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Smart Metering Implementation Programme
Regulation Team
Department of Energy and Climate Change
Orchard 3, Ground Floor
1 Victoria Street
London SW1H OET
19" May 2015

Dear SMIP team

Smart Rollout Consultation

We welcome the opportunity to respond to this Smart Metering Rollout Strategy consultation, which
poses questions on a number of outstanding key policy areas that require resolution in a timely manner
in order to enable the industry to progress their End to End design.

Our detailed response to each of the consultation questions is provided in the following pages, and some
additional comments are provided below for your consideration.

Working Assumption regarding this consultation

The term "DCC Live” is used extensively within this document. We understand from discussions that
have taken place at industry fora such as IMF, and from clarification correspondence that was issued by
DECC in May 2015, that the term “DCC Live" for the purposes of this consultation means “August 2016”
not “April 2016". Our response to this consultation is based upon that understanding.

Mandating Parties to Become DCC Users

Our detailed response to consultation questions 2 — 8 is provided overleaf, however in summary we are
of the view that:
ALL Suppliers irrespective of size (Large or Small) should be DCC Users within 6 months of DCC
Live
- Distribution Networks and Independent networks should be DCC Users from DCC Live

Install and Leave — Security consideration

The Smart Energy Code (SEC) as currently drafted, requires that every “Install and Leave” is
“Suspended” after 7 days if the WAN has not come up during that timeframe and enabled the required
security certificates to be uploaded. This drafting is not aligned with the Reactive Install and Leave
proposals contained within this consultation document. We note that DECC have advised relevant
security fora that they are planning to amend the relevant SEC Drafting as of July 2015, and would
request that early visibility of this drafting is provided as soon as possible. RWE npower

Further, ongoing industry discussions aimed at developing a robust solution for a

secure inter-pan in order for suppliers to be able to use Hand Held Terminals to install

and commission a smart meter are still some way off. Without this solution it will not - 5
be possible for suppliers to be able to cost-effectively undertake and ‘install and leave’ . !
where there is no WAN as further site visits will be required. This will have an impact
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on supplier costs, rollout deployment and timescales and so the overall Smart
Programme Impact Assessment.

We reserve the right to withdraw or amend the comments that we have made regarding Install and
Leave proposals contained within this consultation once we have had visibility of the legal drafting
referenced above.

SMETS1 Enrolment and Adoption

We note that section 7.2 of the consultation document (pages 23 — 24) discusses SMETS1 Enrolment
and Adoption. Whilst no specific questions have been asked within this consultation document regarding
SMETS1 Enrolment and Adoption we would like to take this opportunity to make the following
comments:

- We note that DECC have stated that enrolment of meters will reduce the risk of meter equipment asset
stranding. It is our view that the risk of asset stranding is dependent upon both MAP arrangements and
adoption/enrolment by DCC, not just upon adoption/enrolment by DCC.

- We note that the drafting of the consultation document seems to be based upon the assumption that
ALL SMETS1 meters will be enrolled. Our current understanding is that, in reality, this may not always
be the case.

- It is imperative that Enrolment and Adoption of SMETS1 meters must not be a distraction to the DCC,
nor the industry, for DCC Live

- We note that a Consultation/Invitation regarding the Initial Enrolment Project Feasibility Report
(IEPFR) is due to be issued to the industry during May 2015 (by 31%' May 2015 at the latest). We are
grateful for the overview of this document that the DCC provided at their briefing session on 29" April
2015, and welcome the fact that they have taken feedback received at that session on board, and are
extending the Consultation/Invitation response period from the planned 4 weeks to a longer, more
feasible, 6 week timeframe.

This response is not confidential

Yours sincerely

Regulation Director
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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 We agree the intent subject to caveats

Whilst we support the intent of the proposal to set a de-minimis obligation for all large suppliers to install,
commission and enrol 1500 SMETS2 meters or 0.025% of total meter points (whichever is the lower)
within 6 months of DCC Live (which for the purposes of this consultation we understand is deemed to be
August 2016), and we acknowledge DECC's desire for the installation of SMETS2 meters to commence
in a timely manner post DCC Live, we have some concerns regarding the approach.

