation Interface requirement, and would it be valuable for DNOs to collate and publish additional non‑network datasets, if so, which datasets would be most beneficial? 
Strengthening system visualisations for these datasets would make them easier to engage with but requiring mapped data is not enough on itis own. Guidance, interpretations and explanations of how to use the data for local scheme planning is more important.
 Q6. What are your views on the Working with Local Authorities and others proposals we have set out above? What if any, would be the key elements of this? Are you aware of particular entities who would benefit from such advice? 
We support closer collaboration with local and combined authorities, NESO, Heat Network Zone coordinators and the WHA to optimise the rollout of low carbon technologies, reduce network costs and maximise co-benefits. Through Regional Energy Strategic Plans (RESP), actors in the energy system, including NESO and DNOs will have more modelling than ever before about likely future energy infrastructure needs. It’s therefore essential that:
· Any new tools, Community Collaboration Plans, enhancements to Smart Optimisation Output (SOO) and Scheduling and Co-ordination Agreements (SCAs) help inform the plans of both the RESP and WHA (plus the local authorities deploying funding from the WHA).
· Local authorities and trusted intermediaries are given the resources needed to support DNOs in their coordination role. There’s a growing divide between larger local authorities and Mayoral Combined Authorities (MCA) with greater access to resources (funding and staff) relative to smaller authorities who are likely to left further behind. 
As noted in Q3 and Q9, community groups and trusted intermediaries (like CSE) also already support the coordination of area-based programmes and so for any future scheme design they should also be recognised and given access both funding and the tools described in section 3 of the consultation. We would urge any pilots involving DNOs to have a clearly specified role for community partners. 
The technical support, tools and software outlined all appear useful, but it is essential that the work builds on existing knowledge (e.g. the National Building Model and Heat Zoning model can already model building energy demand and heat networks in advance of DNOs capabilities). Any new support, tools and software should also be integrated with and inform the RESP process. The referenced Scheduling and Co-ordination Agreements (SCAs) with key stakeholders sound useful and we would welcome more information about these and how they may support, or form part of the Community Collaboration Plans mentioned above. 
Q7. How could iDNOs support the proposals in this portion of the consultation? How could either private wire connected properties or license-exempt networks feature in these proposals? 
We recommend that whatever approach Ofgem adopts for DNOs is replicated on an appropriate scale with iDNOs. We recognise that iDNOs may have a more limited capacity to engage with stakeholders than DNOs, but they should nevertheless be expected to fully engage with their own local stakeholders and feed into RESP and local energy planning processes.
Q8. We are keen to understand how these proposed Enhanced Co-ordination activities could best integrate with NESO's RESP processes in the near and long term, and how these proposals could complement, or be in tension with, RESP development? 
We see strong potential for integration but there are potential issues with overlaps (see our response to Q2). The latest RESP consultation outlines a structured process for working through and acting upon opportunities for whole system optimisation.  We suggest that the co-ordination activities could offer key opportunities for whole system optimisation and suggest that where possible enhanced coordination should begin or be incorporated into this RESP process. 
However, as noted above and in our response to the RESP Framework consultation there is a risk that some local authorities are left behind by better‑resourced, larger unitary or combined authorities who are far more able to engage routinely with DNOs. It’s therefore essential that DNOs enhanced coordination role is driven by need rather than partner capabilities. 
Expanded Role 
Q9. Do you think if DNOs adopted the type of Expanded Role described above this would add value and support the rollout of LCTs and EE? Could this model provide an effective and viable way to deliver network and system benefits? If so, could this be achieved while also prioritising support for low‑income households? 
We can see the potential for an expanded role for DNOs in coordinating the rollout of LCTs and energy efficiency. Our view is that DNOs should play an active role in “Supporting Participation” – which we see as an adaptation of the discussed “Widening Participation” role. In particular the following characterise the activities and behaviours we would like to see included:
· Open access to data – all DNOs should support area based retrofit programmes by making data on the LV network available to local authorities and trusted intermediaries to enable them to plan programmes. This data should come in a digital format and identify which properties are connected to which substation and if there are any issues i.e. unlooping (see our response to Q4).
