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19 Responses 

DAB 2 

No. Company Name Role of Parties/non-Parties represented 

1.  E.ON Energy Solutions Supplier, NHH & HH – DC,DA, MOA 

2.  Utilita Energy Supplier 

3.  Stark Energy Data and Services 

4.  AIMDA Association 

5.  Opus Energy & Haven Power - part 

of Drax Group Plc (joint response) 

Non-domestic Suppliers 

6.  IMServ Supplier Agent 

7.  ElectraLink Central Industry Body 

8.  ENGIE Power Limited Supplier 

9.  Npower Ltd Large Supplier, Supplier Agent 

10.  EDF Energy Supplier 

11.  Energy Local CIC Community Energy Organisation 

12.  Salient Systems Ltd Automated Software Product System Solutions Provider – NHHDC/ 

NHHDR/ NHHMO/ HHDC/ HHDA/ HHMO 

13.  Siemens Supplier Agent – HHDA, HHDC, HHMOA, NHHDA, NHHDC, 

NHHMOA 

14.  TMA Data Management Ltd 

 

Supplier Agent and Shared Services provider 

15.  SmartestEnergy Supplier 

16.  SSE (late response) Supplier 

17.  DCC (late response – received in 

letter form, see Appendix 2) 

Central Industry Body 

18.  ScottishPower Energy Retail Ltd & 

Dataserve Ltd (late response) 

Supplier and HH Agent 

19.  British Gas (late response) Supplier 

 



Key Themes by 
Question 

Summary 



Key Themes by Question (1) 

Question 1 Are there any Settlement processes or services not identified that should be included as part of the 

HHS Meter to Bank process? 

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

13 No/Neutral At this stage everything covered for Meter to Bank process Various 

1 Potentially Unsure why the CVA market is being excluded from this 

process. The agent of last resort process would need to be 

reviewed.  

Supplier with Agents 

1 Yes We believe the below points will need to be addressed either 

within stage 1 or early stage 2: 

 supplier billing interaction, theft, smart sites that have 

communication issues. Re-use of profile fields, new 

market domain data will be required, GCF allocation. 

Supplier with Agent 

1 Offer for consideration 2 

new future HHS 

supporting services and 

the promotion of a 

particular and related 

process subset of each 

of the proposed 

Processing and 

Aggregation Services to 

produce a pertinent and 

distinct service in its 

own right.  

  

New Services: 

1. ECVN/MRVN Facilitator Service 

2. New Business/Market Model 

validation/testing/monitoring service 

Promoted Service: 

   Consumption Data Estimation Service 

Agent Software 

Provider 

1 Clarification required Could the DWG clarify that the Disconnection event and EMR 

information are included in the “other non-settlement 

services” in the Data Aggregation Services list? 

Supplier Agent 

1 No Comment   Community Energy 



Key Themes by Question (2) 

5 

Question 2 Are there any TOMs or aspects of TOM design that would better facilitate the 
most efficient delivery of the HHS Meter to Bank process? 

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

2 TOM C and E Data transfer efficiency - See also paper in Appendix 

1 

Supplier with Agents, 

Smaller Supplier 

2 TOM E Should enable most efficient delivery (competition 

concerns though), central Settlement aggregation 

optimal. 

Smaller Suppliers 

1 TOMs A and C Better than B & D as Retrieval and Processing 

combined 

Big Supplier 

2 More detail required  Big Supplier, Smaller 

Supplier 

1 Little to separate at 

this stage  

Efficiency in descending order B.D,C A and E. Supplier Agent 

3 TOM D  Most efficient as no grouping, maximises 

participation/ competition 

Central Industry 

Body, Supplier Agent, 

Community Energy 

4 TOMs B and D 

(dups?) 

Better than TOMs A and C as maximises competition Supplier Agents 

1 Tom C Creates single new efficient smart agent role Big Supplier 

1 Yes We should not be carrying forward the complexities 

of the pre-MHHS era. The current programme should 

consider wide-scale standardisation of process and 

data sources for recorded consumption, and avoiding 

the multiple hand-offs and points of failure arising 

from the present multiple agent model. 

Big Supplier 

1 Neutral We would suggest that Elexon and OFGEM continue 

to work in close partnership to ensure settlement 

reform is aligned with the Future Supply Market 

Arrangements work. 

