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Policy & Consumers team

Department of Energy & Climate Change
Orchard 3, Lower Ground Floor

1 Victoria Street

London, SW1H OET

14 May 2015

Dear Sirs

Consultation on Smart Metering Rollout Strategy

Thank you for the invitation to respond to the above document. Good Energy is a fast-growing 100%
renewable electricity supply company, offering value for money and award-winning customer service. An
AlM-listed PLC, and founder member of the Social Stock Exchange, our mission is to support change in the
energy market, address climate change and boost energy security. Good Energy matches over the course of
a year all the electricity its customers use with power from renewable sources. Good Energy has
consistently been ranked first or second in Which? energy company customer satisfaction surveys in each
of the past four years.

Executive Summary

We do not believe there is a need to mandate when suppliers become DCC Users given that they all face a
deadline to install meters by 2020, which incentivises all suppliers to start as early as possible, especially if
Smart Energy GB is driving customer expectations. This would appear to be regulations for regulations
sake.

Whilst we recognise the learning benefits of the SMETS1 rollout, we are particularly concerned about some
of the larger suppliers rolling out SMETS1 meters as a retention tool that discourages customers from
switching. Not only are they incentivised to rollout as many SMETS1 as possible to deter switching, this
also means they lack any incentive to support early adoption of these meters by the DCC. We therefore
support the view that a cap on numbers is essential, and should be as low as possible.

Finally, for the sake of customer safety, we believe suppliers should not be allowed to ‘install and leave’
SMETS meters in PPM mode. Whilst the installing supplier may have alternative charging arrangements in
place, any subsequent gaining supplier may not and could cause loss of power and/or heat which cannot be
easily remedied.

For your ease, we reference the specific questions within the consultation to which we have responded.

Qil: 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
lower) within 6 months of DCC live?

We have no views on this, but suggest when drafting it is made clear that the obligation is on
suppliers classed as large suppliers at DCC live (or a relevant reporting milestone before DCC Live),
and does not fall on suppliers who subsequently pass the threshold.

Q2: 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?

£ Vi sy pey sV Me, AOPPia
ETHICAL - &, %% o’ %
AWARD v % g 2

g
11 Ercat, BESTGREEN <o &o" %
e COMPANIES [ 2t A

1009



Q4:

Q5:

Qe6:

Q7.

Qs:

Qo9:

Q10:

All suppliers will face strong commercial drivers to be DCC users as soon as possible after DCC Live.
The complexity and additional administrative burden of being a non DCC user as SMETS2 meter
numbers increase will be one. Customers not switching to non-DCC users when they understand
they will lose smart services or customers leaving to get a smart meter earlier will be another.
Added to this, Smart Energy GB will be setting customers expectations that Smart meters are
available will drive consumer demand. We therefore feel that all suppliers will aim to be a DCC
user as soon as they practically can, and if they cannot, then a regulation stating they must, will not
change matters.

If the Government is of the view to put in place a backstop measure we would support 18 months,
although envisage most if not all suppliers will be DCC users well before then.

The Government must also address the issue as to at what point a new entrant supplier must enter
the market DCC ready. This will give those companies considering market entry clear foresight and
allow them to plan appropriately.

Do you agree that electricity DNOs should be mandated to be DCC users from DCC Live?

This would be sensible. When suppliers commence roll out they need the confidence that the
DNOs in that area are ready to support the rollout, and being ready for DCC Live would be a good
indicator of this. If some DNOs are later then this may skew delivery plans as suppliers opt to
concentrate on DNO areas where the DNO is DCC Live.

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?

This is a question for DNOs

Please provide your views on whether IDNOs should be mandated to become DCC users from
DCC Live plus 12 months?

We are open minded on this. The key point is having visibility as to when they intend to become
DCC users so we can plan our rollout appropriately.

Do you agree with the position not to mandate GT’s and IGT’s to become users at the present
time?

Yes, but as with IDNOs it would be useful to have visibility of their intentions.

