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WITNESS STATEMENT OF BRENDA BOARDMAN

|, BRENDA BOARDMAN of South Parks Road, Oxford, OX1 3QY say as follows:

1.

| am Dr Brenda Boardman MBE FEIl, Senior Research Fellow at the Environmental
Change Institute, University of Oxford. Until September 2007, | was head of the Lower
Carbon Futures team at the Institute. | am currently on sabbatical leave, prior to
retirement.

My academic career has focused strongly on fuel poverty. It was the subject of my
doctoral thesis at the University of Sussex (Economic, Social and Technical
Consideration for Fuel Poverty Policy), obtained in 1988 and subsequently published
in book form as: Fuel poverty, from cold homes to affordable warmth (1991,
Belhaven): at the time | was also the chair of the National Right to Fuel Campaign. |
have since written and spoken extensively on the subject and have carried out
considerable research into the issues.

From 1998 to 2001 | was a member of
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awarded the annual Melchett Medal by the Energy Institute. | am now a Fellow of the
Energy Institute (FEI). | am listed in the Fuel Poverty Strategy (for which see below) as
one of three non-governmental persons to receive papers from the Fuel Poverty
Monitoring and Technical Group [259].

I make this statement in support of
facts in this witness statement are within my own knowledge or are derived from
sources which | explain and which are within the Claim Bundle. For convenience,
references in this statement are to page numbers within the Claim Bundle.

The purpose of this statement is to assist the Court to understand some of the key
issues relating to fuel poverty and to explain the way in which Government policies
(past and present) have affected levels of fuel poverty in England over the past seven
years.

Many of the facts in this statement
reports and the annual reports of the Fuel Poverty Advisory Group (‘FPAG’).
Throughout this statement | rely, where possible, on the figures contained in those
reports.

In summary, my conclusions are that:

7.1. The Government's current and stat

are not sufficient to meet either its 2010 Target or its 2016 Target (defined
below). There are a number of reasons why that is so including reasons that

have repeatedly been drawn to the

advisory group.

7.2. The Government is not currently doing everything that it could reasonably do

to meet those targets. There are a wide range of measures that it could have
taken, and could still take, that would have significant beneficial effects on the
numbers of households in fuel poverty but which it has chosen not to take.

7.3. The Government has not published sufficient details of its thinking to explain

why it has not taken other available measures and why it has decided that it is
not able to meet its targets. In particular, the Government has not published
a plan setting out how it intends to meet its targets, what it would cost to do
so and putting the necessary package of measures in place.

7.4, The Go v er nme totcit Sundidgeforiits priacipal fuel poverty
programme (Warm Front) will reduce further its prospects of meeting its
targets.

7.5. The Government would need to spend considerably more than it is currently

spending on energy efficiency measures if it is to meet either of the above
targets.

What is fuel poverty?

8.

The term fuel poverty describes the problem by which a combination of poor housing
conditions and low income means that the household cannot afford sufficient fuel to
achieve either adequate warmth for health and comfort or other energy services
including for lighting, hot water and cooking.
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9. The term was first coined in the mid-1970s, partly as a consequence of the problems
caused by the first oil crisis (1973-4). Rapidly rising fuel prices created severe
difficulties for households on fixed, low incomes, particularly for those in energy
inefficient homes that are expensive to keep warm. Living in a cold home is a cause of
ill health and increased mortality risk. The young, old, disabled and long-term sick are
especially vulnerable to the effects of fuel poverty in social, health and educational
attainment terms.

10. Over the last ten winters, the number of excess winter deaths in England (the rise in
cold-related deaths during the winter months, in comparison with the summer) has
varied between 21,740 (1997-8) and 45,650 (1999-2000). As the Government
recognises “It has long been recognised that the level of excess winter deaths in the
United Kingdom is far above the average for other European countries with one of the
OFdzaSa o6SAy3a OAGSR & [25KS adGriS 2F GKS K2 dza/

11. While cold homes (and the resulting health and social effects) are an obvious
manifestation of fuel poverty, the problem has wider implications. For example, some
households, for instance those with young children, are prepared to go into debt in
order to provide a minimum level of warmth.

12. The issue of fuel poverty also has an important environmental dimension. Action to
tackle fuel poverty has the potential to contribute to the fight against climate change
because improving the energy efficiency ofthecount ry’ s housing stock
reducing the country’ s The fuet goer ltehd toelieeimr gy con s
energy inefficient properties and these are, per pound of fuel expenditure, the most
polluting: action to improve the homes of the fuel poor is action on climate change.

Who are the fuel poor?

13. The numbers in fuel poverty have varied so much in the last few years that getting a
clear description of who the fuel poor are, that is consistent across the years and
surveys, is difficult.

14. Some of the other characteristics of the fuel poor in England according to Government
figures in 2004/5 were as follows (DTl 2006a, Annex 4A):

e Around half the households contain at least one person aged over 60.
e 12 per cent contain one or more children.

e On average the household had an income of about £6,000 pa, mainly derived from
pensions and benefits.

e The average property had a low energy efficiency rating, usually below 30 SAP
points, in comparison with the national average of 48 points (the meaning of SAP is
explained later in this statement).

e 74 per cent contain just one adult (ie only one source of income).

e 43 per cent contain someone with a long-term disability or illness.
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The three variables

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

There are three main variables that determine whether or not (and to what extent)
any particular household is in fuel poverty. They are:

15.1. The cost of fuel (determined by energy prices);

15.2. The amount of fuel needed to heat a property (determined by the energy
efficiency of the property) and provide other energy services;

15.3. The ability of the household to afford the necessary fuel (determined by
household income).

In theoretical terms there are a number of ways in which these variables might
interact. The following are broad illustrations to explain the interaction:

16.1. If the energy efficiency of a property stays the same then a household may
become fuel poor (or more fuel poor) as a result of (a) decreased household
income; or (b) increased energy prices. The converse is also true.

16.2. | f a fuel poor h oconstanth(im Iredl tesms) thenahatme st ay s
household can be taken out of fuel poverty by (a) a reduction in its fuel bills
(energy prices) or (b) by an increase in the energy efficiency of its property (so
that it needs less fuel to run).

Looked at on a larger scale and assuming changes in only one variable:
17.1. Rising fuel prices will increase the numbers of households in fuel poverty;

17.2. Increasing the energy efficiency of properties will decrease the numbers in fuel
poverty;

17.3. Increased incomes will reduce the numbers of households in fuel poverty.

Interventions across all three variables are capable of making a difference to the
numbers of households living in fuel poverty and the state can intervene to affect
each of the variables. For example, the State can (a) manipulate energy prices; (b)
improve the incomes (generally or for particular groups); or (c) take measures to
improve the energy efficiency of properties.

Within each of the variables there are a range of possible intervention measures. For
example, the Government

19.1. could intervene to vary energy prices either by subsidy or by regulation;

19.2. could improve the incomes of particular groups by improving benefits (or their
take up) or by fiscal measures;

19.3. could improve the energy efficiency of properties by insulating them better or
by changing their energy source to a lower cost fuel (i.e., from oil heating to
gas heating) or by improving the energy efficiency of a boiler:

these are examples only.
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20. It will be seen that there is a wide range of possible interventions on each of the
variables and therefore a large overall set of possible measures which the state might
use. In practice policy solutions require consideration of all of the variables and the
way in which they interact.

21. The sustainability (i.e., the extent to which a measure provides long term protection)
and the effectiveness (i.e., the extent to which a measure actually reduces the number
of people in fuel poverty) of different interventions varies considerably. Whilst
interventions across all three variables will make a contribution to the eradication of
fuel poverty it is changes to the second variable (energy efficiency) that are the most
sustainable. That is both because an improvement in the energy efficiency of a
property will, by its capital nature, have a durable, long-term effect and because an
energy efficiency improvement will insulate the inhabitants (present or future) from
fuel price rises or income falls.

22. It is important to recognise the relative limitations in terms of interventions on the
other two variables (price and income).

Fuel price as a variable

23. In relation to fuel price, there are a number of factors limiting the extent to which
energy price mechanisms can provide an effective lever for public policy intervention
to address fuel poverty:

. because of the link with world oil prices, energy prices rise or fall depending on
factors that to a large degree (though not entirely) are beyond the control of
the UK Government.

° energy prices are subject to a considerable degree of fluctuation. Therefore,
even if energy prices fall for a period (as they did in the period to 2000) with
beneficial effects in fuel poverty terms, such effects can quickly be removed
(or reversed) when prices move upwards (as has happened since 2000).
Reductions in energy prices are unlikely to be permanent;

. residential energy prices are not easy to predict accurately. Of course, | should
be clear that the difficulty of accurate prediction does not mean that decision
makers are not aware of the real risk of rising fuel prices.

Income as a variable

24. There are also limitations in relation to income interventions. Low income is an
important component of fuel poverty. For example, in 2005, 92% of the fuel poor
were in the 30% of households with the lowest incomes [Table 27 [807] and just over
half of the fuel poor were (and likely still are) in receipt of income-related benefits or
tax credits (ibid, table 19)[805].

25.  Where fuel prices are rising, those on fixed (low) incomes (in particular benefit
claimants and pensioners) are unlikely to be able to increase their spending on fuel to
compensate. In the short-term, their only options are to reduce their fuel
consumption or to go into debt (where available).

26. However, low-income itself does not determine fuel poverty. A low-income household
in an energy efficient property may not be in fuel poverty even though a household on
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the same income in an energy inefficient home would be. Because of this interaction
with the property, the level of income required to ensure that an individual household
is not in fuel poverty varies.

27. Incomes can be improved either through particular measures targeted at specific
groups, for example one-off payments, general benefits, tax-credits etc, or by wider
macro-economic improvements, for example reducing unemployment or increasing
overall income levels.