We believe that a quality gate approach would be best, rather than a set date/percentage figure
approach, to be adopted as we believe that the former would ensure that installations did not commence
until the necessary systems and processes have been proven to be of sufficient quality to ensure a
positive consumer experience, whereas a set date/percentage approach may limit appropriate and timely
consideration of quality.

Bearing the above position in mind, we believe that in order to provide the industry with the required level
of assurance prior to DCC Live being implemented, the following pre-requisites should be incorporated
into the DCC Live Go/No-Go Decision, and this decision point must be included on the Joint Industry
Plan (JIP).

Pre- Requisite Comments

All of the requisite milestones on the | We acknowledge that obligations relating to
agreed Joint Industry Plan (JIP) | this are already in place.

must have been met prior to DCC
Live

User Interface Testing (UIT) with the | We understand that the DCC has been
necessary SMETS2 devices must | working with manufacturers regarding the
have been successfully completed | development of devices ready for testing,
by 2 Large Suppliers and 1 Network | however we note that there is still a risk that
Party, prior to DCC Live devices may not be forthcoming in a timely
manner, and that the DCC could go live
without having tested on devices, but having
purely tested on stubs. We believe that this
poses a significant risk.

We have concerns that if the DCC's
Contingency were to be utilised to the point
that DCC Live (currently set at 1st April 2016)
moves to the Industry Planning Assumption
Date (1st August 2016), there is risk that
insufficient End to End Testing will have been
undertaken, and that systems and processes
may get implemented which provide a less
than ideal consumer experience, which could
negatively impact upon consumers take-up of
smart. To mitigate this risk we believe that a
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link should be established between "DCC
Live" (1st April 2016) and the "Industry
Planning Assumption Date" (1st August
2016) in order to ensure that slippage of the
former does not negatively impact upon End
to End testing, and ultimately the consumer
experience.

The appropriate core supplier
functionality, as defined in the
previous Tranche 2 and 4
requirements, must be available.
For the avoidance of doubt, this
should include the availability of
Prepayment Functionality.

“DCC Live" is not subject to
unexpected constraints or limitations
in terms of enrolment volumes.

The required SMETS2 metering
equipment and Communications
Hubs are commercially available, at
volume, at the point of DCC Live.

In addition we would like to make the following comments:

We believe that the de-minimis obligation should apply at a “per organisation” level, rather than at a “per
licence” level.

We note that Section 3 of the Consultation (Driving SMETS2 Installations) is very focussed upon
Suppliers and their smart metering installation activity, with very little mention of the activity that the DCC
needs to undertake. It is imperative that the role of the DCC is acknowledged, as the industry has a high
dependence upon the timely development of the DCC’s systems and processes.

The timescales being proposed within this consultation assume a “perfect scenario”. If such a “perfect
scenario” were not achieved then this could have significant knock- on effects which would need to be
taken into account.

When considering the implementation of de-minimis obligations for all large suppliers to install,
commission and enrol 1,500 SMETS2 meters or 0.025% of total meter points (whichever is the lower) it
must be borne in mind that there are already a number of Supplier obligations in place regarding the
rollout of smart meters eg all reasonable steps obligations; no backward steps obligations; enforceable
deployment plan obligations etc.
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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?

We do not support the proposal that all Suppliers should be Users at DCC Live plus 12 months and
believe that all Suppliers should be obliged to become Users at the same time (i.e. DCC Live + 6
months)

We agree that it is important that consumers should be able to receive smart metering benefits upon a
Change of Supplier, however we question whether the best way to achieve this goal is to place an
obligation upon Large Suppliers to be DCC Users from DCC Live plus 6 months (as per Question 1) and
then an obligation upon ALL Suppliers to be Users at DCC Live plus 12 months.