· Proactive investment in the LV network – as specified in the WHP we see a role for DNO’s removing barriers to households installing low carbon technologies, for example in area based unlooping programmes, identifying areas of the distribution network with more headroom where technologies such as heat pumps can be installed without reinforcement (see priorities below) and providing a systematic view of which parts of network which will come under pressure first.
· Identification of priorities – all DNOs should provide local authorities and trusted intermediaries with a list of areas that are a priority for retrofit. This should cover the optimal retrofit strategy for an area (which of these is needed – batteries, PV, insulation and / or heat pumps), vulnerability (PSR, fuel poverty), network cost (reinforcement) and other known plans (e.g. DESNZ Heat Zones). It’s important that these areas are seen by the RESP as a priority for area based retrofit schemes and as such incorporated in local authority plans when delivering the WHP. 
· Supporting community engagement – the WHP represents capital funding with no funding for capacity building or advice that’s not a key component of the retrofit journey i.e. specified by PAS 2035. As part of their coordinating role DNOs should be funding community groups and trusted intermediaries to support the delivery of area-based programmes i.e. handholding vulnerable clients, recruiting householders, snagging issues and acting as a community liaison. 
· Recognising the value to the network – as part of area-based programmes delivered under the WHP, DNOs should be funding those aspects of an installation that resolve network constraints more cheaply than physical reinforcement i.e. bring bill reductions for consumers.
· Supporting community scale delivery models – it’s disappointing that both this consultation and the WHP fail to recognise the opportunities associated with community scale batteries and low carbon technologies. A shift to area-based programmes provides an opportunity for DNOs to work with local authorities and community actors to fund community scale assets that deliver community wide benefits – offering far greater efficiencies than bulk buying LCTs for homes. 
We strongly support DNO’s developing programmes to accelerate and remove the grid barriers to the uptake of LCT’s including heat pumps, EV chargers and rooftop PV installations. As discussed above, we also think there is potential for DNO’s to identify opportunities for and contribute funding towards the installation of low carbon technologies as a cheaper alternative to grid reinforcement.  In these circumstances, we suggest that DNO’s engage and fund local authority led schemes to carry out installations on their behalf, rather than create separate or competing local retrofit programmes that add confusion to an already complex market. 
Regarding integration with the WHP, we share your concern that the patchwork of installed flexible assets means there is a risk that they are not operated in a co-ordinated way, so some of the potential energy system benefits of these technologies may not be realised, and that addressing this requires upfront capital to realise longer term reductions in energy bills, and support for consumers with low incomes to realise these savings. 
There is a clear danger that the WHP will (understandably) focus funding on the capital cost of retrofit and will neglect the aftercare provided to customers. We see a clear space where DNO’s could fund follow up appointments to recipients of WHP funded measures ensuring that consumers understand how low carbon measures they have had installed work and direct them towards advisers capable of offering smart energy advice and tariff advice.
Case Study: Guidelight  
Local authorities have long offered retrofit grants for low-income households to install low carbon technologies. However, our advice work shows many people struggle to use them effectively due to barriers such as limited digital access, low energy knowledge, financial constraints, and services that are not inclusive. A lack of follow-on support often means households miss out on the full benefits, highlighting the need for better design, clearer guidance, and ongoing support.
Our project Guidelight, ran in partnership with UK Power Networks, investigated how to improve the uptake and performance of low-carbon technologies (LCTs) such as heat pumps, solar panels, battery storage, and smart heating controls installed in homes through publicly funded retrofit schemes.
When LCTs are installed, they don’t always achieve the expected performance due to social and technical factors such as poor installation and non-inclusive service design. 
Guidelight aimed to improve the adoption and performance of LCTs in low-income and vulnerable households in southern England. It focused on addressing the “performance gap” by combining household feedback with technical monitoring to identify barriers and develop practical solutions, such as accessible information tools, low-cost monitoring, and community support. The project demonstrated a performance gap associated with a lack of energy advice alongside retrofit installations, householders also often failed to sign up for financial benefits (such as smart tariffs and the smart export guarantee) due to a lack of information and guidance as part of an aftercare package. 