28. Whilst it is theoretically possible to eradicate fuel poverty by raising incomes
sufficiently so that no household would have to spend more than 10% of its income on
fuel (thereby removing them from fuel poverty) there are obvious limitations to that
approach particularly in an environment of increasing (or fluctuating) fuel prices. For
example:

28.1. Income improvements that rely on payments by the state (e.g., benefits)
require a considerable and unpredictable level of recurrent expenditure if they
are to be of long term value — in other words they are expensive and open-
ended;

28.2. Longer-term improvements in income for the disadvantaged in society result
from a combination of a stronger economy and a political emphasis on
redistributive policies. Both are made more difficult if there is the possibility of
an economic downturn. This is true whether the household is employed, a
pensioner or dependent on other benefits.

The Warm Homes and Energy Conservation Act 2000 and the Fuel Poverty Strategy

29. In 2000 Parliament enacted the Warm Homes and Energy Conservation Act 2000
(WHECA 2000). The Act was introduced into parliament as a private members bill by
David Amess MP but secured Government support during its passage.

30 The Act def i mdlows:f uel poverty'’

“C2NJ 0KS LlzN1}2asSa 2F GKA& !'O0GX I LISNER2Y Aa 0
is a member of a household living on a lower income in a home which cannot be kept
warm at reasonablecost. " (s . 1 (1))

31. The Act required the Government to prepare and publish a strategy:

“ASGO0AYy3 2dzi GKS IdziK2NAGeQa LREAOASE F2NJ S
measures to ensure the efficient use of energy, that as far as reasonably practicable
persons do not live in fuel poverty. (s.2(1))

32. | do not comment furtheront he Secr et lagalypbligatibns bde@NHECA s
2000, as | understand that they are disputed and are a matter for legal submission.

33. The Fuel Poverty Strategy (the Strategy) was published in November 2001 following a
public consultation. The Strategy’s Ministe

“In February 2001 we published our consultation draft of the UK Fuel Poverty Strategy,
committing the Government to end the blight of fuel poverty for vulnerable households
by 2010, and seeking comments on our proposals for the way forward. "150]*
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Although the WHECA 2000 does not apply to Scotland or Northern Ireland the
Strategy covered the whole of the United Kingdom.

The Strategy set out a working definition of fuel poverty as follows:

“a fuel poor household is one that cannot afford to keep adequately warm at
reasonable cost. The most widely accepted definition of a fuel poor household is one
which needs to spend more than 10% of its income on all fuel use and to heat its home
to an adequate standard of warmth. This is generally defined as 21°C in the living
room and 18°C in the other occupied rooms ¢ the temperatures recommended by the
World Health Organisation.€ (Fuel Poverty Strategy, para. 1.1 [155]).

A few comments on the definition are relevant:

36.1. The 10% benchmark for ‘' r e as lBonsehblds

that need to spend 20% or more of their income on fuel use are sometimes
described as being in extreme fuel poverty (though this is a measurement
term used principally in Scotland).

36.2. Although the WHECA 2000 is concerned with warmth the 10% of income

explicitly covers all domestic fuel needs (i.e., including for cooking, hot water
and light). The reason for that is explained at para. 4.4 of the Strategy [179].

36.3. The Strategy focuses (for obvious reasons) on fuel poor

than fuel poor individuals. The number of people in fuel poverty in this
country is roughly 1.6 times the number of fuel poor households. That
multiplier is relatively low because of the large number of single occupants in
fuel poverty —in particular single pensioners. All assessments in this area (and
this evidence) deal with numbers of fuel poor households rather than of fuel
poor individuals.

36.4. The definition explicitly focussedon what peopl e woul

than what they actually do spend, because fuel poor households have to
balance the need for fuel against other essentials and very often simply cannot
afford adequate heat and other energy services in their homes.

e

d

cost

househ

need’

The Strategy set a t aungablehodsebolde ndyf 2€OI11 0p awnear

to end fuel poverty for all households (i.e., vulnerable households and healthy adult
households) by 2016 so far as reasonably practicable ([159] para. 2.1) . In this

statement I refer tho2010 target' ¢ athed2016 ftagget'g e t S

respectively. | am aware of the clarifying amendment in 2002 [311].

“Vul ner abl eareh chwosseeh od abigdr ehdusetioltdess, families with
children and householders who are disabled or suffering from a long-term illness’
(para. 2.8, [160]). The reason that an earlier target was set for vulnerable households
is because, although the risks from fuel poverty and cold-related ill health apply
generally, people in those groups are particularly vulnerable to the effects of fuel
poverty for a variety of reasons including that they:

are likely to be at home for more of the day;

are more vulnerable to the health impacts of cold homes;

as
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are more likely to suffer specific secondary impacts of fuel poverty including
impacts on education (for children) and social isolation (for the elderly).

Vulnerable households have consistently accounted for something in the region of 80-
85% of all fuel poor households (see the table at para. 56 below).

When the Strategy was published, the number of fuel poor households (for 2000) was

at its lowest level since figures were available (1991) having fallen significantly from

1996 figure s . A's t h ethe Bdinrremsorefa she fail d the imbérs of
fuel poor since 1996 has been reduced energy prices and improved incomes. However,

as described in Chapter 3, future energy prices are difficult to predict and it is possible

thatSY SNH& LINAOS&a Yl & NARaS>s gKAOK 02 dA
(para. 4.29) [186].

The Strategy set out a broad package of measures for tackling fuel poverty under the

2¥¥asS

headings of ‘“energy efficiencyndneasaoaceal ,

i ncl us i o rMle2nwhiclsbonddy sotrelate to my set of three variables above
being energy efficiency measures, fuel price measures and income measures
respectively.

Social inclusion measures cover a broad range of measures some specifically targeting
fuel poverty issues (such as Winter Fuel Payments and Cold Weather Payments) and
others of much broader application but expected to have a general income
improvement effect including welfare programmes and tax credit initiatives.

Energy Market (Fuel Price) measures are set out at paras. 3.18 [165]and following of
the Strategy. The Government'
and promote competition, but recognised that the interests of the fuel poor could not
be left to the market alone. The Government acknowledged that the years before the
Strategy had been characterised by a sharp fall in gas and electricity prices, which had
been due in part to low and falling world energy prices (para. 3.24 [166]) whilst noting
that fuel prices had begun to rise.

The Government recognised that “international oil and gas markets, w Xae extremely
hard to predict. ” ( p adf ghe Stradegyp But stated that the Government was
considering a “reasonable range¢ of price movements from +15% to -10% for
domestic gas in real terms and +5% to -2% for domestic electricity in real terms (para.
3.30) whilst recognising that [168]:

“it is possible that price movements may fall outside of these ranges which can only be
taken as broadly indicative of the possibilities.” ( par 8] 3. 31) *

As described below it subsequently became clear that those estimates were too
optimistic as energy prices have risen considerably more than the top of the
“reasonable range” .

Chapter 3 of the Strategy set out common measures for tackling fuel poverty across
the whole of the United Kingdom. Chapter 4 of the Strategy set out the specific
measures for tackling fuel poverty in England [179]. | understand that it is the
approach to fuel poverty in England that is the subject of these judicial review
proceedings.

s explicit approach
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The Strategy set out a range of England-s peci f i c measur ehs but
Government believes that a substantial majority of the 2.2-2.4 million vulnerable fuel
poor households will require assistance through energy efficiency improvements.
(para. 4.30) [186].

The Strategy noted that the approach to tackling fuel poverty in England would also
be based on the three types of measures described above (para. 4.37). The measures
relating to fuel prices and income were intended to be common to the UK and so were
set out in Chapter 3 of the Strategy. Energy efficiency measures are partly described
in Chapter 3 (for the UK) and partly in Chapter 4 where they are specific to England.
The key energy efficiency measure for the UK as a whole was the Energy Efficiency
Commitment (EEC) (para. 3.4) [163]).

The England-specific energy efficiency policies were set out in Chapter 4 and
distinguished:

S

launched in June 2000" (par a. 4. 49) . The Gover nmet

Energy Efficiency Commitment (‘EEC’). The Warm Front Scheme and EEC are
described below in more detail;

48.2. measures to improve the energy efficiency of social sector properties (i.e.,

local authority housing and registered social housing) which became the
Decent Homes programme (paras. 4.38ff) [188].

The Strategy noted the problem of hard-to-heat homes for which energy efficiency

measures under Warm Front / EEC might not be sufficient or appropriate. Such
properties include those without cavity walls (for insulation) and those not on the gas

mains network (and thus unable to have central heating using natural gas). As a

result, the Strategy announced the Government'
to test the potential use of renewable energy and micro-CHP to inform the future
development of Warm Front.

Chapter 8 of the Strategy (Monitoring Progress) dealt with monitoring and explained
that:

“In order to identify whether actions being taken to tackle fuel poverty are having the
desired effect, and to prioritise these actions appropriately, it is essential that the
impact of these actions is monitored on a regular basis.” ( p a r216) 8. 1) ~*

In the Executive Summary, the Government explained the importance of monitoring
as follows:

“The intention is to produce a comprehensive picture of progress towards meeting the
targets to enable the Government to_assess whether any changes are required in
policies to ensure the targetsaremet. ” ( emphasi s added)

Such monitoring was explicitly intended to cover (a) the number of households in fuel
poverty (both overall and for particular groups) and (b) the factors that affect fuel
poverty such as income, fuel prices and housing conditions. The results of such
monitoring would be published as part of the proposed Annual Progress Reports
(including the associated Fuel Poverty Monitoring-Indicators reports).
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The

" (pa22y.. 9.3 ) *

statement,

53. Chapter 9 (The Way Forward) emphasised the need for further thinking over the
coming years:
“This Strategy is aimed to achieve a result over the next decade, and it would clearly
be premature to suggest that the Government already has all the answers.
Government is pledged to produce annual reports which will report on developments
and progress towards reaching its objectives.
That was a sentiment echoed in the Ministerial Foreword.