Big Supplier 

 



Key Themes by Question (3) 

6 

Question 3 Are there any TOMs or aspects of TOM design that would better facilitate the 
most accurate allocation of energy? 

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

2 TOMs C and E More fluid processing…end to end Services Big Supplier with 

Agents, Smaller 

Supplier 

2 Too early  Need to understand detailed processes Smaller Supplier, Big 

Supplier 

4 (duplicates?) Competitive models Distinguish themselves on Settlement performance 

and data quality 

Suppler Agents 

1 Potentially TOMs B or 

C 

But ……need to get decisions about access to data 

and Supplier agent functions 

Smaller Suplier 

3 All the same No TOM more accurate than any other Supplier Agents 

1 All the same But TOMs B and D have separate retrieval role which 

could impact accuracy 

Big Supplier 

1 Combined services 

are best 

Where Retrieval and Processing 

combined……dependency on Load Shaping Service 

Big Supplier 

1 TOM D Multiple small players are more innovative. Community Energy 

1 TOMs where 

Processing and 

Aggregation 

combined 

………..but not centralised. Software Provider 

1 Dependent on access 

to SP level data 

Dependency on Ofgem Policy decision Big Supplier 

1 Yes (all) High levels of actual reads in settlement as provided 

for by all TOMs. 

Big Supplier 

 



Key Themes by Question (4) 

Question 4 Are there any TOMs or aspects of TOM design that would be less resilient? 
e.g. a failure in a Service to be delivered 

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

1 Not specifically Inherent risk of central provider……..but current 

levels of validation could be reduced by central 

provider. Learn from project nexus 

Big Supplier with 

Agent 

9 Caution on 

centralised monopoly 

(TOM E) 

Caution with TOM E and learn from DCC costs, single 

pint of failure 

Various 

1 No Need to identify resilience issues in Stage 2. Central Industry 

Body 

2 TOM D least resilient Separating Services increases risk of failed or 

inaccurate data transfer. 

Smaller Suppliers 

1 TOMs A, D and E less 

resilient 

Risk of single centralised market-wide aggregation 

with data in one place. 

Big Supplier 

1 Bundled services ..are less resilient Software provider 

1 TOMs B and D Due to separate Retrieval service  Big Supplier 

2 Yes It does not appear that there would be advantages in 

reducing the number of hand-offs by introducing a 

more centralised model ( option E ) as there is a 

counter view that a single provider increases the 

material impact of any issues that may arise and 

could potentially reduce transparency of operations. 

In relation to aspects of the current market 

arrangements there are multiple failure points. DWG 

should to analyse these and design them out of any 

enduring MHHS arrangements. 

Big Suppliers 

 



Key Themes by Question (5) 

 

Question 5 Are there any TOMs or aspects of TOM design that would deliver the best result for the end consumer? 

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

1 The TOM which provides…. Least cost, most timely, accurate and least impact end consumer. Big Supplier with Agent 

1 Centralising trade offs.. More efficient and lower costs v customer choice. Smaller Supplier 

5 Competitive models (some dups?) Consumer choice of agents, supports innovation and independence. 

No change at all to HH arrangements for advanced would be best. 

Supplier Agents 

3 All TOMs Appear to give optionality for improving data/ lowering costs 

From a settlement perspective, all of the TOMs have the potential to 

facilitate the HHS meter to bank process and therefore be of similar 

benefit to the end consumer 

All TOMs would seem to achieve this outcome. 

Smaller Supplier 

 

Big Suppliers 

2 2 TOM D Would promote best outcome for the end consumer Community Energy and Supplier Agent 

1 TOM C and E End to end Services are most efficient for Settlement and provide 

best result for end consumer. 

Smaller Supplier 

1 TOM C Centralised version reduce implementation costs, no data transfer 

between agents no need to change agents on CoS. 

Big Supplier with Agents 

1 TOM with Retrieval and 

processing are competitive 

Consumers better served by Supplier aligned Services, retail offerings 

and innovative offers. 

Software Provider 

1 TOM E Suppliers are not negotiating separately with Agents, no adverse 

effect on competition (in supply). 

Smaller Supplier 

1 Dependent on the policy decision 

for Settlement Period Level data 

access and use. 

More limited the model chosen, the more there is potential to limit 

the delivery of the best results for the end consumer. i.e. things like 

reward tariffs or interruptible regimes, or clearer profiling, which can 

stem from accurate, clear, granular data 

Big Supplier 

1 Yes Innovation in the Domestic market should be focussed on developing 

new services not on competitive tendering for existing ‘commodity’ 

transactions where little value is added by service differentiation. 