Are there benefits that could be driven by imposing a DCC Mandate for GT’s and IGT’s before the
end of rollout?

For us it is more a concern about GT's and IGT’s being able to assist in issues that arise during
rollout, and whether this would be aided by them being DCC users,

Do you agree that ‘install and leave’ should be permitted where expected WAN coverage is not
available; but only in cases where the HAN is established?

We agree with this proposal as the most efficient, but it should be a requirement in SMICoP that an
installer explains the situation to the customer and that additional visits may be required.

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?
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We are likely to use a 3" party installer and thus have no view as to whether our provider would
use this option. However, we agree with DECC’s sentiment that installing smart meters significantly
before a WAN is available would be detrimental to the consumer experience.

Do you agree that the Government’s minded to decision 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.

The Government needs to consider the implications of a change of supplier occurring when a
SMETS1 meter is left without a WAN in place. The incoming supplier may not have a contractual
relationship with the old supplier's WAN provider and may not wish to do so. This could mean the
customer will never get a WAN service until the SMETS1 meter is adopted (assuming it is capable of
being adopted), or more likely is swapped our for a SMETS2 meter by the new supplier, especially if
the DCC WAN is available. We therefore believe that SMETS1 meters should not be allowed to
have a period of ‘install and leave’.

Do you agree that the Government does not need to exclude operation of SMETS meters in PPM
mode from the scope of its minded to policy position on ‘install and Leave’?

We disagree with the Government’s minded to decision not to exclude PPM mode meters. It is
possible and probable that some SMETS meter could churn to another supplier whilst no WAN is
available. The gaining supplier (who may not be a DCC user for example) may not have a suitable
arrangement to manage charging PPM meters it inherits in this state to the detriment of consumers
who could go off supply. Safety of customers should be paramount in this case and we believe
suppliers should not be allowed to ‘install and leave’ meters in PPM mode.

Do you agree with the proposal to enact the New and Replacement Obligations in mid-2018?

This would seem a pragmatic solution, but should be worded so that it links to DCC Live. We would
propose that it should be 24 months after DCC Live.

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

This question needs to be considered in the context of the enrolment of SMETS1 meters into the
DCC. As a gaining supplier, it is costly and time consuming to inherit a SMETS1 meter and often
leads to a sub optimal experience to the consumer. This is something larger suppliers are
exploiting to deter consumers from switching suppliers. We therefore believe that suppliers should
cease to install SMETS1 meters at the date they become DCC users. In addition, we believe that
where a SMETS1 meter type is not capable of being enrolled into the DCC, then installation of that
meter type should cease forthwith after that becoming clear.

What are the advantages and disadvantages of a SMETS1 ‘cap’ on individual suppliers both in
combination with the end date and as the sole means that SMETS1 meter installations are
regulated? How could such a regulation best be designed?

Currently SMETS1 meters are being used to deter customers from switching suppliers as they will
lose some of the functionality they are getting from their current supplier. Any cap needs to be
considered in light as to when SMETS1 meters can be enrolled into the DCC, and how easy suppliers
who were not the installers and are treating SMETS1 as dumb meters can enrol them. If they can



be enrolled from DCC Live and the process is easy, then we would be less concerned about the
numbers of SMETS1 meters in the market. If however, the enrolment is well after DCC Live, and
complex or impossible to do unless you are the installing supplier we would like to see a very tight
cap, so that the market is not swamped with interoperability issues and a detrimental experience
to the consumer. (The subtleties of SMETS1 v SMETS2 are not visible to the consumer. A smart
meter is a smart meter to them)

There will also be a cost to the DCC of managing SMETS1 meters which will be socialised across
suppliers, even if they did not install any SMETS1 meters. We therefore wish this to be minimised,
and thus SMETS1 should be phased out as soon as possible, and should be a capped in a way that
deters suppliers from trying to lock in customers by excessive use of SMETS1 meters.

| hope you find these answers useful, should you require further clarification do not hesitate to contact me,

Kind regards,

Policy and Regulatory Affairs Director