54. At the date of the Strategy it appeared that the Government intended to meet its
targets for 2010 and 2016.

What has happened to the numbers of households in fuel poverty?

5. For the purposes of this
(and where such figures are not available those of FPAG).

56.

The numbers of people in fuel poverty in England are set out in Table 1 (and illustrated

in the chart below) on the basis of

Table 1 Numbers of households in fuel poverty in England 1996-2007 (million)

Year Vulnerable Non-vulnerable Total
1996 4.0 1.1 5.1
1997 No figures found
1998 2.8 0.6 3.4
1999 2.5-2.6 0.5-0.6 3.1
2000 2.2-24 0.4-0.6 2.8
Warm Homes & Energy Conservation Act 2000
2001 1.4 [ 0.2 [ 1.7
Fuel Poverty Strategy Published — November 2001
2002 1.2 0.2 1.4
2003 1.0 0.2 1.2
2004 1.0 0.3 1.2
2005 1.2 0.3 1.5
2006 2.0 0.4 2.4
2007 2.3 0.6 2.9
(est.)
57. The figures for2007arebased on FPAG' [828]lbua dccerd with earsiet i
published material by the Government and with my own assessments of likely figures.
58. From the above it can be seen that the steady decline in numbers of fuel poor
households was arrested in 2003/04 and that since 2004 the numbers of fuel poor
households have been rising consistently every year.
'The figures for 2006 are obtained from a”‘/smrmaiding

Progres

s Report [refs].

t

am WO

he

of

Go vV ¢

mat e

par a



59.

60.

61.

62.

Witness Statement of
Brenda Boardman

The stark result is as follows:

. in 2006 the numbers of households in fuel poverty (including vulnerable
households) exceeded the numbers in 2001 (the year of the Strategy); and

° in 2007 the (estimated) numbers exceeded those for 2000 (the year of the Act).

Furthermore, fuel prices have risen further (and sharply) since the start of this
calendar year and, if they stay at this level, it is likely that the numbers of households
in fuel poverty will now be greater than 3 million in England.

Far from eradicating fuel poverty — whether for vulnerable householders or more
generally —the numbers in fuel poverty are higher than at the date of the Strategy and
are currently (and for the fourth successive year) increasing.

As set out below, the Government now anticipates that as at the first Target date
(2010) there may be 1.3 million vulnerable households still in fuel poverty (only very
slightly less than in 2001).

How have we reached this stage?

63.

64.

65.

66.

In its latest annual report FPAG have concluded that:

“4KS D2 @S NYie¥ &g a préiod hal@ hokv Grade it impossible to meet the
2010 target and this will result in a shortfall, greater than necessary. The Government
has recently taken some important steps, but has not yet in our judgement, done
everything which is reasonably practicable to meet the targets.” [826]

Details of the steps that the Government have taken since 2001 are set out in the
following documents:

64.1. a series of annual repor t $Anmual Repoit
in 2007 and other occasional technical reports.

nating i

64.2. a series of annual progress reports pro

Poverty Advisory Group (‘FPAG’). These reports provide a useful, and critical,
counter-bal ance to the Government's o

64.3. In 2004 DEFRA produced a document entitled Fuel Poverty in England: The
D2OSNYYSY Q& [486ff] which 2efortetl ehiprogreys to date in
tackling fuel poverty in England and which:

“[set] out how we intend to meet the first of our fuel poverty targets in England
G eradicating fuel poverty in vulnerable households by 2010. 7  (491]. 1)

The purpose of this part of the statement is not to explain or summarise all of the
steps that the Government has taken (and which are set out in the above documents),
but rather to highlight some of the major measures put in place to deal with fuel
poverty and to explain the economic context. Criticisms of some of the schemes
described are set out later in this statement at paragraphs 167ff.

The GovVver nmedndrgy sfficighdy iprogcamngesa relevant to fuel poverty
since 2001 have been (1) Warm Front (“‘WF’) (previously called Home Energy Efficiency

wn

annua
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Scheme (‘HEES’); and (2) the Energy Efficiency Commitment (‘EEC’) (now renamed
Carbon Emissions Reduction ); and (3) the Decent Homes programme. Although these
are not the only measures aimed at dealing with fuel poverty they (and in particular
WF) have always been regarded as the most important programmes for doing so and
are the ones which have accounted for the largest proportion of the money spent on
fuel poverty.

Warm Front

67 WFhas been the Government's flagship progra
since the Strategy was published and has been described by the Government as its
“our main tool for eradicating fuel poverty in England” [491] (2004) and more recently
a key tool in tackling fuel poverty in the private sector in England” ( 27160.7The *
scheme providers have carried out a large number of installations with real benefits
for many households. However, for various reasons WF ’efectiveness in terms of
making progress towards the 2010 and 2016 targets has been more limited.

68. The programme was established in 2000 with the intention of providing assistance to
vulnerable households through the installation of energy efficiency measures and the
provision of energy efficiency advice and benefit entitlement checks.

69. The details of the scheme have changed over the years but the principles have
remained the same. Grants are available to persons who are in receipt of specified
(mainly income-related) benefits (known as passport benefits) in England. These
households contain one or more persons who are elderly, disabled, long-term ill and
families with children under 16 such that if the household were in fuel poverty then
they would be classed as ‘“vul ner albthee’ . At
over 60s under an extension of the scheme (Warm Front Plus).

70. Measures provided for under the programme include cavity wall insulation, draught
proofing, loft insulation, hot water thermal jackets, energy efficient light bulbs and a
replacement boiler. The maximum grant is £2,700 now (or £4,000 if oil central
heating is involved) and the average payment in 2006/07 was £1,436.

71. The scheme is aimed at the private housing sector (as opposed to the public/social
sector). The private housing sector contains the vast majority of fuel poor
households.

72. The scheme has changed over the years on a number of occasions and particularly in
response to a highly critical report by the National Audit Office in 2003.

73. In DEFRA’ s Pl an p the GAverhniertt ranticipaBe® ®hdt) 150,000
households would be removed from fuel poverty between 2001-2005 by WF (para.
3.3.6) [506]

74. In comparison with the number of households in fuel poverty (especially within the
private sector) that is clearly a modest result.

Energy Efficiency Commitment and Carbon Emissions Reduction Target

75. The Carbon Emissions Reduction Target scheme (‘CERT’) is the replacement policy for
the Energy Efficiency Commitment (EEC), starting in April 2008. Under these schemes,



76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

Witness Statement of

Brenda Boardman

the energy suppliers in Great Britain are required to fund a mix of measures to achieve
a specified level of energy/carbon reductions amongst their customers. It covers all
households (private or social). The details of this scheme have changed over the
years.

The principal aim of CERT is to achieve carbon savings (for climate change reasons) in
the domestic energy sector. Such savings are measured in terms of lifetime tonnes of
carbon dioxide. Unlike WF, CERT is principally a carbon abatement measure. As such
monitoring is on that basis rather than in terms of fuel poverty achievements.

However, the scheme also operates so that a proportion of the savings have (and
had)to beintheh omes of t h e, beidgpdrsans im recyipt & specitied
(mainly income-related) benefits (i.e., a similar class to those eligible for the Warm
Front Scheme, but including social housing tenants). It is primarily in respect of
measures delivered to the Priority Group that CERT can be expected to make any
contribution to fuel poverty eradication.

It is important to note that expenditure on CERT (and its predecessors) does not come
from the state, but from the utility companies. Ultimately, therefore, the money for
this programme is paid for by a levy on all householders in their utility (fuel) bills, with
a potential negative effect on fuel poverty.

EEC1 ran from April 2002-March 2005; EEC2 from April 2005-March 2008. The third
phase (CERT) runs from April 2008-March 2011. In EEC1 and EEC2, 50% of the savings
had to be in the homes of the Priority Group.

CERT will be twice the size of EEC2 (i.e., the amount of carbon savings required from
the scheme will double) and this, approximately, means the contribution from
individual householders, through their fuel bills, will double. However, the proportion
of savings required to be achieved from the Priority Group has been cut from 50% to
40% (from this month) and the group itself is slightly expanded (to include all those
over 70 as well as those on relevant benefits). FPAG are critical of the effect of this
“highly regressive” change in their most recent annual report and note that “the

AYONBI A4S Ay 0SYSTA(GA em@kudly lesKtBan thdNderdaden (i &

LINR OS& LI FRAG? ali K8 Y thengeein GERT aab in ffo way be
regarded as compensating ¥ 2 NJ G KS O dzii [83V)y (Thosk dNiare@id¢Rsydii
below at para. 104).

The Gover nmen tnthseffactivenesslof LCERT ap aful paverty measure
are set out in its most recent annual report:

SOl fdzr A2y 2F GKS STFFSOG 2F 1S& 99/

concluded that through these energy efficiency measures alone, energy supplier
activity from 2002-11 has the potential to remove over 100,000 households from fuel
L2 OSNIi &56R Yy D. ¢

Therefore, over a ten year period the EEC/CERT scheme is said to have the potential
to remove only 100,000 households from fuel poverty across the whole of Great
Britain (something in the region of 80-85,000 in England) i.e., a relatively small
number in comparison with the overall scale of the problem.
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Decent Homes

83. The Decent Homes programme is de factot he Gover nment’'s principal

dealing with fuel poverty in the social sector (in the region of 15% of fuel poor
households [801]). Although the Decent Homes programme is not a fuel poverty
programme and covers all social housing, it has a thermal element to it and therefore
has the capacity to impact positively on fuel poverty.