For Smart and non-Smart (but not Advanced) meters this should 

mean that commodity transactions are simple and low-cost, but that 

add-on services can be developed and delivered by multiple parties. 

Big Supplier 



Key Themes by Question (6) 

Question 6 Are there any innovations in technologies or energy services not considered in this document which should be accommodated by 

the TOMs?  

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

1 Customer 

Agents 

Currently customers have an opportunity to select their own agents as service providers for DC / DA. There 

are still consumers who wish to take this service through traditional HH metering and it needs to ensure 

consumers are not penalised through site specific DUoS/TNUoS charges. 

Big Supplier with 

Agents 

5 No The TOM currently accommodates for key areas of innovation within technologies and energy services. Various 

3 Yes There is little consideration of technologies such as EV Charging and Heat Networks, which are both nationally 

transformative, energy services currently being provided to the micro-business sector via Advanced metering. 

Supplier Agents 

1 Partial yes. Potentially if Smart CT meters become available it could cut across metering types and processes, which could 

add complications. 

Big Supplier with 

Agents 

1 Local 

balancing  

Half hourly settlement increases the potential for local balancing, which improves network resilience and 

efficiency.   

Community 

Energy 

1 Yes A good census of innovations are presented at the consultation document the nature of innovation is that it if 

encouraged it will persist and further new flexibility options will develop. 

Software Provider 

1 Yes Innovations that are currently occurring in the area of Peer-to-Peer (P2P) energy trading, community or 

district energy and heat schemes and the increase in the use of Electric Vehicles (EV), all of which could ‘spill’ 

energy onto the network at various points are nationally transformative and therefore must be taken into 

consideration in the development of the TOMs. Other innovations within the energy industry such as 

blockchain (P2P) are already being considered and other innovations will come along.  

Supplier Agent 

1 No comment  Supplier Agent 

1 P332 This is admittedly a secondary issue, but if, as we believe, the AMR arrangements should be left largely intact, 

then the P332 proposal is still valid. 

Smaller Supplier 

1 Difficult at 

this stage to 

answer. 

 

Without the awaited policy decisions associated with MHHS which will further inform the TOM’s, it is hard to 

know which variants of each TOM might better facilitate innovation either in energy services or technology. 

 

Big Supplier 

2 Blockchain Innovative proposals such as blockchain have the may mean that settlement process may need to be 

reviewed to be accommodated. Blockchain technology may not be mature enough to build the current reform 

processes around, but any reforms should be mindful of the potential of blockchain to play a role in future 

settlement reform. 

Big Suppliers 

 



Key Themes by Question (7) 

10 

Question 7 Are there any specific aspects of TOM design that would present a barrier to new market entrants, technologies or 

innovations? 

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

1 Dependent on the 

TOM chosen 

Depending on the selected TOM, consideration needs to be applied to single service providers and how 

regularly these would be available for tender. Using Single Service Providers (SSP) could result in 

increased or decreased cost to implement upgrades or system changes.  

TOM E could stop agents from being able to enter the market as easily however it could benefit suppliers 

commercially. TOM D creates the need to have commercial arrangements which could benefit new market 

entrants. 

Big Supplier 

with Agent 

2 a TOM based on a 

centralised monopoly 

service 

a TOM based on a centralised monopoly service provider being procured has a number of risks, including 

acting as a potential barrier for new market entrants. Contrary to this, a more centralised service may 

reduce barriers to new suppliers by only having to deal with one central service. 

  

6 Centralised TOMs  Designs based on monopolisation, such as TOM E, will be an absolute barrier to new market entrants in 

energy services and will stifle innovation.  

Various 

7 No We do not know of any aspects of the TOM design that would present a barrier to new entrants; however, 

we do believe that the TOMs should be flexible enough to accommodate new and emerging business 

models, innovations and actors that may wish to enter the market. 

 If a centralised smart data collection / data aggregation services is developed, there may be 

possible benefit from accepting (at a cost) HH data from a variety of sources (data retrievers), 

which would allow the market to develop over time. 

 The BSC (P362) sandbox process if approved is may be a less disruptive option for new innovation. 