In our view the best way to ensure that all consumers are able to continue receiving smart metering
benefits upon a Change of Supplier would be to place an obligation upon ALL Suppliers, regardless of
whether they are Large or Small, to be Users at the same time. Therefore, if the proposal detailed
within Question 1 were to be implemented, we believe that Small Suppliers should be obligated to
become DCC Users within the same timeframe as Large Suppliers i.e. DCC Live plus 6 months.

From a consumer perspective we believe that this approach would be:

a) more consistent and more likely to enable a “seamless Change of Supply” process to be
undertaken.

b) less complex — adoption of an approach whereby Large Suppliers are obliged to become Users
by DCC Live + 6 months and then all Suppliers being obliged to become Users by DCC Live + 12
months will mean that the DCC will be having to simultaneously manage multiple Suppliers at
different stages of market entry, which will be more complex to manage than an approach
whereby all Suppliers become Users at the same time.

For the avoidance of doubt, we in no way support the proposal for a DCC Live + 18 months mandate to
be implemented. We believe that the implementation of this proposal could facilitate gaming within the
market, as it could allow non obligated suppliers to adopt an approach whereby they elect to “lose” their
traditional metered customers to obligated Suppliers, and then to “regain” these customers at a later date
once the obligated supplier has installed a smart meter.

We note that DECC advise that “the operational realities of small supplier readiness for smart” and “the
circumstances of the small suppliers” need to be taken into account, and understand that it is these
“realities and circumstances” which are leading DECC to the view that ALL Suppliers should be Users by
DCC Live + 12 months. We question however how, in this instance, the ‘“circumstances” and
“operational realities” experienced by Small Suppliers differ to those experienced by Large Suppliers?
We note that funding difficulties are often cited as an issue for Small Suppliers with regard to readiness,
however it must be borne in mind that the funding challenge is not restricted purely to small Suppliers. In
addition it should be borne in mind that the smart meter rollout is for consumers, and distorting the
mandation to benefit certain suppliers in not in keeping with this objective.

Question 3: Please see our response to Q2.
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Question 4: Do you agree that electricity DNOs should be mandated to be DCC Users from DCC
Live?

Yes

We are in agreement that electricity Distribution Network Operators (DNOs) should be mandated to be
DCC Users from DCC Live. We believe that such an approach should incentivise the DNOs to
commence utilising the smart metering functionality that is available to them in a timely manner, and that
this action should facilitate the commencement of benefits realisation by DNOs.

If there is genuine reason, backed up by relevant evidence, to prove that this is unachievable however,
then we could accept a fall-back position whereby DNOs and independent DNOs (iDNOs) should be
DCC Users within 6 — 12 months of DCC Live as a minimum obligation.

It should be noted that in order for DNOs and iDNOs to be obligated to become DCC Users within any
specific time-frame, there will be a need to amend the SEC to place a new obligation on DNOs and
iDNOs requiring them to undertake User Integration Testing.

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?

Yes

We believe that a direction from the Secretary of State to be ready for Interface Testing should be placed
upon both DNOs and iDNOs, and that this direction should be in_addition to a direct DNO/iDNO Licence
Obligation. We believe that this approach would provide electricity DNOs and iDNOs with sufficient
impetus to be ready for DCC Live.

Question 6: Please provide views on whether iDNOs should be mandated to become DCC Users
from DCC Live plus 12 months.

As we stated within our response to Question 4, we believe that iDNOs should be mandated to become
DCC Users in the same timeframe as DNOs, (ie based upon our response to Question 4, from DCC
Live). As we stated within our response to Question 4 however, if there is genuine reason, backed up by
relevant evidence, to prove that this is unachievable, then we could accept a fall-back position whereby
DNOs and iDNOs should be DCC Users within 6 — 12 months of DCC Live as a minimum obligation.