84. The Government’ declared objective is that all social housing should be brought up to
a decent standard by 2010. That objective was then extended to the private homes
of vulnerable households. The Governme nt ' s expectati on

households in the private s e (@stexptessedvin |

their recent letter to Friends of the Earth) appears based on the effects of other
programmes.

85. The Decent Homes Standard has been effective at raising the energy efficiency of
social housing above a very low threshold (eg ensuring that they all have at least
50mm of loft insulation). As a Parliamentary Select Committee has recently (March
2008) stated:

“The programme is widely seen as worth while for what it has achieved but a missed

opportunity because of what it never sought to achieve”?.

Winter Fuel Payments

86. The Winter Fuel Payment is one mechanism by which the Government seeks to
increase income to address issues of fuel poverty. The payment is an income
supplement given each December to all pensioners, as a single payment of £100, £200
or £300 (with an increase announced in the most recent budget).

87. Itisregarded by the Government as one of the key income measures directed towards
fuel poverty.

88. The Winter Fuel Payment involved expenditure of approximately £2 billion last year
and similar amounts (in real terms) in previous years. Since 2000 it has involved
expenditure of approximately £15 billion.

Fuel Prices

89. The above schemes must be seen against the broader context of the fuel price
changes which have taken place since 2001.

90. Just as the fall in energy prices from 1996-2000 was a significant factor in the
reduction in numbers of fuel poor over the same period, the rise in energy prices has
been a significant cause of the increased numbers of households in fuel poverty,
particularly since 2005.

91. At the date of the Strategy domestic energy prices were said to have been at their
lowest in real terms since 1974 (para. 3.23) [166] having fallen by slightly more than
20% in real terms since 1990. In the Strategy, the Government noted this and

? Communities and Local Government Select Committee: Seventh Report (2007/08) Existing Housing and Climate
Change (p.14).

t hat
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considered the potential effect on fuel poverty in the event that electricity and/or gas
prices increased by 5% and 15% respectively (para. 3.30; 4.31). The Government
estimated that if both of those increases arose then numbers in fuel poverty could
increase by around 0.8 million: very roughly speaking a 1% rise in energy prices will
lead to an additional 40,000 households being pushed into fuel poverty.

The Strategy stated that
“although a change of this magnitude would not threaten the delivery of the Strategy
it might necessitate a review of policies and programmes to take account of the new
circumstances. " (334 [168].
In fact, the level of price rises since the Strategy was published has been considerably
higher than anticipated in 2001. As set out in the table below, domestic fuel prices
(considered by reference to the Fuel and Light Price Index) have risen every year since
publication of the Strategy and have risen sharply for the years, 2004, 2005, 2006 and
2007. Overall there has been an increase of 72% in domestic fuel prices since 2000 (as
against a retail price index increase of only 21%°).
Table 2: Residential fuel and retail price indices, 1998-2007
Year Fuel and light | Annual change Retail price | Annual change
price index index
1998 107.8 129.1
1999 107.4 -0.3% 131.2
2000 107.0 -0.3% 135.0
2001 107.8 +1% 137.4
2002 1111 +3% 139.7
2003 112.4 +2% 143.8
2004 121.4 +7% 148.0
2005 137.8 +14% 152.2
2006 171.8 +25% 157.1
2007 184.0 +7% 163.8
2000-7 +72% +21%
Significant fuel price increases are continuing including in the first three months of
2008 thereby further increasing the numbers of households who will find themselves
in fuel poverty.
Although the increases have been greater than envisaged in 2001, they have not come
as a sudden surprise. The reality of existing domestic fuel price increases, and likely
further increases, has been a matter of concern since at least 2003 and has been
particularly noted in the FPAG annual reports, but also (certainly since 2005) in the
Government ' s 0 wrorexanmple:u a l reports.
95.1. In its 3 Annual Report (2005) the Government noted ongoing and potential

future domesti c ener ghypotpntidl impact df thesee s

price increases on progress towards meeting the targets set out in the UK Fuel
Poverty Strategy means that efforts will have to be focussed on finding the

3 Amongst other things the RPI broadly determines changes in levels of state benefits and pensions. The RPI does
include an element for fuel and light (equivalent to approx. 3.9% of weekly expenditure).

and
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most sustainable 2 NJ WT dzii dzZNB LINR 2 FQ ¢ l(®d 6.2)F
[606].

95.2. In its 4™ Annual Report (in 2006) it was noted that “the current situation on

energy prices means that our fuel poverty targets are being placed under
serious pressure. We are acutely aware that the impact of price rises over the
last two years on the number of households in fuel poverty has yet to be fully
realised” ( E x e c . [668].uThengavernyment noted (correctly) that price
and income changes meant that overall the total number of vulnerable
households in fuel poverty was likely to rise by around one million households
in England between 2004-2006 (para. 5.3) [691] and noted that these
households would therefore need a specific policy intervention to remove
them from fuel poverty (para. 5.9). No such intervention has been made or
agreed.

95.3. As such, the awareness of price rises ought to have triggered the

Government ' s moni t o osiessvwhetheraany ahenget ave
required in policies to ensure the targets are met” a s efdin thasirasegy
(see para. 51 above).

Recent Government assessments — Energy White Paper and 5" Annual Progress Report

96.

97.

In May 2007 the Government published a White Paper on Energy: Meeting the Energy
Challenge [735A]. Part of that White Paper covered the issue of fuel poverty. The
Government explained the reasons behind the increase in fuel poverty from 1.2
million households in 2004 to 2.4 million households in 2006 (as shown in Table 1
above). The rise in fuel prices had:

& R Nduga&al fuel poverty levels by around 1.6 million households in England alone,
with income improvements offsetting this by around 300,000 households and energy
efficiency improvements by a further 100,000 households. This leads to an estimated
additional 1.2 million households in fuel poverty in 2006 compared with 2004. The
position, for England, between 1996 and 2016 is shown in Figure 2.1.1. On the central
price/income scenario it is estimated that 1.5 million households will remain in fuel
poverty in 2010 and 700,000 in 2016. This includes the effect of installing energy
efficiency measures currently available under fuel poverty programmes. It is clear that
households remaining in fuel poverty will need to receive additional assistance if we
are to meet our targets.¢(para. 2.1.7) [735)]. (emphasis added)

In passing, | note the extent to which the three variables interacted in the two year
period 2004-2006. The figures set out in the paragraph above indicate the very limited
effectiveness of the Govern me nt ’
alleviating fuel poverty by comparison with the negative effects of fuel price rises: the
ratio is +1 to -16.

Importantly, the White Paper concluded (in relation to fuel poverty) as follows:
02.1.27 We are midway through a full examination of our policy framework for

tackling fuel poverty, looking at the ways in which each of our measures can be
enhanced so that their effectiveness can be improved. It is clear we cannot rely on
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one single approach to eradicate fuel poverty, but will need concerted efforts across
all root causes.

02.1.28 The policies and measures outlined above will take around an additional
200,000 households out of fuel poverty by 2010; however the overall package and
the long-term way forward will depend on the conclusion drawn after examination of
our policy framework for tackling fuel poverty. Next steps will be set out in the UK
Fuel Poverty Strategy Fifth Annual Progress report in summer 2007. The report will
outline action taken by the Government on a range of factors impacting the fuel
poor. It will provide further analysis of our current position and outline action
required to deliver on our objectivesé [735N] (emphasis added)

Whilst it is difficult to be precise using the Governrme nt ' s f iingpliesrtiats
the 2.4 million households in fuel poverty in 2006 will be reduced to 2.2 million as a
result of present policies. The figure of 1.5 million households in fuel poverty in 2010
(para. 96 above) implies that the remaining 0.7 million households will have been
taken out of fuel poverty largely by a decrease in fuel prices (the central price/
income scenario). The Government is relying on the trend in fuel prices to reverse,
strongly and quickly.

98. In December 2007 the Government published its (most recent) 5" Annual Report
[736]. The Government’ s estimates of t he
were similar to its findings earlier in the year as set out in the White Paper. However,

t he pr o aclios requiredfto déliver on our objectives” was not forthcoming.
And t he vdeittpnofi assestdnce”™ i n order t o go
households for which measures were already planned did not materialise.

99. In the December 2007 Report, the Government set out the situation with regard to
rising energy prices noting that:

“The overall cost of energy to domestic consumers rose by 22% in real terms between
2005 and 2006, with gas prices rising by 29% and electricity prices rising by 19%. This
follows smaller price increases in 2003 and 2004, and means that overall energy
prices in 2006 were around 40% higher in real terms than at their very low point of
2003, with gas prices rising by around 50% and electricity prices by around a third.
(para. 5.2)" [774]

100. The impact of those price rises was reported in the following terms [775]:

“5.8 w XLBoking at central energy price and income scenario, these projections show
that around 1.6 million households in England will remain in fuel poverty in 2010, of
which around 1.3 million are vulnerable.

5.9 This analysis indicates that measures currently available under our main
programmes can generate significant reductions in fuel poverty, but cannot tackle
the issue alone. This is because a significant proportion of those modelled as
remaining in fuel poverty in 2010 live in solid-walled dwellings (around half) or do
not have a gas supply (around a quarter).

t his
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5.10 A further key reason for households remaining in fuel poverty by 2010 is that
the majority of these households have extremely low incomes, such that energy
efficiency measures alone are not always enough to take them out of fuel poverty.”

(Note: The anticipated numbers of fuel poor households in 2010 has risen by
100,000 households from 1.5 million to 1.6 million households, probably, but not
explicitly, because of the continuing rise in fuel prices in 2007.)

10. | n ot her words the Government's position cu
it will not come close to eliminating fuel poverty for vulnerable householders by the
target date of 2010 and that the numbers in fuel poverty at the first target date may in
fact be only marginally less than in the Strategy year of 2001 (i.e., 1.7 million and 1.4
million respectively).