We can see the argument that Option A gives the flexibility for peer-to-peer arrangements. Based on the 

evidence reviewed, none of the TOMs proposed present a barrier to new market entrants, technologies or 

innovations and would suggest that the consultation responses to the ”ELEXON White Paper - Enabling 

customers to buy power from multiple providers” is incorporated into how settlement reform develops. 

Various 

1 The separate 

services proposed by 

TOM D  

In a competitively procured scenario, splitting all the services out may result in new entrants having to 

contract with multiple parties. This would make market entrance more complex. 

Smaller Supplier 

1 No Comment   Big Supplier 



Key Themes by Question (8, 1) 

Question 8 Do you have a preference for any of the TOMs and why? 

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

1 TOM E followed 

closely by TOM C.  

 

Both C and E help to streamline the market and reduce the number of hand off points which should 

bring with it an efficiency in processing. TOM E would also allow for a greater level of centralised 

information which could allow innovation to evolve and would help reporting and identifying any 

issues at a granular level. However as an agent TOMs C and D still allow the consumer flexibility to 

procure their own services and protects consumers with a single point of failure. 

Big Supplier with 

Agent 

2 No Too early 

 

Smaller 

Supplier, Big 

Suppliers 

2 TOM C Our preferred TOM is C, with amendments This would be least disruptive to traditional HH roles, but 

and allow a new centralised smart role to develop. If the Ofgem policy decision is to centralise 

aggregation services, our preference would be for TOM A. We prefer the end to end service models.  

Big Supplier, 

Smaller Supplier 

1  Potentially TOM B or 

TOM C 

We have an initial view, we feel that until there is clearer direction on decisions around access to 

data and supplier agent functions, it is again difficult to provide a definitive answer at this stage. 

Smaller Supplier 

4 Competitive TOMs We have a preference for any TOM that preserves and maximises competition, but all TOMs could be 

improved further by leaving the advanced metering segment alone and continuing with it as is with 

its current operating model.  We see no rationale for change in this large area of the market. 

Supplier Agent 

4 TOM D Our preferred TOM is TOM D. TOM D will allow the market to group the services as appropriate; 

therefore, this will allow the market actors to decide the most effective model to provide settlement 

information to ELEXON for them.  

Maintaining separate services for each process from meter to bank should increase the number of 

organisations operating in the market.  It also increases the likelihood that these will be nimble 

organisations that are willing to engage with community energy organisations and be open to new 

ideas about how things could be done better. Our experience engaging with industry participants to 

date, is that we have had far more success and openness to trialling innovative ideas from smaller 

players.   

TOM D achieves the key improvements to proposed HHS regime at least as effectively as all other 

TOM options – the generation of interval data from all MS segments at Processing service and prior 

to Aggregation and the appropriate positioning of Profiling service. 

We support TOM D as it keeps all services as standalone services. We support TOM D when all 

service providers are fully competing. 

Software 

Suppler, 

Supplier Agents, 

Community 

Energy 

 



Key Themes by Question (8, 2) 

12 

1 TOM A We currently have a preference for TOM A because: 

 We believe that it makes sense to combine the retrieval and processing services.  

 TOM A provides Suppliers with the flexibility to implement the arrangements in a number of 

different ways which serve their needs, using both internal and external services.  

 TOM A enables the introduction of a centralised aggregation service, which we believe is required 

to support the implementation of new technologies and business models.  

Big Supplier 

1 TOM B or TOM D With so many different permutations of each TOM and their similarity, plus the uncertainty around 

Ofgem’s Policy Decision on whether to centralise supplier agent functions, it is very difficult to give a 

preference., Our preference would be for a model that preserves competition in the Advanced metering 

market and  

TOM B  

 Encourages competition and innovation 

 Recognises the difference between the C+I market and the Domestic from a retrieval and 

processing perspective 

 Maximises economies of scope from existing service providers 

 Least development effort to improve speed to market and facilitate new entrants 

TOM D – in addition to the above 

 Opportunities from economies of scale in aggregation 

TOMs B & D should cause the minimum impact on the existing C+I AMR market, there being minimal 

change to the existing Settlement Process for HH AMR meters, which although low in numbers account 

for approximately 50% of the total energy that is Settled. Therefore it can be argued that the existing 

processes for HH AMR should be left as is because it minimises the risk to Settlement as identified in Risk 

01.   

