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Dear Sirs,
RE: Cons i : Smart Metering Rollout Strategy — D

The Community of Meter Asset Providers (CMAP) is a group of meter asset providers (MAPs)
that includes Calvin Capital Limited, Macquarie Energy Leasing, Lowri Beck, Northern Powergrid
Metering, Utility Funding Limited, UK Power Networks and Smart Metering Systems,

The CMAP was formed in late 2011 in response to the Smart Metering Implementation Programme
to review and address a number of concerns that MAP’s had in tracking their assets through industry
data flows and effective commercial interoperability to reduce commercial risks and unnecessary
meter exchanges following change of supplier.

In general, we are very supportive of the proposals set out in the consultation and believe that the
implementation of the minded to positions would greatly reduce the perceived risks surrounding the
funding of smart meters. We do however have a number of general points relating to the
consultation which can be found in our response, detailed in Appendix 1 of this response. For the
purposes of our response we have assumed August 2016 as the date for DCC Go Live.

Not all the questions in the consultation are relevant to Meter Asset Providers — we have excluded

those from the detailed response shown in the appendix letter.

Yours sincerely,

., CMAP Chairman
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Appendix 1: responses to questions

Chapter 3 — Driving SMETS2 installations

1. Do you agree with the minded to position to set a de-minimis obligation for all large
suppliers to install, commission and enroll 1,500 SMETS2 meters or 0.025% of the total meter points
(whichever is the lower) within six months of DCC live? Please explain your rationale and provide
evidence.

The use of a de minimis obligation is a sensible approach to ensure that all larger suppliers are capable
of installing, commissioning and operating SMETS 2 meters within the DCC environment. This
obligation, in conjunction with the annual interim rollout targets, the phasing out of SMETS 1 and the
overall 2020 target should provide sufficient incentive for suppliers to commence their DCC-based roll
outs whilst providing sufficient flexibility for each supplier to determine their own rollout strategies
and profiles.

Chapter 4 — Mandating parties to become DCC Users

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.

We agree that all suppliers should be Users at DCC Live plus 12 months. Given the proposed de-minimis
obligation, larger suppliers realistically would need to be Users at DCC Live + 6 months. We share

DECC’s recognition of the additional challenges that some small suppliers face and believe that an
additional six months provides reasonable additional time.

This will ensure that any customer can expect to continue to receive the benefits associated with their
smart meter regardless of the supplier from whom they choose to take their supply.

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.

Question 3 is a duplicate of question 2 with the same answer

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

No view on this as group of MAPs.

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?

No view on this as a group of MAPs.

6. Please provide views on whether iDNOs should be mandated to become DCC Users from DCC
Live plus 12 months? Please provide evidence to support your position.

No view on this as a group of MAPs.
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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.

No view on this as a group of MAPs.

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

No view on this as a group of MAPs,

Chapter 5 — Delivering consumer benefits in an efficient rollout - ‘Install and Leave’

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.

We agree that “Install and Leave” should be permitted where WAN coverage is not available for a
period not exceeding, say 120 days, and where the WAN connection to the premise can be made
without a further site visit. The consumer should be made aware that whilst the HAN connection is
established, the WAN coverage is temporarily unavailable, and will be established within 120 days
along with the full smart service.

To prevent further sites visits if a churn event occurs where ‘Install and Leave’ has occurred it may be
sensible for suppliers to be able to query a centrally held register, for example held by the DCC, so that
unnecessary site visits can be avoided to establish why a SMETS 2 meter is not communicating.

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

The unknown timeframe for WAN coverage to be established could create a number of asset
management issues, such as firmware and security management of meters with no communications
link, as well as increasing complexity for suppliers on churn due to the greater potential volume of
meters with no WAN connectivity. There are also likely to be consumer experience issues which could
affect the overall programme reputation which other parties will better placed to articulate.

No view on this as a MAP.

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 have some concerns on ‘Install and Leave’ for SMETS 1 meters as it is likely that Foundation WAN
communication providers will not put in place additional communications coverage simply to support a
small number of smart meters. This could increase early removal risk on churn as once the DCC s in
place, suppliers may elect to replace SMETS 1 with SMETS 2 meters rather than wait for a potentially
uncertain time period for additional communications coverage. For these reasons it may be that ‘Install
and Leave’ may only be appropriate for SMETS 2 meters where tighter SLAs can be placed on the CSP.
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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 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” as suppliers will not
be able to provide remote prepayment services without the WAN.

Chapter 6 — The New and Replacement Obligation

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

CMAP is supportive of the drive to move as rapidly as possible to SMETS 2 meters and reduce the
volume of traditional meter installations. Suppliers will be better placed to comment on the suggested
cut over date and MAPs will construct commercial responses to the timeframe. However, a fixed
deadline without any link to market triggers may not provide sufficient flexibility in the event some of
the key building blocks, as identified in the consultation document, which will need to be in place in
order that all New & Replacement meters from mid-2018 can be smart meters.

Chapter 7—-SMETS 1
7.1 Managing SMETS 1 Installations

14. Do you agree with the proposal to set a SMETS1 end date of DCC Live plus 12 months?
Please provide evidence for your answer.

CMAP is supportive of the drive to move as rapidly as possible to SMETS 2 meters and reduce the
volume of SMETS 1 installations. Suppliers will be better placed to comment on the required timeframe
and MAPs will construct commercial responses to the timeframe. However, a shorter, fixed timeframe
without any link to market triggers may not provide sufficient flexibility in the event of DCC stability
problems, SMETS 2 equipment availability and suppliers being able to manage the operational
transition from SMETS 1 to SMETS 2 (e.g. stock, logistics, training thousands of installers, etc).

15. What are the advantages and disadvantages of SMETS 1 ‘cap’ on individual suppliers both in
combination with an End Date and as the sole means that SMETS 1 meter installations are
regulated? How could such a regulation best be designed? Please provide evidence for your
answer.

Flexibility for suppliers will be key and a time based limit will naturally limit volumes, so capping
volumes may not be helpful.

The fact that the question has been raised is evidence of the concern of the “SMETS1 problem” of lack
of interoperability and inter-changeability and the resulting poor consumer experience especially when
a consumer wishes to switch supplier. Although there are some notable exceptions most suppliers
appear cautious in their rollout of SMETS1 meters and such a cap would only reinforce that. DECC’s
resources would be better deployed in ensuring that the industry is reassured that SMETS1 meters will
be enrolled and adopted by the DCC in some form within a reasonable timescale. Failure to do so will
result in SMETS1 meters being removed early in their useful lives and the resulting greater cost will be
borne by consumers.
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7.2 SMETS1 Enrolment and Adoption

The Secretary of State is to be commended for initiating the IEPFR process and the proposed variations
to improve the overall efficiency of the process and we would encourage all suppliers to participate in
the process and DECC to ensure that the DCC are kept on track to produce the report by Q2 2016 and
to gain Secretary of State approval in Q3 2016.

A failure by DECC and the DCC to provide a satisfactory and timely route to the enrolment and
adoption of SMETS1 meters could lead to some suppliers removing them in favour of SMETS2 meters,
resulting in further customer disruption and additional cost to consumers. In the event of a lengthy
delay to the enrolment process, there would also be an ongoing loss of smart services on churn for
consumers due to the lack of SMSO take up by suppliers. This will incur significant and unnecessary
costs which will ultimately be borne by the consumer as well as creating smart programme
reputational risks.
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