102. | believe that even those predictions are subject to a high degree of optimism and
that, without significant policy changes of the type not presently planned, there is a
considerable risk that the numbers in fuel poverty (vulnerable and otherwise) in 2010
will be higher both than is currently predicted and than at the date of the Act or the
Strategy.

103. In the Annual Report the Government then reported on progress for its principal fuel
poverty schemes and initiatives including Warm Front (and EEC (now CERT) (paras.
3.21-3.27) as well as on income measures (including the Winter Fuel Payment) (para.
4.5). A number of other schemes and indicatives were also reported on.

104. In the report the Government announced a very large cut to Warm Front funding
(from £350m pa to £267m pa (the latter is equivalent to £250m pa in real 2007/08
terms, ie a cut of 30% in real terms)). That cut was made despite:

1041. t he Government's predictions of a signifi

1042. t he Government continuing to radkagard t he
tool for tackling fuel poverty in the private sector in England” ( pan.a)s. 3.2

104.3.  a very strong recommendation by FPAG in its previous progress report that it
wa essefitial” t hat the | evel 0 fat led¥anmaintainkdr ont f un
in 2008-2011 at the 2007/08 level of around £350 million [per annum]” 708]
and an explicit warning that:

“It seems that there is a risk that the level for Warm Front will be set
significantly lower for the 2008-11 period with a cut from 2007/8 levels. The
shortfall C compared with requirements C for the next 3 years would then be so
great _as to make the 2016 target, let alone the 2010 target, virtually
unattainable. ’'[718] (emphasis added)

105. The other funding change was an increase in the overall cost of measures to be
provided by utilities through the carbon abatement CERT programme. That
programme was doubled though, as noted above, the amount focussed on the priority
group was reduced from 50% to 40%. | comment on the relevance of this change
above at para. 80 .
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In the chapter headed “The Way For war med that the
measures planned “can reduce fuel poverty in the UK by around 200,000 households”*
(somewhat less for England) (i.e., the same as reported in the May 2007 Energy
Review) [789], of which CERT is anticipated to play a modest role (para. 82 above).

The only further measures contained in the report were set out in the following brief
terms:

agS FNB fazy

Encouraging local authorities to take forward the fuel poverty indicator within the
new performance framework for local government;

Reviewing the scope of the measures offered by the Warm Front Scheme and the

Governi

t SPSt 2F aaradlyoS GKFdG A& | Ol Afdradt S G2 Ay

7.4) [790]

No assessment is made of whether, and if so the extent to which, those additional
measures would result in a reduction in the number of households in fuel poverty.

Taking the Government’'s figure of 200, 000

poverty by existing policies to 2010, then the 2.9 million households in fuel poverty in
2007 (FPAG 2008) would only be reduced to 2.7 million households in 2010. There
therefore remains a very significant gap (more than 1 million households) between
the number of households (vulnerable and other) that the Government is predicting
would be in fuel poverty in 2010 (1.6 million) and the anticipated impact of the

programmes currently planned for. The Gov er n me fntrélaton t® this at e gy

shortfall appears, to a very large degree, to rely on falling fuel prices. However, at the
very least it is possible that fuel prices will not fall in the way the Government
suggests —indeed there are good reasons for thinking their assessment optimistic. It
is therefore surprising that the Government has not developed a contingency plan in
case the assumption proves optimistic.

Why has this happened?

110. There are a very large number of measures that the Government could take to make
further progress towards meeting the 2010 and 2016 Targets, but which it has chosen
not to take. | do not, in this statement, set out those measures in detail as the range
of possible measures is very broad indeed.

111. However, | note that range of possible measures are listed throughout the most
recent FPAG progress report and in particular in Chapter 13 [849-852.]. Some of those
are in general terms and some are more specific. A few are discussed below.

What is the thinking behind the Government’s policies?

112. The situation, then, is that the Government is not on course to meet the 2010 Target
and there are parallel worries about the 2016 Target. In fact, fuel poverty is set to be

*The Executive Summar ybydoifg thls weean reduqe fnel poverss in Engloadsby arotnel t

300,000 by 2010" i . e . , 100, 000 mor e t h aeportgTherdasordfor thindifferdnee mai n body
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greater in 2010 than it was in 2001, when the Strategy was published. That is despite
the fact that there are measures available to combat fuel poverty that might, with
adequate investment, allow the Government to reach its 2016 Target and perhaps
even, with supreme effort, the 2010 Target.

However, rather than adopt further measures or increase funding for existing
measures, the Government has stuck with its existing policies, and has actually cut
funding for its flagship scheme, Warm Front.

It is not possible to ascertain from the material available in the public domain either
what the Government thinks is necessary (in cost terms) to meet the 2010 or 2016
targets, nor why it has taken the policy decisions it has in light of its recognition as to
the current anticipated shortfall.

There are several gener al reasons f
progress towards its Targets.

i. No clear plan

116.

117.

118.

119.

The Government has not produced a clear and costed plan. Whilst there are various
ways to do this such a plan would be expected to do the following:

A. setting out the scale and nature of the task to be achieved (to meet the
Targets),

B. describing the possible measures available to achieve the task over the
relevant timeline,

C. making an options assessment of those measures and selecting a package
of measures designed to achieve the Targets,

D. explaining what it would cost to achieve the task by reference to each of
the measures chosen at each stage,

E. outlining the relevant obstacles to be overcome and how they would be
overcome, and

F. putting in place and ensuring finance for all of the measures shown to be
necessary.

Such a plan (described recently by FPAG as a Strategy and Business Pl a 826]) wbuld
bring together all the relevant factors and would identify the path to delivering the
targets as well as setting out clearly which institutions would be responsible for
delivery. Without such a plan, it was always going to be very difficult for the
Government to decide on the best way to meet its obligations and to assess the
extent to which it was achieving its objectives.

In the absence of such a plan, i t i s not possible to u
thinking process is that has resulted in it taking the decisions that it has. There is, in
my view, an urgent need for a reasoned analysis and plan of action.

nder st an

This critique is not new. | ndeed, in 2005, and commenting

published Plan of Action [third report (04/05) of FPAG.], FPAG commented:
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“This is, however, not a plan. There is no estimate of the resources required, no
timeline to meet the 2010 and 2016 statutory fuel poverty targets, no consideration
of the major obstacles and no assessment of the options available for overcoming
them. [546]

120. At certain stages the Government have produced cost estimates for certain elements
of the Strategy (such as the cost of putting in basic insulation measures and improving
central heating). However, such estimates are needed not merely for some measures
but for all of the measures deemed necessary to ensure delivery of the Targets.
Moreover, it is essential that such cost estimates are accompanied or at least followed
by a plan of action (i.e., by details of how the measures are to be achieved) and with
the funding and other resources put in place to achieve them. That has not happened.

AAO [ Ol 2F LINRBYA&ASR WySEG adsSLiaQ

121. In the May 2007 White Paper the Government explained that it was in the middle of a
review of its fuel poverty policy and that in its next annual report it would outline the
action required to deliver on its objectives (i.e., meet its targets) and would address
the additional assistance needed to allow the Government to meet its targets.

122. However, and as noted above, the next Annual Report (December 2007) failed to
deliver on that promise and failed to set out the additional assistance that would
allow the Government to meet its Targets. No explanation was given for why it had
not done so.

iii. Focus on outputs rather than outcomes

123. The Government has repeatedly focussed on the numbers of measures implemented
under its programmes (i.e., outputs such as number of Warm Front installations),
rather than requiring particular measures (or a combination of measures) to achieve
relevant outcomes such as lifting a household out of fuel poverty. The concern about
this distinction has existed since the Strategy was first consulted on (para. 9.5 [222]).
This approach has led to reporting based largely on outputs, as can be seen clearly in
the Government’s recent anal ysis of
Friends of the Earth [1004-1011]. In that letter, the Government repeatedly states the
number of measures it has implemented or the amount of money it has spent rather
than the number of households that each of its measures (or budgets) has brought
out of fuel poverty. For example:

123.1. Inits recent letter to Friends of the Earth, the Government states in relation to
the Warm Front Programme that “Some 1.6 million households have received
assistance through the installation of a range of insulation, heating
improvements and energy advice” (para. 10). However, we are told little
about the actual effect of the programme on achievement of the targets that it
is intended to help meet. [1005]

123.2.  In the same letter the Government again focuses on outputs emphasising that
“the amount of activity undertaken by CERT will double compared to the EEC2
and it is expected that £1.5 billion will be directed to low-income and elderly
consumers over the three years of the programme. ” ( p aNo iadicatidnd®) .
given of the extent to which CERT will actually reach people in fuel poverty
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and, more importantly, will reduce the numbers of households in fuel poverty.
[1006]

123.3.  Similarly, the references in the letter to alternative energy solutions focus on

124.

125.

outputs rather than fuel poverty outcomes. The statement that the supported
projects ar kelp assistaneectd be delivdred to 4round 600,000
households in England over the next three years” ( p a ibid.) doed rit
explain whether (and if so to what extent) the projects are expected to have
an impact on fuel poverty.

Whilst | refer above to the recent letter to Friends of the Earth the problem is
reflected throughout the Government'’

This issue is problematic in terms of monitoring and predicting as well as historic
reporting. Where the Government predicts an output, rather than an outcome, it
does not allow it to predict the actual effect a particular measure will have on fuel
poverty. That has a significant impact on its ability to plan sensibly in terms of
meeting its targets (which are outcome based).

iv. Warnings not heeded without expieation

126.

127.

128.

129.

It is important to understand that many of the weaknesses in the individual policy
interventions (described below) and in the overall package of measures have been
identified over a number of yadvisory ®odyp
FPAG, as well as by other bodies such as the National Audit Office.