We note that iDNOs are often associated with the provision of new connections on new/independent
electricity networks. We believe that there are obvious operational efficiencies, and cost benefits, that
could be achieved by commencing the installation of smart meters in each such domestic new
connection once the DCC Live milestone has been achieved.
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Question 7: Do you agree with the position not to mandate GTs and iGTs to become Users at the
present time?

Yes

We have seen no clear evidence to date which would suggest that there is any reason why GTs and
iGTs should be mandated to become Users at the present time.

Question 8: Are there benefits that could be driven by imposing a DCC Mandate for GTs and iGTs
before the end of rollout?

Potentially

We note that DECC have advised within paragraph 38 of this consultation document that “some use
cases have been identified for how smart metering data might generate benefits to gas networks
(especially taking potential future developments in the gas infrastructure into account)”.

We envisage that one such potential use case might relate to PEMS processes where we consider that
some GT/iGT benefits may be able to be realised going forwards. For example, at present a GT/iGT may
get an Emergency Callout to visit a consumer premise, which upon arrival at the premise is found to be
due to a lack of credit on the consumer’s PP meter, and therefore requires the GT/iGT to pass the issue
onto the Supplier for their resolution. Going forwards, in a smart world, we envisage that it may be
possible for the GT/iGT to identify this as the root cause for the Emergency Callout prior to visiting the
consumer (via “pinging” the meter prior to visiting) and thereby preclude the need (and thereby the
associated costs) for them to visit the consumer premise.

Bearing the above in mind, we propose that it may be appropriate for GTs and iGTs to be mandated to
become Users within a “DCC Live + [12] months” timeframe, in order to allow these benefits to be
realised, as it is only once such parties become DCC Users that any such emerging benefits will be able
to be realised.
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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?

Yes

We note that DECC'’s policy intent is to facilitate, rather than to mandate, reactive Install and Leave
where expected WAN coverage is not available, but only in cases where HAN is established, and we
support this intent.

We have a number of comments regarding this proposal for further consideration.

Consumer Implications

In making any such decision regarding Reactive Install and Leave due consideration needs to be given
to the consumer impacts of such a decision. In particular it must be noted that the approach being
proposed would only provide minimum benefits, namely the provision of an IHD to the consumer and
the ability to engage the dormant gas meter. It should be noted that these benefits could be limited as
the Installer may have been unable to install the IHD in the consumer's preferred or optimum location
due to technical constraints. Indeed, in some cases the consumer may not be in agreement with the
proposed Reactive Install and Leave solution that a Supplier may offer them, and in these situations a
Supplier will be unable to proceed with such an installation. This could well have implications for the
benefits that the consumer can achieve, as well as the broader realisation of benefits as captured within
the IA.

We understand that Communication Hub (CH) Service Level Agreements (SLAs) regarding WAN
Coverage (90 day SLA) do not “kick in" until the CH has been installed. We question whether
amendment of the DCC'’s processes in this area, to enable a Supplier to “flag” to the DCC that they
have gone to site to install but have been unable to do so due to No WAN and therefore request that the
90 day SLA be initiated, in_addition to implementation of a Reactive Install and Leave approach would
provide a better consumer experience, particularly for Prepayment customers.

From a customer experience perspective a 90 day SLA is a long time, during which some significant
activity such as a Change of Supply, may take place. We have concerns that if such activity were to
take place during this period of time, there could be significant impacts upon consumers which have not
yet been fully considered. For example, we have a concern that the implementation of a Reactive Install
and Leave approach could provide a negative consumer experience for PP customers, as we believe
that there is a risk that under this scenario such customers could inadvertently get stranded “off supply”
and be unable to vend. A potential workaround to this issue may be that Suppliers should not utilise PP
mode in a Reactive Install and Leave Scenario where NO WAN is available, however clearly this
workaround may then create further problems as it could lead to consumers building up a debt during
the period of time that it takes for the WAN to come on line. Bearing the above in mind, we believe that
further consideration needs to be given to the consumer implications of implementing Reactive Install
and Leave.