Supplier Agent 

1 TOM E We like the idea of centralisation for Smart aspect of TOM E coupled with the separation of AMR, with 

the two coming together at Volume Allocation. However, having separate data aggregation for AMR is 

not a die-in-the-ditch issue for us; centralised aggregation would mean some contractual changes for 

customers who pay for a joint DC/DA service directly to their Agent. However, the advantages of 

centralised DA need to be demonstrably greater than the inconvenience of having to make changes to 

data aggregators’ and customers’ contracts. 

Smaller Supplier 

1 TOM’s A and C. These are the most sensible collection of service functions, deliver HH settlements and reduce hand-offs, 

we believe that TOMs A and C will minimise/limit the list of potential errors. 

Big Supplier  



Key Themes by Question (9) 

Question 9 Do you agree with the DWG’s initial assessment against the Design Principles?  Are there any points not identified by the DWG? 

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

11 Yes  We agree with the initial assessments given by the DWG however only under Stage 2 will 

each TOM be in a better position to be fully assessed against Ofgem’s Design Principles. 

We acknowledge the DWG’s findings and have not identified any further observations to 

share to date. 

Various 

3 Partly Assessment of the TOMS against half of the Design Principles (1, 2, 4 and 8) is stated to 

occur as part of Stage 2 so we cannot comment. The assessment that has been carried out 

against the remaining Design Principles (3, 5, 6, 7 & 9) appears to be mostly satisfactory. 

However, in Design Principle 2, the assessment offers no reassurance that the principle of 

“avoiding the potential to stifle innovation and competition” in Retrieval and Processing has 

been considered and the statement that a simple and cost-effective estimation process would 

lower barriers to entry is not explained. Furthermore, Design Principle 9 is not addressed 

fully, with the assessment suggesting that there will be little interaction between new 

technologies and the Settlement system, which could be short-sighted. 

Supplier Agents 

1 No and Yes We consider the DWG’s assessment of the TOMs against the Design Principles to be only 

partly formed and lacking rigor. In part that is because the Design Principles and Criteria lack 

specificity, but also because at various points opinions are stated as fact, without evidence or 

substantiation.   

 We conclude that at this time the process of evaluating the merits of the TOMs against clear, 

transparent design criteria is flawed and potentially misleading. 

Supplier Agent 

2 No comment  NA Software Provider, 

Community Energy 

1 The load shaping 

service does not 

meet the “simple and 

cost effective” 

criteria. 

We do not agree that 

TOM E supports 

innovation and 

Aggregation for 

Smart Meters, it also 

creates a single point 

We do not support the principle that the estimation requires a Load Shaping service provider. 

We would like to explore other means of keeping estimating non smart meters as well as 

estimating missing data for Smart Meters.  Load shaping or profiling, no matter how it is 

done is prone to inaccuracy and might not provide any more accurate profile than using the 

profile of a similar site. We would be fully supportive of a process where Load Shaping, as an 

ongoing task, no longer exists. 

We do not agree that TOM E supports innovation with a central service provider for data 

retrieval, processing and 

Aggregation for Smart Meters, it also creates a single point of failure which is by definition 

bad design. 

Supplier Agent 



Key Themes by Question (10, 1) 

Question 10 Do you agree with the DWG’s initial evaluation against the evaluation criteria? 

Number Response Rationale Market Role 

5 Yes NA Various 

1 Partly Although we are largely supportive of the DWG’s initial review against the evaluation criteria, the 

TOMs have assumed all SMETS1 meters will be enrolled and adopted under the DCC or replaced 

with SMETS2 meters to enable a single smart meter retrieval service which we still do not know to 

be the case. Therefore, we would query this assumption and the allocation of the ‘strongly 

supports’ status of all TOMs for meter types coverage. 

Smaller Supplier 

2 No We find the evaluation criteria difficult to understand and are not  convinced of the value in trying 

to evaluate the TOMs as a whole rather than individually. Furthermore, the interaction between the 

two sets of criteria (Design Principles and Evaluation Criteria) is unclear and could potentially be 

contradictory 

Supplier Agents 

1 Too early Evaluation is currently based on a high-level view of TOM options. 

Some criteria will require further evaluation following progress of Stage 2 design work. 

Smaller Supplier 

2 No It is not clear how the DWG’s secondary set of evaluation criteria link to Ofgem’s Design Principles 

and Criteria. 