Warninggshave repeatedly been given that
sufficient to meet the targets. In particular, FPAG has repeatedly warned that lack of
expenditure on energy efficiency measures was putting attainment of the Targets (in
particular the 2010 target) in jeopardy.

There have been a range of warnings over the years about inadequate resourcing and
the threat posed to achievement of the Targets. By way of recent example only, WF
has the potential to play a significant role in ending fuel poverty if it is better
structured and funded. FPAG describes it as a very good programme. However, in
2007, as noted above (para. 104) FPAG strongly warned of the very serious
consequences for achievement of the fuel poverty targets if the Warm Front
programme budget were cut. Nonetheless, and despite the recent forecast on
continuing fuel poverty in the 2007 Energy White Paper and the 5™ Annual Report and
despite the ongoing fuel price rises, the budget was cut by about 30%.

The government has not explained why the Warm Front budget was cut.

Wider inadequacies of the Government’s approach

130.

The absence (in the public domain) of Government reasoning and explanation for its
actions and inactions is not easily reconcilable with the considerable, reasoned and
evidenced critical comment, particularly from FPAG in recent years. The main issues
were known about from the beginning and many were discussed in the original
Strategy. Some factors, such as targeting, were more strongly highlighted by the
National Audit Office in its 2004 report [314]. The Government'
Targets is not caused by unpredictable problems.
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131. However, | consider it important to note that independently of that lack of planning
and reasoning, there are ongoing deficiencies which continue to inhibit the
development of sound solutions and which will have to be addressed if the Targets are
to be met.

Expenditure requirements and shortfall

132. The first point concerns the level of expenditure necessary to meet the 2010 and 2016
Targets. As noted above, that is an area on which FPAG has consistently criticised the
Government. | consider that criticism to be justified.

133. The following paragraphs are intended to illustrate the level of shortfall. They are
indicative only.

134. The Gov e figiren Bth Anhual Report [781]) assert that expenditure for the
next three years (2008-11) “on energy efficiency and other measures in low income,
elderly and disabled households is expected to N&A & S ardund 23 billion” i.e.,
£767m per annum. If additional funding from the other major programme (Decent
Homes) were included (with a generous assumption of £100m per annum) there
would be proposed expenditure of £867 million by the Government and the utilities.
In its most recent report FPAG consider that the amount directed at such households
is rather lower (approx. £770m per annum). It is important to remember that in
neither set of figures can it be assumed that all of the money will reach those in fuel
poverty: in practice the amount of money from those programmes that does reach
the fuel poor will be much lower as explained elsewhere in this statement.

135. | consider that the FPAG figures are more realistic, but for the purposes of the
following paragraphslamcontentt o0 use t he Government's estim
purposes. For the reasons set out below, it is clear that that funding is very
considerably less than the amount needed on a conservative basis to meet the 2010
Target (even assuming much better targeting than is currently the case) and also less
than the amount needed to reach the 2016 Target.

136. One of the reasons that this is not i mmedi a
reports is the absence of a costed plan of action (of the type that FPAG have called
for).

137. A partial cost assessment was carried out by the Government in 2003 (DTI 2003).
Whilst that document contains a disclaimer that the views expressed did not
represent the views of the Government or any particular department it appears that
in 2003, the Government assessed the cost of lifting a vulnerable household out of
fuel poverty as being in the range of £1,200-£1,500 [323, Table 1]. The average was
relatively low, because most households were not modelled as being given the more
expensive measures, such as new gas connections (£3,000 per property) and solid wall
insulation (£2,500 to £4,000).

138. If we apply those costings to estimated 2007 levels of fuel poverty in vulnerable
households (2.3m), the result is a cost range of £2.8 billion - £3.5 billion (in 2003
prices) to remove all vulnerable households from fuel poverty.

139. However, the above extrapolation results in estimated costs that are likely to be over-
optimistic:



o
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The costings assume perfect targeting i.e., all expenditure is on vulnerable fuel poor
households, no-one else —as set out below that is plainly incorrect;

The cost of the management overheads of the scheme are additional;

The costs of the measures have increased since 2003;

The proportion of people in fuel poverty requiring more expensive measures may
now be higher than in 2003, as many of the easiest and cheapest interventions have
been done. Thus, the amount of money required to lift a household out of fuel
poverty may now be higher.

In light of the above, even the higher figure of £3,500 million is likely to be a very
conservative estimate of minimum expenditure.  However, such a figure (albeit
conservative) provides at least an indication of the minimum amount of funding
needed for fuel poverty in vulnerable households to be eliminated. Between now and
November 2010 that would be approximately £1.3 billion pa, considerably higher than
the current agreed budget.

A more recent set of costings produced for FPAG in 2005/06 implied that the average
cost of removing all households (other than a residual 70,000) from fuel poverty
(based on a wider range of measures than previously considered) is rather higher than
the above estimates — being in the region of £5,000 per household with an estimated
total cost in 2005/06 of approximately £5.5 billion (Table 1, [637H]). As noted in the
report, those figures only include the costs of the measures themselves and do not
include the costs of e.g., targeting, marketing, administration etc. Although that is a
significant amount of money it is worth comparing it with the amount spent on Winter
Fuel Payment each year (approximately £2.0 billion) of which only about 15% goes to
the fuel poor (see para. 172 below).

A shortage of likely future expenditure simply continues the trend of a lack of historic
expenditure on fuel poverty. Over the past seven years, the Government has not
spent enough money on properly targeted energy efficiency programmes to be on
track to achieve the Targets, as evidenced by rising numbers of fuel poor.

In its recent letter to Friends of the Earth the Government seeks to emphasise the
extent of its spending on fuel poverty programmes (once again, outputs rather than
outcomes) claiming that:

“since 2000 the Government has spent in the region of £20 billion on tackling fuel
poverty across the UK. This includes funding for fuel poverty programmes and benefits
such as Warm Front, the Decent Homes programme and the Winter Fuel Payments.
(para. 27[1009]).

Whilst the precise details of the £20 billion pounds (presumably approximately £18.4
billion for England) are not set out in the letter, it appears that the amount is reached
broadly by adding spending on Warm Front, EEC (CERT), Decent Homes and Winter
Fuel Payment since 2000. However, | estimate that, of all the money spent on those
programmes, only about 15% actually went towards fuel poor households and
therefore the direct alleviation of fuel poverty (approximate percentages for each of
the major programmes are summarised at para. 146 below) i.e., something in the
region of £2.3 billion since 2000. Moreover, it appears that about £15 billion of that
£20 billion went on Winter Fuel Payments in England, which is paid to all pensioners.
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Lack of focus on the fuel poor

145. A significant problem is the lack of focus of expenditure and programmes on the fuel
poor: 58-60% of the fuel poor were eligible for Warm Front or in the EEC Priority
Group respectively in 2005 [Tables 19 and 21 [805]. This is approximately the same as
the vulnerable group (though the exact match is not known). A few extra fuel poor
households may be covered by Decent Homes, but mostly they would already be
included in the EEC Priority Group. Hence, about 40% of the fuel poor are not included
in any of these programmes and there are no other energy efficiency programmes to
help them.

146. The parallel, but separate, problem of this lack of focus on the fuel poor has an even
greater impact on the effectiveness of programme expenditure. According to
Government figures [detailed tables [798ff]] the numbers of households eligible for
the schemes in 2005 that were actually in fuel poverty were as follows:

0 16% of the households eligible for Warm Front were in fuel poverty (table
19);

0 14.4% of the households eligible for EEC were in fuel poverty (table 21);

0 11.6% of the households in receipt of Winter Fuel Payments were in fuel
poverty (table 11).

Lack of focus on energy efficiency measures

147. The Government has placed too much reliance on lower fuel prices and income
measuresand i nsufficient reliance on ‘energy ef"

148. Whilst policies aimed at improving incomes and lowering fuel prices are valuable,
there is no realistic substitute for investing in high levels of energy efficiency if fuel
poverty is to be eradicated. The main reason for this is that improvements to energy
efficiency are permanent (or at least very long term) and a single, capital investment
can ensure that in most fuel price situations the occupants of the house (current and
future) will be able to afford adequate warmth and energy services, despite their low
income.

149. It is important that energy efficiency improvements should be made both to the
current homes of the fuel poor and to those that they are likely to live in.

150. | therefore agree with the statement of the statement by FPAG in its latest Annual
Report (March 2008) that:

“the only sustainable way to end fuel poverty is through energy efficiency (and now
also microgeneration)’ 841].

151. From the outset the Government has recognised that energy efficiency improvements
to households were centr al to delivery of t
In 2001 the Strategy stated that:

“The Government believes that a substantial majority of the 2.2-2.4 million vulnerable
fuel poor households will require assistance through energy efficiency improvements.
(para. 4.30). [186]
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That recognition has been repeated subsequently. For example:

152.1. in its 3 Annual Report (2005) the Government noted ongoing and potential

future domestic energy price rises and said that:

“the potential impact of these price increases on progress towards meeting the
targets set out in the UK Fuel Poverty Strategy means that efforts will have to

be focussed on finding the mosta dza G I Ay 6f S 2 NJ WT¥ dzii dzZNB

fuel poverty. It is not Government policy to intervene in the market itself or to
act to influence prices. There is thus a continuing need for action to improve
both energy efficiency and incomes for those who are most susceptible to fuel
poverty and its impacts. 7 (63 [608].

The report noted that the Trade & Industry Select Committee inquiry into
energy price rises had reached a similar view (para., 2.18) of likely price rises.

152.2. In 2006 the Government stated that:
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“¢KS Y2ald adadlAylrotS gleé& G2 SNIRAOIFIGS F

the housing stock, which means that a dwelling will be sufficiently energy
efficient that regardless of who occupies the property, there is a low probability
that they would be in fuel poverty.””