Supplier Implications

It must be noted that a "Reactive Install and Leave” approach is dependent upon the Supplier having
procured a suitable HHT to enable the Installer to carry out any necessary configuration activities
without the WAN being available. It is thought unlikely that all Suppliers will have this capability, and
requiring them to change their design to accommodate such an approach at this late stage of design is
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likely to be costly and may lead to delays. Bearing these facts in mind it is imperative that such an
approach is permitted, rather than mandated.

The proposed Reactive Install and Leave approach is dependent upon the WAN Coverage Database
(due to go live in June 2015) being readily and reliably available, and being accurate. We will have
utilised this database to develop our deployment plans, and are assuming that such an approach would
be considered as having taken “all reasonable steps”. With regard to the WAN Coverage database, it
must be remembered that there is often a considerable delay between a New Connection taking place
and the related property being formally allocated an address and postcode, and that it is only once the
latter activity has been completed that New Connections will appear on the WAN Coverage Database.

We note that the following scenarios are deemed out of scope for this consultation and will be
considered “at a later date™:

a) Installations in areas not forecast to have WAN coverage before 2020;

b) Aborted installations driven by factors not related to WAN or HAN coverage barriers; and

c) Temporary loss of WAN coverage after the Smart Metering System has been installed,

commissioned and enrolled into the DCC

In order to ensure that a positive consumer experience can be delivered in all cases, it is important that
the above scenarios are considered and resolved as soon as possible.

We note that DECC advise that they will “consult at a later date on any Licence Condition amendments
that may be required to facilitate a final policy position on “Install and Leave”. It is important that clarity
regarding any potential Licence Condition amendments relating to Install and Leave is achieved “sooner
rather than later”, in order that appropriate consideration of any such conditions that may be
implemented can be undertaken in a timely manner. In particular, we stress that it is important that any
such amendments clearly define “Reactive Install and Leave” in order to ensure that there is no
ambiguity regarding its interpretation within the industry.

We note that the proposed “Reactive Install and Leave” approach is misaligned with the current drafting
of SMICoP, and request that clarity regarding this issue is provided as soon as possible.
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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.

No, we do not think that there are grounds for the Government to enable a “proactive” Install and Leave
approach.

Implementation of a Proactive Install and Leave approach would be onerous upon both consumers and
Suppliers, and would lead to increased costs for Suppliers which would ultimately have to be borne by
Consumers.

From a consumer perspective, if a Proactive Install and Leave approach were to be implemented,
consumers may only experience limited benefits, namely the provision of an IHD and an “awake” gas
meter. No further smart benefits, such as smart meter reading or smart billing, would materialise. Indeed
regular and ongoing visits to consumer premises such as are currently carried out in a traditionally
metered world (eg to carry out routine activities such as meter reading; tariff updates; meter
configuration changes etc) would still be required under this scenario. This would be onerous for the
consumer to support, and would run counter to the messaging that they will have received regarding the
benefits of smart.

For Prepayment customers, we believe that implementation of such an approach would actually provide
them with a poorer consumer experience than they currently experience in a traditionally metered world,
as vend reads would not be available under a Proactive Install and Leave scenario, whereas these are
available in a traditionally metered world.

Bearing the above in mind, we believe that Proactive Install and Leave should be prohibited.
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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.

We disagree strongly

We strongly disagree that the Government’s minded to position on “Install and Leave” should apply to
both SMETS1 and SMETS2 installations for the reasons outlined below.

- Suppliers SMETS1 Installation Plans are now well underway, and the necessary contracts for such
activity have been in place for some time. If the Government's minded to position on “Install and
Leave” were to now be made applicable to both SMETS1 and SMETS2 installations this would
require Suppliers to commence renegotiation with their SMETS1 contract providers. Given that we
are now in the latter stages of Foundation (DCC Live is due to commence in Mid 2016, and any
decisions from this consultation are unlikely to be able to be implemented before early 2016) it is
unlikely that any such contract renegotiations could be satisfactorily progressed within the available
timescales.