It is not clear how the list of criteria was established, or whether the list is complete.  The 

presented evaluation against these criteria is totally subjective and does not differentiate between 

TOMs.  This appears to be an insubstantive evaluation. 

Supplier Agents 

1 Broadly yes,  1. Coverage. Disagree on UMS as less developed than other market areas. Would say ‘supports’ 

rather than strongly supports.  

2. Cost reflectivity. Network charging is not yet clear. How Group Correction Factor (GCF) error is 

allocated is not yet clear so would say ‘supports’ rather than strongly supports.  

3. Design Flexibility. Difficult to say give we can’t be certain on what changes are coming. No 

disagreement though. 

Big Supplier with 

Agents 

 



Key Themes by Question (10, 2) 
1 No While we broadly agree with the DWG’s initial evaluation against the evaluation criteria, we would like to note the 

following points: 

 Export coverage – It is not clear why the TOMs are only shown to support, rather than strongly support, 

export coverage, as in the Design Principles section the same services and processes would apply for export 

as for import under all of the TOMs. 

 Customer billing interaction – as noted in our response to Question 5, we do not believe that the TOMs have 

been shown to fully address the relationship between settlement and customer billing. The issue is not just 

whether data is available for customer billing, but how Suppliers would be able to reconcile the amount of 

energy being billed to that being settled, and how readings would be generated in the event of a scenario 

such as Change of Supplier.  

 Design flexibility – it is not clear that the reliance on transfer of historic data will be removed under any of 

the TOMs as it is has not yet been determined what (if any) data may need to be transferred in order enable 

a new Supplier/Agent to be able to carry out specific functions – for example, accurate estimation. We 

suggest this point cannot be assessed at this stage. 

2 No comment   

1 The load shaping service 

does not meet the 

“simple and cost 

effective” criteria. 

We do not agree that 

TOM E supports 

innovation and 

Aggregation for Smart 

Meters, it also creates a 

single point of failure 

which is by definition 

bad design. 

We do not support the principle that the estimation requires a Load Shaping service provider. 

We would like to explore other means of keeping estimating non smart meters as well as estimating missing data 

for Smart Meters.  Load shaping or profiling, no matter how it is done is prone to inaccuracy and might not 

provide any more accurate profile than using the profile of a similar site. We would be fully supportive of a 

process where Load Shaping, as an ongoing task, no longer exists. 

We do not agree that TOM E supports innovation with a central service provider for data retrieval, processing and 

Aggregation for Smart Meters, it also creates a single point of failure which is by definition bad design. 

2 Yes We support the DWG’s initial views against the evaluation criteria. 

 



Key Themes by Question (11, 1) 

Question 11 Are there any Risks, Assumptions, Issues or Dependencies not identified by the DWG that should be included in the RAID log? 

Number Response Rationale Market 

Role 

1 No We understand that I03 is being addressed by the Faster and More Reliable Switching Programme. 

Although the DWG group has considered the risks with certain developments in the industry, the exact 

detail of the changes might create unforeseen implementation challenges and therefore present risks. 

Additional items that will need to be closely monitored would be: 

 Remote EV Charging including chargeable roads as being tested in the USA 

 Peer to Peer Trading (Elexon White Paper) 

15 minute Settlement 

Big Supplier 

with Agent 

5 Not at this stage,    

3 Yes The RAID log does not identify any risks to consumers. For example, the risk of reduced consumer 

choice and increased costs should centralisation occur, this is particularly relevant for the smaller non-

domestic market where customer appointed agents are commonplace. Similarly, there is a risk that 

consumers could be mis-sold TOU tariffs if data access guidelines aren’t clear or that responding to 

price signals will put them at risk (e.g. vulnerable consumers with electric heating). Finally, we would 

argue that reputational damage to the SMIP is a risk to the implementation of MHHS as this will have a 

direct impact on the number of Smart meters deployed. 

Supplier 

Agents 

1 Yes There are no captured assumptions about implementation processes; i.e. that a process can be found 

to transition to the chosen TOM that minimises risk to the Settlement process during the transition 

period. 

Supplier 

Agent 

2 Yes  It’s unclear how Group Correction Factor error will be allocated across customer types and 

suppliers as the market migrates to HHS. 

 Could there be an impact to the central switching service if industry DC / DA roles are merged? 

