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	Q39: Are there any other points you wish to raise?

 

	Keep fitting meters with integral isolators this  would make it more cost effective upon meter change.

	The supply of electricity should be capable of isolation at the consumers entry point by anyone needing to turn of the supply. In this health and safety obsessed world it is amazing these dangerous conditions still apply and are continuing.

	I conclude that it is the duty of all suppliers and meter operators to install an isolation switch for the safety of the electrician, the consumer, and the building.



	Electrical contractors require educating into the ways that the electricity industry has changed since they last worked on a metering point you only have to read through the discussion forums at the IET website the old IEE website which will show a level of misinformation that is generated as contractors discuss topics that are now at supplier level and GSP level and not should not be taken as generic answers 

In the future Smart Metering may impact on this as it will give suppliers the ability to remotely disconnect supplies.

We will need to understand whether this functionality would help resolve these issues and whether this type of disconnection would meet health and safety requirements from the point of view of allowing an electrician to work on the installation.

	Not at this point in time

	Not at this time

	I feel strongly that qualified, competent, trained electricians could carry this out satisfactorily. This seems to be a money making event.

	As a distributor we are concerned about the implication of this proposal as regards our obligations under reg 3 and reg 24 of the ESQCR.

As a MOP we are concerned about the implication of any work on meters as regards our obligations under reg 3 and reg 24 of the ESQCR.

As a MAP we are concerned about the implication of any work on meters as Ofgem has stated, in its decision letter of DCP037, that “the meter owner…. has liabilities under the Electricity Act to ensure the meter is fit for purpose”.

The emergence of SMARTer technologies in the near future may mean that by the time a scheme has been developed, the assets may be different and possibly less able to be worked on by electricians.

Any scheme which allows work to be done should ensure a clear audit trail is maintained so that it can be identified what work has been done by who and when.



	We would like to re-emphasise that the existing process is flawed and does not work. It generates frustration for the contractors, customers and suppliers. 

Responsible organisations like ourselves who follow the correct procedure are being put at a commercial disadvantage. We appear to be placing obstacles in the way of a job where other electrical contractors choose to ignore the process, cut the seals and proceed with the job. The customer gets the job done, responsible contractors look obstructive and I am not aware any individual has ever been brought to task as a result of breaches to the law. 

Potentially the customer’s health and safety is also being put at risk. Where the installations are dangerous due to a lack of shock protection, the delays in getting the de-energisation carried out means they are using 

the installation in a unsafe condition. We can only advise customers of the dangers. 

Where a customer has no heating or hot water due to the electrician being unable to connect a new system their health is potentially at risk also. We have several vulnerable customers placed in a position without heating in the winter months every year. This also impacts on the customer’s perception of the service they have received and causes potential damage to our brand name. 



	No

	As Meter Asset Providers and Meter Operators we would have grave reservations around the extension of the ability to remove meter seals as this would have a detrimental impact on the following

· The ability of the Meter Operator to ensure the safety of metering equipment

· Revenue protection activity may be compromised

· The ability to identify personnel that carried out work that entailed removal and replacement of seals

· Settlements may be impacted by enduring changes of energisation status that are not communicated to industry participants.



	See covering letter

	We would be interested as to the format of the accreditation process e.g. who would authorise?



	· When considering this issue, it must be remembered that the introduction of smart meters may lead to Suppliers and/or their agents being able to offer a more efficient de-energisation/re-energisation process as such meters may have the functionality/capability to allow for remote de-energisation/re-energisation to be performed.

· We have strong concerns that if permission were to be granted to electricians to undertake this work that this could lead to an increased Health & Safety risk for the electricians who undertake the initial work, operatives who undertake subsequent work on the meter and the customer and wider general public. 

· We have concerns that this proposal could lead to an increase in suspected and/or actual meter tampering, and other revenue protection issues, which would require investigation. As these activities are resource intensive activities there could be a significant cost associated with this work.

· On occasion business customers are de-energised for non-payment. It is not clear to us whether this activity would be impacted by this CP.

· We are assuming that this proposal relates to NHH single phase whole current metering only, however this is not detailed within the proposal at all which we believe should be addressed.



	Yes.

Firstly, our position on this matter was given to ENA at a meeting in January 2008. It is repeated below for the benefit of those parties that were not present at that meeting:

“Given the evidence of unsafe working practices, we consider that the electrical contracting industry and the electrical supply industry should re-examine the issue to determine if there are reasonably practicable steps that can be taken to minimise the risks. In our view the principal options to be considered are a revised DNO contact scheme that provides cost-effective and efficient processes and procedures for temporary disconnections being implemented by the DNOs; or, alternatively, a scheme through which individual electricians employed by electrical contractors are trained and authorised by the DNOs to implement temporary disconnections; or a combination of both.  However, any other suitable means that may be proposed by any of the parties should be considered. 

As the relevant regulator with regard to safety issues we are willing to help attempt to resolve this issue. Whereas we will not impose a solution, it is willing to assist the industry to identify the issues that need to be considered and to develop a solution. We consider that the input of others is to be encouraged.” 

We remain committed to assisting the industry resolve this issue and welcomes this DCP.

Secondly, we suggest that a scheme to permit third party fuse removal be limited to single phase supplies to properties, this would cover the domestic and similar non-domestic type premises.



	No

	No

	Approved contractors should be able to reseal equipment

	Last summer, we would have waited six hours for a metering attendance to change burnt tails and main switch as a result of a failure. Leaving livestock at risk.

Some training scheme needs to exist, even if it’s held at local centres to cover aspects of working near live dno equipment before authorisation is given. Also some sort of card scheme (maybe endorsement on JIB card or similar to prove authorisation.