- Bearing in mind the timescales referenced above, we do not believe that requiring parties to amend
their systems and processes to enable “Install and Leave” to also be applicable to SMETS1 meters
can be cost justified.

- The intent of the Foundation period was to enable learning to be undertaken by market participants,
not to enable the development of an early market. Given that any SMETS1 Install and Leave
process that Suppliers would have to implement, if the government were to make Install and Leave
applicable to SMETS1 meters, would be different to the SMETS2 Install and Leave process that
Suppliers would have to implement, we do not believe that applying this approach to SMETS1
meters would enable any learning to be achieved that would enable a better consumer experience of
mass rollout to be achieved.
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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.

We agree subject to comments

We agree that as things currently stand 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”, as
we believe that there is currently sufficient commercial incentive regarding the operation of SMETS
meters in PP mode to preclude Suppliers from undertaking such activity. It must be recognised that there
is an inherent risk with this approach however. Going forwards, as the smart metering market develops,
this position may change and some Suppliers may decide that commercial drivers no longer preclude
them from undertaking such activity. Were this to happen, and if consumers supplied by such Suppliers
were to churn, then this would create difficulties for the industry, and create a poor customer experience

Bearing the above in mind, we believe that there would be benefit in introducing obligations to clarify
what requirements must be met in order to allow Prepay Install and Leave to be implemented with least
risk to consumers. We believe that such obligations, which should apply to both SMETS1 and SMETS2
equipment, should include the following:

- An obligation on Suppliers to provide appropriate payment top-up facilities eg provision of manual
entry/UTRN provision

- An obligation on Suppliers to keep the Smart Meter/IHD/PPMID up to date with the latest prices and
tariffs during the period of No WAN

- An obligation on Losing Suppliers to switch the meter to credit mode if there is a CoS event during the
No WAN Period in order to ensure that such customers are kept on supply during the CoS process
should there be a loss in WAN immediately post-CoS.

In addition, it must be borne in mind that whilst regulation can be introduced to exclude operation of
SMETS meters in PPM mode from the scope of its minded to policy position on “Install and Leave”, the
risk would remain that some customers who were subject to “Install and Leave” operating in Credit
Mode, could subsequently request or require a change to Prepayment Mode whilst still subject to No
WAN. We question how a positive consumer experience could be achieved in this situation, and believe
more consideration needs to be given to this issue.

With regard to our company’s strategy for handling PPM where the WAN is not available at the point of

installation, our position is that we would not install in this scenario. Our view is that continuing with an
installation in this scenario would provide a negative customer experience

12|Page



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

We do not object

We welcome the insight into the Government’s current thinking regarding the New and Replacement
obligation that has been provided within this consultation.

Whilst we note that the Government is minded to activate the New and Replacement Obligation in mid-
2018 we believe that there are a number of issues that should be borne in mind when considering the
New and Replacement Obligation.

As you are aware, Suppliers are already subject to “All reasonable steps” obligations with regards to
installations, and we believe that these, alongside the existing “No Backwards Steps” obligations and
enforceable deployment plan obligations, will drive Suppliers to install smart metering systems wherever
they can. It must be remembered however that there may be genuine reasons, such as technical
limitations, physical limitations or customer choice, which may preclude a Supplier from installing a smart
meter in all instances. Where this is the case the Supplier must not be left with an un-defendable
compliance issue due to any conflict that may exist between the “All reasonable steps” obligations and
the New and Replacement Obligation. Guidance regarding how such scenarios should be managed
would be welcomed, in order to ensure that all Suppliers act consistently.