SMETS1 migration to DCC; 

Extent of SMETS penetration impeding business case delivery 

Appetite for load shifting restricting business case delivery 

Customer contracts with agents must be accommodated 

OFGEM’s reserved policy decisions (central agent and DAPF) need to be informed by the findings 

of DWG and TOM design needs informed by the responses to OFGEM’s RFIs – i.e. joined up policy 

and design. 

Big Supplier 

with Agent 

 

 

Big Supplier 



Key Themes by Question (11, 2) 

1 NA We would welcome further clarity on how the Risks, Assumptions, Issues and Dependencies are being 

managed. As an example, in regards to the single risk that has been identified to date it is not clear 

what the impact of this risk materialising would be, what actions are being taken to mitigate this risk, 

and by whom. Similarly, actions need to be taken to validate the Assumptions that have been noted, 

especially those that are critical to the programme. The assumptions that HH data from smart meters 

is suitable for HH settlement, and that DCC will be able to meet its SLAs in enabling access to HH data 

on smart meters, are critical and need to be confirmed. 

In regards to the specific RAID items: 

A08 – Would it be more appropriate to make an assumption that all smart meters will be operated as 

‘smart’ by the Supplier in the target end state, as it is not yet clear that this will be via the DCC for all 

meters? 

I02 – Is this an issue that needs to be referred to the Ofgem Switching Programme which is 

considering related MPANs? 

I03 – We would welcome clarity on why identifying types of customers and metering at the point of 

sale would be an issue for the settlement process. Should this be required then again this should be 

something that is referred to the Ofgem Switching Programme or the joint SPAA/MRA group looking at 

development of a Market Intelligence Service based on ECOES and DES. 

Big Supplier 

2 No comment  Software 

Provider, 

Community 

Energy 

1 No 

 

D03 is one of the most important dependencies. If access to period data is not provided, HHS cannot 

be delivered 

Supplier 

Agent 

1 Yes There seems to be a general assumption that all data streams should come together at the DA stage. 

However, for ease of keeping Smart and AMR separate (and this is important for existing 

customer/DCDA relationships) we feel that it would be better if everything could come together at the 

Volume Allocation stage. Clearly, this needs to be weighed up against any possible advantages for 

drilling down to MPAN level. These advantages need to be laid out clearly during the decision-making 

process. 

Smaller 

Supplier 

 



Key Themes by Question (11, 3) 

1 We are concerned 

that the following 

might not be 

appropriately 

identified/managed; 

 

 

. Assumptions that all Smart meters deal equally with Import and Export – there is a limitation in the 

current SMETS/GBCS specifications which need to be better understood by the MHHS project, to avoid 

risks. 

 Risk: DCC current defined licence/architecture/model cannot support the role of Other User to 

carry out a 

 Meter Reading Service role on behalf of Suppliers 

 Risk: to overall SEC end to end security if allowing all Meter Reading Services to use the Other 

User Role to collect Critical Command Service Requests for daily retrieval of Settlement Level Data. 

 Risk: lack of understanding about the portion of NHH settled Meter Points which need to be 

operating compliant Smart Metering Systems for a new Smart HH Settlement regime to be 

economically viable to set up and providing benefits to end consumers. 

 Risk: if the scope is widened too early in the process, e.g. to include innovations in new 

technologies and Energy Services, that the focus is reduced to deliver the core requirements for 

HHS, which can delay the timely move to the next stage. 

 Risk: if the scope changes, that the project delivery may significantly overrun, by which time 

technology has moved on and better solutions may have emerged. resulting in implementation of 

an obsolete/out of date solution. 

 Risk: a single Service Provider appointment for the E2E process may provide an overall benefit. 

However, it carries the risk that if the single Service Provider fails, then the whole process fails, 

resulting in a greater overall effect on Settlements. 

 Issue: formal definition for Smart Metered “HH Settlements” is required, to ensure the TOM’s are 

clear in what they cover and that there may be variations in HH Settlement provision for existing 

HH, existing AMR and the new mandated HHS. 

 Dependency: for the MHHS project to engage with TABASC expertise during MHHS TOM Stage 2 to 

understand limitations of Smart, assumptions, gaps. 

 Dependency: for OFGEM to seek engagement with BEIS and GCHQ regarding the proposal. To 

avoid any late considerations which may materially change the proposal and appropriateness of 

considering one TOM over another. Which may also impact the economic business case or the 

efficiency of certain models. 

 Dependency: on the confirmation of the outstanding policies for MHHS. 

Big Supplier 

 