Nonetheless, actions since publication of the Strategy have not reflected that

recognition and, in practice, have failed to ‘future proof’ h

prices through energy efficiency interventionst hat woul d t ake
level of energy efficiency.

The energy efficiency of a property is measured using the Standard Assessment
Procedure (SAP)®. That is the official measure of the cost of achieving a specified level
of energy services in the home.

In 2005 using SAP 2005, more than 98% of fuel poor households lived in a property
with a SAP lower than 65 [table 33, BERR and DEFRA 2007 [809]. The households in
the most severe fuel poverty (those needing to spend >20% of their income), the
property had an average SAP of 21. About a quarter of the fuel poor consistently live
in the very worst homes, with a SAP < 20, and around half in a property with a SAP <
357,

Historically, there has existed an expectation that if a property was brought up to the
level of energy efficiency of SAP 65 (using SAP 2001) there would be only a small
chance of the occupants being in fuel poverty (see e.g., Government (DEFRA) Plan of
Action [532]. In the new national indicators, NI 187 (fuel poverty) the local authority
has to report on the percentage of those on benefits with SAP below 35 and also
above 65, both being based on SAP 2005. The implication here is that SAP 65 is
adequate. Continuing fuel price rises mean that this assumption may no longer hold

> Energy —Its impact on the environment and society (DTI, 2006)

® SAP 2005 is on a scale of 1-100 with higher numbers being more energy efficient. This has recently replaced the
previous SAP 2001, which was from 1-120, and which will be found in some of the annual reports.

’ The latter number (in SAP 2001) is about the level that defines a house as unhealthy, according to the Housing,
Health and Safety Rating Scheme, Category 1 Hazard for Excess Cold [DCLG 2006, para 5.27].

propert.
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and | have argued more recently that a higher SAP target — perhaps as high as 80 —is
needed to ensure a household does not return to fuel poverty before 2016.

157. The measures that are required to achieve a SAP of 65 (or even 80) in existing
properties are known and are largely practicable even for hard to treat properties
(such as those with solid walls and those that are off the gas network).  Such
technologies include solid wall insulation, micro-renewable technologies (such as solar
water heating, photo-voltaics (solar panels), heat pumps and wind turbines). Other
technologies such as micro-combined heat and power (generating electricity in the
home from the central heating boiler) are being field tested for the Government.

158. Despite the mixed metrics, these figures indicate that the majority of fuel poor are
currently living in properties that require major energy efficiency improvements: most
of these properties need to be lifted by at least 35 SAP points (say from a SAP of 33 to
a SAP of 68). In comparison, Warm Front lifts a property on average by 16 SAP points
(from 40 to 56). These rough numbers indicate one of the reasons why the
Government's programmes are failisthe to have
policies are not ambitious enough.

Lack of policies for hard to heat homes

159. Furthermore, the energy efficiency measures that have been put in place through e.g.,
the WF programme have focussed on the “totreaw hangi n
properties and less expensive measures — for example cavity wall insulation; loft
insulation; boilers.

160. However, many fuel poor households live in properties that are either/both solid
walled (i.e., there is no cavity to insulate) and/or off-gas mains so that gas central
heating cannot be installed. The latest FPAG report states that 43% of all fuel poor
live in solid walled properties and that 27% of the Priority Group (i.e., more likely to be
‘“vul nerabl e f uel edproperties. About aithirdeof all the fuglpdori d wa l |
were off the gas network in 2005 [Berr and Defra 2007, table 39 [811].

161. As has been recognised over a long period, the measures needed to make these
properties energy efficient are more expensive, (for example: solid wall insulation,
micro renewables such as solar thermal or gas mains extension) and work in this area
has largely been confined to a relatively small number of expensive pilot or exemplar
projects.

Lack of data

162. A further weakness in the Government’ s appr oac h dstsblishedhtinet it nev
necessary data base - a set of data showing the energy efficiency of all properties.
Such a data set would enable interventions to be more accurately targeted on those in
fuel poverty. The lack of data has led to a reliance on poorly targeted and therefore
relatively expensive programmes which are aimed at broader proxy groups, such as
pensioners or recipients of specific benefits and which do not target the fuel poor
accurately.

Deprioritisation

163. The Government have, at critical stages, decided not to accord fuel poverty the
priority necessary to deal with the problem. One such example of that is the recent
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down-grading of fuel poverty from high level government targets and departmental
strategic objectives (public service agreements) to a lower level of performance
indicators for local authorities. This downgrading 1is
annual progress report [829]. The effect of such downgrading is to reduce the
importance given to the eradication of fuel poverty within central government.

In its letter to Friends of the Earth, the Government relies on the Local Government
Fuel Poverty Indicator (para. 16). However, and as noted by FPAG (p.5, [829]), that
indicator is only one of 198 Local Government Performance Indicators. Furthermore,
such an indicator will only have any real relevance if it is selected by a particular local
authority as a priority indicator in its Local Area Agreement. Even when the indicator
is selected, then it says nothing about the extent to which fuel poverty will be reduced
in that particular area —that being a matter for local specification.

Other programme specific concerns

165.

166.

167.

In addition to the above general criticisms, there are some points that | wish to make
about the specific programmes and which are relevant to understanding why the
Government has not managed to make more progress towards eliminating fuel
poverty. However, these comments, although specific to the various programmes,
need to be read in the light of the above broader concerns. In the following sections |
make reference to various claims made by the Government as set out in its recent
letter to Friends of the Earth [1004].

Warm Front (WF)
WF has the potential to play a significant role in ending fuel poverty if it is better
structured and funded. It is the only energy efficiency programme explicitly targeted
at fuel poverty and is the Governmen

However, it should be noted that there are a number of reasons why the Warm Front
Programme has had only a relatively limited impact on fuel poverty to date.

167.1. It is not a condition of the programme that grant recipients are fuel poor. Of

course, if the policies were sufficiently well funded to sweep up the fuel poor
within a comprehensive approach then that would not matter. However, as
the programme is not so well funded, then the lack of required focus matters
greatly in terms of whether or not the programme can make a significant
contribution to achieving the Targets.

167.2. There is no requirement that the home is below a certain level of energy

efficiency (i.e., no relationship with SAP). Partly for that reason, it appears
that WF is not reaching the most energy inefficient homes (i.e., those most
likely to be or become fuel poor). The average Warm Front property had a
level of energy efficiency of 40 SAP points to start with between April 2006
and March 2007 [Defra and Berr 2007, [752] i.e., considerably above the
average fuel poor home.

167.3.  Although the scheme aims to achieve a particular level of energy efficiency

(SAP 65) there is no requirement to do so. In practice, latest figures show that
the average Warm Front property was improved by 16 SAP points from 40 to
56, between April 2006 and March 2007 [Defra and Berr 2007 [752]] i.e., some
way below SAP 65. The reason is that the maximum grant level and the

descri
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pilots been carried out and followed through in 2001 then by now WF might
be in a position to use renewable energy as a significant part of the solution to
fuel poverty. There is no good reason why such schemes could not have been
developed at a much earlier stage particularly as the technologies involved
have been known for some time.
CERT (EEC)
168. The limited impact of this carbon abatement programme on fuel poverty has already
been noted (para. 81) (i.e., potentially removing 80,000 fuel poor English households
from fuel poverty over ten years). There are various reasons for this which are set out
in the most recent FPAG report [836-838] (and previously) and with which | broadly
agree. My major criticisms of CERT (other than referred to above) (para. 80) are
similar to the ones outlined for Warm Front, particularly:
e the mismatch between the Priority Group and the fuel poor;
e the failure to link the effect of the improvements undertaken to any aspect of
fuel poverty.
Increasing incomes (Winter Fuel Payments)
One | imb of the Government's fuel poverty
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approved measures are insufficient to achieve SAP 65, the level of efficiency
that the Government considered necessary to protect residents of a property
from fuel poverty in the long term.

167.4. WF only reaches a proportion of the fuel poor because a considerable

proportion of the fuel poor either are not entitled to or do not claim the
passport benefits and so are not eligible for the programme. Recent efforts to
improve benefits entitlement checking means that further progress can be
expected on this front, if those who are entitled to benefits claim them.

167.5. WF offers very few effective options for homes that are viewed as being

traditionally hard to treat (in particular those that are off the gas network or
have a solid wall that cannot be filled. That is because the options for
addressing those homes will often cost more than the maximum grant
available under the programme. That has the effect that the more expensive
interventions that are needed for hard-to-treat homes are not provided. Inits
recent letter to Friends of the Earth, the Government states that Warm Front
“has recently begun piloting solar thermal systems to assess the potential
suitability of this established alternative technology for inclusion on the main
part of the scheme” ( p a[moa@s]. 1 1)

167.6.  Whilst that is welcome it is somewhat late in the day to be starting pilot

169.

projects, particularly as such piloting was a commitment of the original
Strategy [153.] in 2001: pilét schemes on renewable energy sources and micro
CHP ¢ are about to be set up to explore how these technologies can be used to

increase incomes. Such interventions rely to a significant degree on benefits
increases. As such the interaction between benefits and fuel poverty is relevant.
Generally speaking, Government income-related benefits increase, retrospectively, in
line with the retail price index. However, fuel prices form a relatively small part of the
overall mechanism for determining the retail price index (currently fuel accounts for
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3.9% of the RPI bundle), reflecting its proportion for the average household rather
than the fuel poor household. As such, the RPI does not represent the significance of
fuel costs for the fuel poor (which will be much higher).

What that means in practice is that in an environment of significant fuel price rises, it
is likely that benefits will fail to keep pace with such increases with the effect that fuel
poverty will get worse for many households and others who were not previously fuel
poor will be pushed into fuel poverty.