Case Study: SNUG (Smarter Network Upgrades)
CSE is a key delivery partner in SNUG, a SIF-Beta project led by UK Power Networks that emerged from Flex Direct. SNUG is creating a scalable route for social landlords to benefit from energy flexibility markets while retrofitting rented homes with proven energy efficiency measures. The project addresses a critical gap. While the electricity grid urgently needs flexibility, social tenants are typically unable to participate in flexibility services. Yet social landlords are already delivering energy efficiency retrofits across their housing stock which could contribute to peak demand reduction, a currently underutilised flexibility product. There is clear potential for DNO’s to streamline incentives for landlords to provide flexibility, fund and scale up projects of this sort and identify key areas in the network where they should go ahead. 
These types of projects (which would complement rather than duplicate the WHP) would help ensure that the full network benefits of low carbon and smart energy technologies are realised, and that consumers including tenants benefit fully from the investment made in their homes.
As we stated in our response to the ED3 consultation, flexibility shouldn’t be used to avoid needed network reinforcement, but where it can remove constraints to allow the normal functioning of the grid and reduce costs, it could perform part of an enduring solution. There is a clear role for DNO’s in identifying areas or locations where low carbon and smart energy technology would offer network benefits.
Areas for caution
We would like to raise concerns about DNO’s taking a wider role than supporting participation, in leading or targeting the direct delivery of energy efficiency and low carbon measures, and in specifying the measures which should be funded. These activities should be managed by local authorities and housing providers who better understand the retrofit needs of their local housing stock and residents and who often have existing expertise and experience coordinating local housing retrofit delivery. There is also potential for wasteful duplication with the Warm Homes Agency (WHA) – depending on the role and remit of the agency. 
In our view:
· DNOs do not have the expertise to lead retrofit programmes. We know that installing energy efficiency measures requires specialist skills, and poor installation carries significant risks.
· This does not form part of their statutory role. 
· The pilots mentioned in the consultation do not provide sufficient evidence to support the “Focussed Intervention” approach.
· We are concerned that if DNO’s co-ordinate, delivery system cost and grid benefits might be prioritised over fuel poverty alleviation. 
We recommend that Ofgem ensures that any DNO involvement in energy efficiency, whether operationally or in terms of financing, does not distract the DNOs from their core activities. The delivery of energy efficiency measures to vulnerable households should be left to local authority led schemes funded progressively (e.g. publicly through the Warm Homes Plan) and to the emerging WHA. 
The consultation also discusses the role DNOs could play in boosting the rollout of domestic batteries and then in the context of the “Focused Intervention” approach, suggests the DNO would retain ownership of these assets. We do not think this is a practical proposition and suggest that consideration is given again to whether DNO’s could be allowed to embed and operate commercial or community scale batteries (see above) within the distribution grid. This would offer the direct control sought, would be likely to be cheaper and offers greater benefits to a locality.
We also question the priorities implicit in giving DNO’s this role. Whilst the installation of Low Carbon Technologies can deliver grid benefits, the primary driver behind their installation should be to mitigate fuel poverty. We furthermore question how such a coordinating role would be integrated with the WHA, which is also proposed to have a similar coordinating role. 
Q10. What are your views on us considering these proposals using a network benefit and wider system benefits approach? Do you have relevant information on the likely network, system, consumer or efficiency benefits of such an approach? 
As noted above, DNOs should be supporting participation by identifying areas where there’s an intersection of network benefit and social benefit. We support the principles outlined in 4.11 and 4.28 of the consultation that DNOs could fund those measures they deem most likely to offer network or system benefits, with remaining technologies financed through match funding (WHP) or other co-funding parties. 
Whilst we agree that mixed funding can help maximise benefits for individual households, support an area-based approach, and deliver better value for consumers. In practice, it’s often hard or impossible to access elements of this funding stack e.g. health savings which in our experience are difficult to capitalise. The delivery of schemes that rely on mixed funding carry higher risks and as such we do not think that DNOs should be directly managing them. Instead, they should be proactively supporting area-based programmes by funding the network aspect of this stack whilst supporting the wider activity that’s needed (but unlikely to be funded under the WHP). 
Q11. Do you have any views on the archetypes presented and their implications? Do you have any other approaches we should consider? Do you have any evidence on key components notably: 
On the technologies and measures that should be supported: Do you have evidence on the relative costs and benefits of different technologies? How could heat pumps and other low-carbon heating technologies be included whilst still offering wider system benefits? 
