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date: Friday, 15 May 2015
re: Landis+Gyr Response to DECC Smart Metering Rollout Strategy

Dear Sirs,

Landis+Gyr is a key protagonist of the UK’s smart metering rollout
programme. We have provided support to the programme from the outset
and have so far supplied more than a million SMETS1 meters to suppliers
working to deliver the benefits of DECC's programme to UK consumers.

We believe our extensive experience provides us with a unique insight into
the market. We have responded to the consultation on DECC’s Smart
Metering Rollout Strategy with the benefit of that experience.

| trust you will find our input useful and would be happy to meet at your
convenience to review any aspects of our response that require further
explanation or discussion.

Very best regards,

CEO

(Weama
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Question 1: Do you agree with the minded to position to set a de-
minimis obligation for all large suppliers to install, commission and
enrol 1,500 SMETS 2 meters or 0.025% of total meter points (whichever
is the lower) within six months of DCC Live?

Yes. The Government should clearly articulate that this is a de-minimis
obligation. We hope and expect to see robust procurement from retailers
giving market confidence that this level can be exceeded and providing
momentum to plans for full rollout by the end of 2020.

Question 2: Do you agree that given the importance of consumers
continuing to receive smart metering benefits upon change of
supplier, all suppliers should be Users at DCC Live plus 12 months?
Please provide evidence to support your position.

Whilst this is primarily a question for suppliers, Landis+Gyr would
recommend this approach be revised in light of our response to Question
14: it would be inappropriate to force suppliers to commit to become DCC
users at a specific point in time if the service is not complete or robust at
that point.

However, with that minor revision, we consider DECC’s approach to be
entirely reasonable as it not only protects consumers but also ensures that
the cost of the Enduring programme is optimised for all participants. It is
important that participants are required to utilise the shared DCC
infrastructure in order to achieve the overall cost reduction goals set by
DECC and to ensure that efficient network information pooling occurs in
support of improved DNO quality of supply and response to network issues.

Question 3: Do you agree that given the importance of consumers
continuing to receive smart metering benefits upon change of
supplier, all suppliers should be Users at DCC Live plus 12 months?
Please provide evidence to support your position.

Appears to be a duplicate question.

Question 4: Do you agree that electricity DNOs should be mandated to
be DCC Users from DCC Live? Please provide evidence to support
your position.

Whilst this is primarily a question for DNOs, Landis+Gyr would recommend
this approach be given a clear timescale as is the case with DECC'’s
position in Question 2. We would also recommend that the question be
revised in light of our response to Question 14: it would be inappropriate to
force DNOs to commit to be DCC users if the service is not complete or
robust.

However, with that minor revision, we consider DECC's approach to be
reasonable as it ensures that DNOs are fully aware of and can react to and
utilise the detailed network performance information provided by the
Enduring infrastructure and made available by the DCC system. It is
important that participants are required to utilise the shared DCC
infrastructure to ensure that the Impact Assessment goals set by DECC are
achieved for all participants and for all consumers.

Question 5: Would a direction from the Secretary of State, focused on
electricity DNOs only, to be ready for Interface Testing provide
additional impetus to be ready for DCC Live?
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Landis+Gyr consider that this question should be directly addressed by the
DCC as only it is in a position to be able to assess whether having DNOs
participate in Interface Testing would accelerate or hinder the process of
bringing the DCC systems into operation.

Question 6: Please provide views on whether iDNOs should be
mandated to become DCC Users from DCC Live plus12 months. Please
provide evidence to support your position.

Although this is primarily a question for DNOs and iDNOs, Landis+Gyr
would recommend that there be no differentiation between DNOs and
iDNOs. Inconsistencies in approach between large and small suppliers,
DNOs and iDNOs and so on will dilute and differentiate the benefits offered
to different parts of the UK and to different consumer groups within the UK
and should be avoided where possible.

Question 7: Do you agree with the position not to mandate GTs and
iGTs to become Users at the present time? Please provide evidence to
support your position.

Yes — it does not seem sensible to add additional work to the existing remit
of the DCC given the challenges faced by the programme today.

Question 8: Are there benefits that could be driven by imposing a DCC
Mandate for GTs and iGTs before the end of rollout? Please provide
evidence to support your position.

It is conceivable that additional benefits in terms of optimising the use of
the DCC infrastructure and enhancing the management of gas supply in the
UK might be generated by imposing such a mandate. However, Landis+Gyr
believe further analysis is required before a positive cost-benefit could be
assured.

Question 9: Do you agree that ‘Install and Leave’ should be permitted
where expected WAN coverage is not available; but only in cases
where HAN is established? Please explain your rationale.