We note that DECC advise that they are minded to activate the New and Replacement Obligation one
year after the DCC User Mandate and the SMETS1 End Date concepts have been implemented. In our
view, it is WAN availability that is the key item for consideration regarding switching on the New and
Replacement Obligation, rather than implementation of the DCC User Mandate or the SMETS1 End
Date. We believe that clarity regarding the processes that should be followed in a “No WAN Ever”
Scenario (and indeed in “Non Standard” or “Difficult” Installation scenarios also) needs to have been
provided before any final decision can be taken with regard to switching on the New and Replacement
Obligation. Without such clarity, Suppliers will be unable to understand whether or not any action that
we may take in such situations would be deemed to satisfy “All reasonable steps”.

Bearing the above in mind, we believe that there may be benefit in adopting a “stage gate” approach to
the enactment of the New and Replacement Obligation rather than adopting a “set date” approach.
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Question 14: Do you agree with the proposal to set a SMETS1 end date of DCC Live plus 12
months?

No

Our response is based on the assumption that any SMETS Version End Date that may be introduced is
a "backstop” date, and that Suppliers could elect to start installing the new SMETS version prior to the
End Date being reached if they elected to do so.

We agree that there can not be a hard cutover from one SMETS version (eg SMETS1) to another
SMETS version (eg SMETS2) and support in principle the creation of SMETS Version End Dates.

With regard to the creation of a SMETS1 End Date, we believe that this approach could help to constrain
the risk posed by having too many SMETS1 meters in the market.

We do not believe that the SMETS1 end date should be set at DCC Live + 12 months however for the
following reasons:

- With regard to DECC's proposal that the SMETS1 end date should be set at DCC Live + 12 months,
we believe that utilising this date could be problematic as, based on information currently available,
there is a risk that this date could overlap with the implementation of the next release of SMETS
meters (SMETS3) that are likely to be required to accommodate the IRPs that are currently in
progress and the current 868 developments.

- We believe that setting the SMETS1 end date to DCC Live + 12 months provides too long a period for
SMETS1 meters, which are on an architecture which CESG has stated that they do not approve of
and which do not deliver the |A nor consumer benefits provided by SMETS2 meters, to be installed.

Bearing the above in mind, our preference would be for a “Stage Gate” approach to be adopted with
regards to the setting of a SMETS1 End Date, rather than selecting a SMETS1 End Date at a particular
point in time. We believe that the adoption of a Stage Gate approach would provide greater flexibility,
and would ensure that the cutover from one SMETS version to another only occurs once the required
pre-requisite activities have been completed.

We note that within the consultation document (paragraph 67, bullet 1) DECC advise that “In considering
the SMETS End Date” they have had regard to the fact that “Suppliers should be able to continue to
install SMETS1 meters until DCC communication is stable...”. Whilst we support the intent of this
statement, it must be noted that it is the entire End to End Solution that needs to be stable, not just the
DCC systems.
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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?

We do not support a SMETS1 cap

With regard to the concept of introducing a “SMETS1 Cap” on individual Suppliers, either in combination
with an End Date or as the sole means via which SMETS1 meter installations are regulated, we have the
following comments:

If a SMETS1 “Cap” on individual suppliers, either in combination with an End Date or on its own as the
sole means via which SMETS1 meters installations are regulated, had been proposed a number of
years ago we may have been able to support this proposal. Given that that did not occur however, and
given that Suppliers have been actively encouraged by DECC over the last few years to install SMETS
meters in order to gain learning/experience, we do not believe that the timing is now right to introduce
such a cap, either on its own or in combination with an End Date. We do not believe that a “SMETS1
Cap” should be progressed at this late stage.

In addition, we note that Consultation Question 14 is proposing that a SMETS1 End Date of DCC Live +
12 months should be implemented. This would mean that SMETS1 meters would be able to be
installed until August 2017 (based on the assumption used within this consultation that DCC Live is
August 2016). We do not believe that creation of a SMETS1 cap sits comfortably alongside a lengthy
12 month SMETS1 installation window (during which time a significant quantity of SMETS1 meters
could potentially be installed), and an enforceable deployment plan.

Bearing the above in mind, our preference would be for a “SMETS1 End Date" approach, rather than a
“SMETS1 cap” approach to be adopted.
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