See our response to Q9 – our view is that DNOs should play an active role in “Supporting Participation” – which we see as an adaptation of the discussed “Widening Participation” role.  
We do not support the “Focused Intervention” archetype. We think by close alignment with delivery partners for the WHP and funding area-based approaches based on the network benefits, DNO’s could potentially widen participation and help improve delivery without putting up energy bills.
On the identification of suitable properties and consumer engagement: Would DNOs be well placed to proactively identify suitable properties and/or engage with consumers, or are there other actors better place to perform these functions? 
DNO’s have the skillset to identify properties suitable for LCTs but are not well placed to advise consumers on the most appropriate options for their needs or their ability to benefit from different offers. Nor do they typically possess strong community-level engagement skills or have the capacity to maintain particularly close relationships with local communities (below local authority level relationships). See our answers to Q3, 6 and 9 where we discuss the potential engagement role of community organisations and trusted intermediaries. 
On the potential funding approaches and implications: want are your views on the feasibility, or risks from these approaches; do you have evidence from other sources that is relevant to these considerations? 
We have concerns about funding this work through the Regulated Asset Value if this would lead to increases in customer’s bills.  We have supported government actions to bring energy bills down and transfer policy costs from energy bills to taxation which is more socially progressive.  Given continued price instability in the energy sector and high levels of fuel poverty, the focus on keeping bills down should be retained. 
However, allowing DNOs to fund interventions up to the level of network benefits could expand the reach of government initiatives such as the WHP and accelerate the take-up of low carbon technologies without increasing bills. 
We would also support the principle of low interest loans or discounts to able-to-pay households provided costs are not socialised across all consumers. We suggest delaying any loan schemes until details of the low interest loans available through the Warm Homes Fund (as part of the WHP) are made available, so that any activity to support this evolving market can be supported.
On responsibility for installations: what are the risks and opportunities if DNO’s were responsible for installations? What are the options for partnerships and how could different responsibilities offer better outcomes?
We see only risk in DNO’s being responsible for installations. Whilst DNO’s have familiarity with low carbon technologies, they do not have experience of managing energy efficiency contractors, providing householders with advice and support in this area, or ensuring quality of home energy retrofit installations. There are numerous examples of previous insulation schemes that have been energy industry led, using least cost delivery models, that result in poor outcomes for householders i.e. CESP, ECO4. Under CESP generators were obligated to achieve energy saving targets and, due to a lack of experience and naivety, were exploited by poorer elements of the supply chain. NEA’s project in Fishwick to remediate measures poorly installed under CESP is a good example of this. These measures need to be managed and funded by the public sector where the focus is on quality rather than cost. 
 On ownership and control of assets: how can necessary level of network or system benefits be achieved without DNO control and ownership? Does this pose other risks and challenges, and how might these be overcome? 
We consider it unlikely that consumers will take up offers of subsidies or even free installations if the DNO insists on retaining ownership and control. We also see direct ownership as unnecessary. The consumer led flexibility market is already growing rapidly. DESNZ have recently consulted on a requirement for new energy appliances to have smart functionality by default and is creating a regulatory ecosystem for smart flexibility providers and load controllers. With the arrival of half-hourly meter, the growth in domestic flexibility contracts and a greater use of smart and time of use tariffs consumers will soon be more exposed to fluctuating energy costs. Market signals should ensure that system benefits occur without the need for direct ownership. 
As discussed in response to Q9 we think consideration should be given to allowing DNO’s to embed and operate commercial scale batteries within the distribution grid to deliver system benefits. This would offer the direct control sought. 
Q12. Do you have views on whether pilots of these approaches would be valuable? And, if so, whether the pilots should potentially include a range options across archetypes, or whether the scope should be narrowed in advance? What should be the main focus of any pilots?
Given the very limited experience of DNOs in this area we would recommend a series of pilots. However, we would exclude “Focused Intervention” from these trials.
 Q13. How could iDNOs support the proposals in this portion of the consultation?
We recommend that Ofgem adopts a similar approach for DNOs and iDNOs, whether Ofgem decides against changing the role of DNOs or proceeds with either a coordination or expanded role. This should include some pilot delivery involving iDNOs. 
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