More specifically, the Government continue to place considerable reliance on Winter
Fuel Payments as a mechanism for dealing with fuel poverty. That policy requires
recurring expenditure every year and is not a long-term solution to the problem.

Furthermore, as noted, the Winter Fuel Payment is very broadly targeted at all
pensioners, including higher rate tax-payers, meaning that a very large amount of
money is spent on people who are not, and are unlikely to become, fuel poor. In
2006/07 winter the payment was given to 11.7 million people aged 60 and over
including some of the wealthiest households in the country. Of the households in
England that received the payment less than 1 million were in fuel poverty (i.e. less
than 15%). The effect is that the vast majority of the Winter Fuel Payment (however
welcome it might be for pensioners) is unrelated to fuel poverty, as it is given to
people who are not, and are unlikely ever to be, in fuel poverty.

This is an issue that has been commented on extensively by FPAG in its annual reports
including in its most recent report (in which it recommended discontinuing Winter
Fuel Payment for higher rate taxpayers so as to save £200 million per annum). In that
report FPAG notes that money saved by not providing Winter Fuel Payments to higher
rate taxpayers could, obviously, make a significant difference if spent on other
programmes.

In its letter to Friends of the Earth,th @ Go v e r n me nificourset! aydinet el t h a t

bills this would remove 500,000 households from fuel poverty in England. {para. 24,
[1009]. However, and as that statement implicitly recognises, it is not correct to count
such payments against fuel bilsand t he Government'’
That is because the payment is received by the households as cash and used as cash.
It can be spent by the recipient on whatever the recipient choses (whether it is food,
travel, fuel or something else). As such, only about 10% of the payment can be
assumed to be used to pay fuel bills, the same proportion as other expenditure. The
effect on fuel poverty is therefore much smaller. The Winter Fuel Payment, despite its
name, is mainly an indiscriminate (if welcome) pension supplement for all pensioners
every winter.

Area based approaches to delivering energy efficiency
In its recent letter to Friends of the Earth the Government relies on developing area
based approaches to delivering energy efficiency. The principal point to note here is
the very small amount of funding involved, for one year only. In its letter the
Government refers to funding of £6 million to 50 projects across England. Whether or
not these projects are good, it is clear that they are not going to have a serious impact
on the achievement of the 2010 target (at least).

Improving access to the gas network and alternative technologies
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176. Very little is said i n t he Government' s | e bbbue the t o Frie
alternative (renewable) pilot projects that are apparently being developed. It is
notable that i n the St r alet eceses dn 2efe@ably it was

energy sources and micro [Combined Heat and Power] C are about to be set up to
explore how these technologies can be used to help the fuel poor, particularly in areas
without access to mains gas. ” 153.] It is not clear what progress on that front has
been made in the six years since publication of the Strategy.

177. The extent to which these pilot projects will themselves contribute to the
achievement of the 2010 or 2016 Targets is not made clear in the letter but would not
appear to be significant. The use of micro-renewables and other low carbon
technologies, however, could be critical in achieving an appropriate SAP rating.

- Liberalised market, energy supplier social programmes, tariff differentials
178. The matters set out at paragraphs19-2 2 of t he Go valéseehtmrelyionh’ s | et t e
the role of energy suppliers in addressing the blight of fuel poverty. However, part of
the problem has been the extent to which the Government has relied on the market
to deal with the problem and has declined to intervene even in situations where the
market was clearly not working (such as the increasing tariff differentials between
pre-payment and direct debit customers).

179. For example, the poorest households (i.e., those most vulnerable to fuel poverty)
often have to use the most expensive tariffs or payment methods. That is because
they often do not have bank accounts and reliable employment, so direct debits are
not an option for them and they must use more expensive payment methods, for
instance prepayment meters. Prepayment meters are the most expensive way to
purchase energy for the home. FPAG' s most
figures, customers using prepayment meters for electricity and gas are paying on
average £145 (or 17%) more than those paying by direct debit [831]. As FPAG notes,
this differential has grown over the years, from £70 in 2004. About a quarter of the
fuel poor are using prepayment meters.

180. That is an area in which the Government could chose to intervene if it wished but
where it has declined to do so (at least until now) because of an explicitly stated
unwillingness to intervene in the market. It is Aot Government policy to intervene in
the market itself or to act to influence prices. 1606]. The Government has recently
announced an OFGEM review of the energy market but (a) has announced no
commitment to act; and (b) has given no explanation for why it has taken so long to
address an obviously serious and much highlighted exacerbating factor in respect of
fuel poverty.

181. Other ways in which the Government could act on fuel prices so as to reduce the
numbers of people in fuel poverty include, for example, the following (other examples
are set out by FPAG in their latest report):

181.1. encouraging oOr requiring t hvieerebythée | i ti es
price per unit increases with the level of consumption. This benefits
consumers with low levels of consumption, typically the poorer household.

181.2.  ensuring the poorest households pay the lowest rate — this has not happened
with prepayment meters and, again, represents an intervention in the market.
That said, it is encouraging that the Government” s ener gy mar ket s r e
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(OFGEM) is now, and belatedly, looking at the issue of price differentials
between pre-payment and direct debit customers [para. 22, 1008.];

181.3. develop social tariffs — several of these exist, and are received by about
360,000 households who are in receipt of benefits, pensions or on a low-
income (ie a different group to the fuel poor, with similar problems of focus).
The average price reduction is about £70 pa a customer at present. These
reduce the cost of fuel bills, but are not designed to offset general fuel price
increases.

Overall conclusions

182. After 7 years, the Government is further from its Targets than when they were
declared in 2001. By its own admission, the Government is not expecting to meet the
2010 target. In its most recent annual progress report the Government concludes
that:

“looking at central energy price and income scenario, these projections show that
around 1.6 million households in England will remain in fuel poverty in 2010, of which
around 1.3 million are vulnerable. "775,%para. 5.8]

183. In fact, (1) even those predictions are based upon assumptions about energy price
rises that may well prove to be too optimistic (as they depend almost entirely on fuel
price changes); and (2) there is a lack of information about how the Government
intends to move from current levels of fuel poverty to the levels anticipated (i.e., a cut
to nearly half from current levels).

184. In relation to the first point, no basi s is stated for the assu

price scenario (rather than the high price scenario) will turn out to be correct and

there are very good reasons to think such an assumption will prove optimistic. Fuel

poverty is rising because fuel price increases have rapidly outstripped the modest

i mpact of t he Go v ean thmethert drivers of fluel goventygimt i on s
particular the inadequacy of its measures on energy efficiency. The Government has

known about these price rises for a number of years, acknowledged the problem, yet

has not responded with stronger policies on energy efficiency. Indeed, most recently it

has cut funding to its flagship energy efficiency, fuel poverty programme, the Warm

Front scheme.

185. It is my view that significant changes are required to achieve the 2010 target, and in

particular:
0] Much higher levels of annual expenditure on energy efficiency investments in the
homes of the fuel poor;
0] Even with such increased expenditure, there would need to be improved focusing,

so that the expenditure takes place in the homes of the fuel poor (it appears that
|l ess than 15% of current ‘fuel poverty’' exfr
and that for at least 30% and perhaps 40% of fuel poor households there are no
energy efficiency programmes of help). This will only be possible if a methodology
and data-set are developed to identify the vulnerable fuel poor;
0] A clear definition of the energy efficiency standard to be achieved, for instance in
terms of SAP 2005 rating, that recognises the threat posed by fuel price rises in the
near future (at least up to 2016) to ensure that the household is taken out of fuel
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poverty and remains so. This ought to include plans capable of dealing with price

rises that are higher than the ‘baseline’ s
0] Even greater efforts (the Benefits Entitlement Check is a valuable step in the right

direction) to improve the level of benefits take-up amongst vulnerable households,

both to increase their income and so that more of them become eligible for energy

efficiency improvements.
0] An institutional framework that confirms the process of identifying the fuel poor is

taking place and that these households are receiving energy efficiency

improvements that remove them from fuel poverty.

186. Importantly, all of the problems identified in this statement including - fuel price rises,
targeting, inadequate expenditure, etc — have been known about and commented
upon either by Government itself, or its specialist advisers, over several years.

187. What the Government considers necessary is not clear to me. But in my view it must
be uncontroversial that on a general level (and as a first step) what is needed is a clear
plan showing what measures are needed to meet the Targets; what such measures
are likely to cost (taking into account current and future anticipated fuel prices) and,
importantly, how such measures will be financed. It will then be necessary to ensure
that the mechanisms are in place to guarantee delivery of those measures so far as is
reasonably practicable. The Government has failed to do this or to explain why it is
not prepared to take the steps necessary to do so. To achieve the targets is likely to
require a major overhaul of Government policies to ensure that expenditure does,
indeed, remove households from fuel poverty.

188. | believe that there exists a range of ways in which the Government could better
tackle the blight of fuel poverty in this country. In particular, the majority of
households will only be taken permanently out of fuel poverty through substantial
ener gy efficiency i mprovement s. The Gover
sufficiently successful at achieving these permanent improvements in the homes of
the fuel poor even at a rate that offsets the effects of fuel price rises — let alone
making further progress.

189. As such, it is my view that the Fuel Poverty Advisory Group is correct to state that (1)
the Government's current policies tmake it
(without urgent and radical change); and (2) t hat the result 0
current policies are that the shortfall from the 2010 target will be much greater than
would have arisen had better policies been put in place. | believe that the 2016 target
is likewise under threat if the government maintains its current approach to fuel
poverty particularly as more households are currently being forced into fuel poverty
by fuel price rises than are being taken out of it by Government policies.

| believe that the facts stated in this Witness Statement are true