Install and Leave as proposed by DECC is sensible for SMETS2
installations with an established HAN, where a near universal service
obligation exists for the serving CSP and where it can be reasonably
anticipated that WAN coverage will eventually exist for the installed meter
set. However, it would be entirely irrational to allow Install and Leave for
SMETS1 product as there is no guarantee of WAN coverage and indeed no
guarantee that the communications provided in any given SMETS1
installation is actually provided by one of the DCC CSPs.

Install and Leave should be allowed but should be expressly restricted to
SMETS?2 installations.

Question 10: Do you think there are grounds for the Government
enabling “proactive” Install and Leave and would your organisation
use it as part of their rollout strategy? Please explain how you would
mitigate the potential challenges to consumer experience.

Whilst this is primarily a question for suppliers, Landis+Gyr would
recommend this question be specifically limited to consider SMETS2
installations only. Widespread proactive ‘Install and Leave’ of SMETS1
equipment would create an operational minefield that would inevitably
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increase industry and DCC costs whilst also causing irreparable damage to
consumer experience of smart.

Question 11: Do you agree that the Government’s minded to position
on ‘Install and Leave’ should apply to both SMETS1 and SMETS2
installations? Please provide views on specific issues you think the
Government would need to consider in implementing this provisional
policy position; and in particular whether there is a suitable period of
time during which we would expect WAN coverage to become
available, where this has not been available on installation.

See response to Questions 9 and 10: Landis+Gyr would recommend that
any approach to Install and Leave be limited to SMETS2 installations only.

Question 12: Do you agree that the Government does not need to
regulate to exclude operation of SMETS meters in PPM mode from the
scope of its minded to policy position on ‘Install and Leave’? Please
explain your company’s strategy for handling PPM where the WAN is
not available at the point of installation.

Whilst this is primarily a question for suppliers, Landis+Gyr believe that
DECC'’s minded to position need not exclude the operation of SMETS
meters in PPM mode provided that Install and Leave is restricted to
SMETS2 installations only.

Question 13: Do you agree with the proposal to enact the New and
Replacement Obligation in mid-2018?

Yes. However, in light of the potential variability in DCC go live,
Landis+Gyr would recommend phrasing the Obligation to make it relative to
the SMETS1 end date. Referring to a date 12 months after the SMETS1
end date would appear to be a sensible option.

Question 14: Do you agree with the proposal to set a SMETS1 end date
of DCC Live plus 12 months?

Landis+Gyr understand that this proposal assumes the DCC will provide a
stable environment well in advance of the ‘twelve months after DCC Live'
target. We hope that this will be the case, but this proposal will not in itself
ensure that it does.

If a stable environment for mass SMETS2 rollout is not available in
advance of DCC Live + 12 months, forcing the end of SMETS1 at the 12
month point will create a hiatus where suppliers will be unable to utilize
their installation resources effectively and therefore incur very significant
additional costs, customers will be inconvenienced by the cancellation of
appointments, suppliers will incur rebooking costs and manufacturers will
have their supply chains for SMETS2 stranded and will incur costs there
which will be passed on to suppliers and hence — ultimately — to customers.

The cost and delay incurred by such a hiatus would further erode public
trust in the rollout.

Instead, we propose that the SMETS1 end date be set at 12 months after
the DCC environment is assessed by the SEC to be functionally complete
in all respects and sufficiently stable to support mass SMETS2 rollout.
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Question 15: What are the advantages and disadvantages of a SMETS1
‘cap’ on individual suppliers both in combination with an End Date and
as the sole means that SMETS1 meter installations are regulated? How
could such regulation best be designed?

Landis+Gyr believe that capping SMETS1 installations would be a net-
negative step for industry. Suppliers have developed deployment plans
based on DCC progress to go live and beyond. Those plans include
consumers, meter installers, manufacturers and financing organisations —
all of whom have interlinked dependencies on the consistency of each
supplier’'s plans for UK rollout.

Given the lack of certainty on when DCC will be substantively live with a
robust and complete service, setting a cap to SMETS1 deployments would
almost certainly result in suppliers revisiting their deployment plans to
account for possible slippage in the DCC programme. With a SMETS1
volume cap, suppliers would be bound to stretch their available volumes
across what they perceive to be the likely SMETS1 deployment period This
revision would in turn reduce planned installer utilization, slow down
recruitment of new installers, with a knock-on impact to the ramp phase in
the Enduring rollout and cause manufacturers to reduce the ramp in their
supply chains, creating a similar knock-on impact to the availability of high
volumes of equipment for the Enduring rollout.

With the compression of the Enduring rollout period it is critical that
suppliers’ current plans are not affected by arbitrary limits applied to
SMETS1 deployment that may later be impacted by delays to DCC go live.

Landis+Gyr recommend that SMETS1 installations be regulated solely by
the time limit applied to discontinuation of SMETS1 (per Question 14).