	I would state that the number of sites I visit where the suppliers equipment has broken seals and unsafe installations is significant. Where danger exists these are reported but clearly meter readers are other are not doing their job. I would support the ECA proposal to have registered competent persons within organisations to be able to undertake this work to increase safety of installed systems.

Systems to report problems are not working and need to be improved.



	We are committed to working with all interested parties to develop a mutually beneficial system, to improve electrical safety and adding value to the electrical contracting industry.

	· When considering this issue, it must be remembered that the introduction of smart meters may lead to Suppliers and/or their agents being able to offer a more efficient de-energisation/re-energisation process as such meters may have the functionality/capability to allow for remote de-energisation/re-energisation to be performed.

· We have strong concerns that if permission were to be granted to electricians to undertake this work that this could lead to an increased Health & Safety risk for the electricians who undertake the initial work, operatives who undertake subsequent work on the meter and the customer and wider general public. 

· We have concerns that this proposal could lead to an increase in suspected and/or actual meter tampering, and other revenue protection issues, which would require investigation. As these activities are resource intensive activities there could be a significant cost associated with this work.

· On occasion business customers are de-energised for non-payment. It is not clear to us whether this activity would be impacted by this CP.

· We are assuming that this proposal relates to NHH single phase whole current metering only, however this is not detailed within the proposal at all which we believe should be addressed.



	Enough said.

	As a Meter Operator we instigate mandatory intensive training when employing meter fixers, including qualified electricians. This ensures all our operatives are trained to the same high standards and works to eradicate the potential for health, safety and security implications.

On a number of occasions visits to customers premises have shown that non-industry parties have removed meter seals in order to alter wiring within the property, and found:

· Meters reconnected backwards;

· Meters reconnected with the wrong polarity;

· Meter tails have fallen from the meter, leaving the customer exposed to a LIVE conductor;

· Meters having been moved and not secured to a wall.

This lack of training/understanding could pose serious health & safety implications if approval was given for non-industry parties to perform de-energisations and associated works.

Allowing non-industry parties to perform de-energisations and associated works would pose serious health, safety and security issues. With the change proposal seeking to fully indemnify distributors, suppliers could find themselves exposed to an unacceptable level of risk given the potential health, safety and security implications. 

The opening up of this activity to non-industry parties will make the management of sealing pliers increasingly difficult, and also increases the possibility of theft of energy.

Specific scenarios should be reviewed where an independent party may affect the energisation status.  For example, on a new connection the meter is registered as de-energised and is then activated once the site is occupied and consuming.  Independent parties could change the status and impact settlements, billing etc if they are given access rights to these meters.

Putting aside safety concerns detailed above, the process, if approved, must be clear. An independent party should only be allowed to change the energisation status the full process must complete within one day (i.e., de-energised and returned to energised).  Anything else would impact a number of industry processes.  In addition any non-industry part must consider or be advised to accede to the Meter Operator Code of Practice to demonstrate adherence to the necessary H&S and technical competencies.



	Our issues are primarily concerning re-energisation and we have the following observations.
 

a) In electricity the meter operator is the named, accredited agent associated with the meter installation.  Any issues that arise at site are usually directed straight to the MO primarily.  Work undertaken by a third party is not necessarily tracked and as such increases the risk to the MO.
 

b) When re-energising a site the MO duty under the ESQC regulations is to verify the earthing and to ensure that the connection being re-made is safe.  When the MO undertakes this activity, they can verify the status of the installation, confirm the validity of the earthing and ensure that all polarity checks are undertaken.  This third party check acts as a valid safety barrier that will be removed if the electrician is effectively allowed to "mark their own homework".
 

c) Connection seals at both the Fuse cut-out and the meter are used by all industry staff to indicate evidence of tampering.  If electricians are allowed to re-energise without re-sealing would create a degree of uncertainty in the industry with an increased volume of unsealed sites.  Allowing electricians to re-seal would potentially require a large increase in the distribution and administration of sealing pliers which will add significant volume and complexity.

 

(d) The current process accurately monitors the point and time at which both a de-energisation and re-energisation occur.  Whilst this is largely irrelevant when undertaken on the same day, it provides valuable tracking point from a H&S perspective where considerable time elapses between the events, during which degradation of the integrity of the installation can occur, emphasising the need for on site checks prior to re-connection.

e) Whilst the change does indicate that activity undertaken by an electrician should be reported, it does not suggest how.  The process of recording is currently efficient in that field activity is generally recorded electronically and is updated efficiently.  A wider based approach is likely to involve significant manual updates that again increase costs.  Where processes are not followed and the activity is not reported, the DNO and or MO will take the responsibility for any subsequent H&S issues.

f) Such a process would appear to by-pass the MOCOPA® requirements for processes and good industry practice placed upon a MOP and audited annually such as: authorisation; operational restrictions; defect reporting; ensuring competency of operatives; accident reporting and investigation; operative auditing; training; test equipment calibration; etc.

g)  Damage to metering assets - issue for asset owner - how could potential liability be established with probable inability to track sealing pliers
h)  Health and Safety issues – loose connections, terminal covers incorrectly fitted, exposed bare conductor. Even electricians may not appreciate the fault level associated with metering equipment

i)  Increase in cross polarities

j)  Less likely that Revenue Protection issues can be taken to successful prosecution – due to inability to track sealing pliers control

k)  Meters being moved to new locations or even exchanged / lost

l) Meter tails of excessive (unsafe) length

m) Meters relocated into inaccessible (cupboards, too high, too low) locations

n) Reducing the constraints could lead to a general perception that ‘anyone’ can break seals

 

	We believe that an improvement to the current service should be made i.e. fitting of double pole isolators, rather than allow non-industry parties to perform de-energisations and associated works.




