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—() INTRODUCTION



Benefits 2
Resiliel A -
| Last Time

Digital Possibility at SWAN

Revenue Improvement



The Strategy
s Not the




But Vision Lives or Dies Here

Pr?:urement Design

THE ACHILLES HEEL



The Implementation Reality

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

= Platforms = Fixed Scope
*Data Sty » Compliance-Driven
: Is

i : Implemented

" Infegration " hrough ] =Lowest Cost Focus

= Evolving Requirements = Risk Transfer
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Rethinkinxgycurement # Less Governance

Designing procurement for digital
operating platforms and process
-— not just physical assets



The Real Gap

Fixed scope Evolving requirements

Stable asset Op model change

Defined requirements SHctEl | Data ecosystem

Handover = end point Adoption

Compliance Stabilization

Price focus Drocurement Continuous optimisation
............................................................................... ives in contract:

If procurement design does not reflect the operating model, risk structure, and long-term capability...
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—() WHAT ACTUALLY FAILS



Specification Failure

‘ Too Loose \ Too ‘Riglplm ‘ Missing \

» “Provide analytics »Over-engineered =Integration
capability™ clauses J B accountability
= Undefined workflows = Architecture lock-in = Stabilization metrics

= NO measurable » Feature ch = Operational success

outfcomes definition




Pricing & Incentiv
Misalignment

Transfer enorm
risk fo the s

What We Price

= Meters
= Software
= |[nstallation

What We Don’t Price

= Operational readiness
= Data stabilization Capability

Fix scope too early.
Demand performance

guarantees fransfer
Large Tier 1 providers look at » I[ntegration defect resolution
that and say: = Governance cadence

| “This is unmanageable risk.” |






Join at menticom | use code 81421359

\What is the biggest procurement challenge you've experienced in AMI or
digital water projects?

unclear specificarion

technical specifications technical knowledge

sub contracting budget and speccification

understanding meter data risk is not well defined lack ofcustomer knowledge specifications  ,qgue tender specs
timeline non-responsiveness |C] CI( Of u nd eI‘StG nd | ng poor service provider
operational readiness delivery su pply ChCl | N peo p Ie lack of knowledgeable on

technologys confidence spec  cost benefit allocation costs cost datatransfer i disciplinary scope
vague handling of the asset Specs b u d et complex documenation redtape too stringent eligibility

incompatible procurement - ——_—
unclear and vague specs P E T [ At cost of ami integration speccification

ree : client risk
providing detailed specif compiling specifications SpeCIfI Cca t| on - credibility of solution slowness budgeting
visibility time entities allowed to bid cancellation of tenders compatibility detailed intergrated plan  terminology
budgetandspecs ~ Maintananceandeosts  Writing a specification  nonadjudication -
_ scm . ; unredlistic delivery time
supply chain -lack of un interpreting specificatio 't Non existence _
) . single provider taking too long
understanding outcomes single source procurement

; — technical incompetence
ambiguous specifications hieyable timescales

appropriate functionality
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Where do you believe most AMI procurement failures originate?

31% Poor specification design 28% Misaligned contracting 6% Risk allocationimbalance
model

9% Weak governance after 22% Unrealistic pricing 4%  Market capability gaps
award expectations
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Our procurement model tests delivery capability, not just compliance.

Strongly disagree = Mostly compliance Strongly agree = Strong delivery capability testing

Strongly disagree Strongly agree

e
Q - End presentation =P D) (H] G) Q Q) L & N e ? L ;




—() PRACTICAL ROOM EXERCISE



You Are the Executive Committee

First Large-Scale AMI Choose a Contracting Model Your Task (7 Minutes)
Deployment

_ _ At your table:
- No prior AMlI experience AV ale|t=N=g19s[

1. Select ONE contracting
model (A-E below).

2. ldentify the THREE

C) Multi-Vendor Modular biggest risks in your
chosen model.

= Limited integration _
capability B) Prime + Transfer

= Strong governance, limited
digital procurement

experience
. Revenue under pressure D)Telco / Platform 3. ldentify ONE contractual
Partnership safeguard you would
= High political oversight insist on to manage
- Fixed budget E) Hybrid / Not Sure those risks.
Be decisive.

= 3-year performance
expectation

AO SWAN Cape Town Workshop

There is no perfect answer
— only trade-offs.



Which mod
you chc

Why? - Debrief

What is the biggest
risk?



—O THE UNCOMFORTABLE PROCUREMENT TRUTH



The Uncomfortable Truth

-Governance We Specnfy We Price
-Strong. Features. Installation.
Strategy- We Forgei = We Ignore
Stabilization

Weak. Workfl WS
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Risk umping 7 Risk Management

s
Wrét Does Better
. Look Like?
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1. Ste M Operating
Workflows



2. Separat@Installation
from Operationalization
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3. Allocate Risk Intelligently



4. Test DeliV€ry Capability
— Not Just Documentation



5. Build GoV&rnance into
the Contract



" - V.
yy &7
4 s i
/78 P
/ ;

Engagement



7. Proje tions &
Sponsors Teams Must Be
Actively Engaged



collaboratlve modals key
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9. Pricing Flexibility
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Some Practical Next Steps

Add a defined stabilization phase (e.g., 6 months post go-live with data accuracy
and billing metrics).

Map 5-10 real operating workflows before drafting the specification.
Hold an industry briefing and test risk allocation and pricing assumptions early.

Split pricing into physical delivery (meters/install) and operational performance
(data quality/adoption).

Increase evaluation weighting for named teams and proven integration at similar
scale.

Make monthly integration and quarterly performance reviews contractual, not
informal.

Conduct a formal stabilisation review at 6 months and feed lessons into the next
procurement cycle.

—-O SWAN Cape Town Workshop



—() Market Evolution:
Telcos & New Players Entering AMI



= Connectivity

= Platforms




Scale

Financing Capacity



-,

Revenue Operations®

!



Margin Stacking Risk
Telco Margin Procurement Must Ask:

- Integrator Margin * Who is operationally accountable?

- Hardware Margin Who carries integration risk?
Who owns the data?

Are margins transparent?

- Subcontractor Margin

Are we buying connectivity — or operations?

AO SWAN Cape Town Workshop






Dlgltal Transformatlon
s a Design Challenge

Prom/ ement Is Where

That Design Becomes
Real



\X/hat You Pay For
Is What You Get

Des,lén Procurement
AsiArchitecture — Not

Administration
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