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Smart Metering Implementation Programme: Consultation on the draft DCC Licence and
Licence Application regulations.

The information in this response is submitted by Arqiva, who are supported by the
SmartReach consortium (see www.smartreach.com) and by partners consisting of BT, BAE
Systems Detica and Sensus. This group brings together significant expertise and resources
in the delivery of nationwide communications systems, technology and leading edge security

solutions.

Registered office: Crawley Court, Winchester, Hampshire, SO21 2QA

This document is for information purposes only. It does not constitute an offer capable of acceptance
in whole or in part. The response is based on a number of specific and general assumptions which
may change from time to time. Arqiva assumes no responsibility for any errors that may appear in this
document. All timescales, service levels, analyses and prices are estimates only. All transactions are
subject to the appropriate Argiva Standard Terms and Conditions.
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‘Do you agree with the structure and content of parts 1 and 2 of the licence?
N.o comment.

Do you agree with the proposed list of licence revocation events, in partlcular :
~ do you agree Wlth the inc n of revoc triggers linked to: :
i)A failure of the DCC to comply W|th an enforcement notlce lssued under
~ Section 40 of the Data Protectlon Act :
2 n) A contraventlon of the licence
: -manner SO serlous as to make
_hold the licence; oo
iii) A contraventlon of the mdepende ce Condltion 9 and ;
V) The licensee no Ionger being, or never havmg been, a fit and proper
person to ca rry out the Authorlsed Actwrty?

in: _proprlate for the Ilcensee to contmue to

No comment.

Do you agree'that the DCC I_ice_n__c_e should be iseued for a fixed-term on_ly? :

Yes, we agree that the DCC licence should be issued for a fixed term of at least 12
years. We would propose a fixed term of 16 years. This would allow for a 15 year
term for the CSP and ensure that any replacement for the DCC and the CSP are not
procured at the same time. A term of 15 years for the CSP will increase the time for
the CSP to recover initial investment to provide communications services and
therefore minimise the annual cost to the DCC and the energy industry. This will
increase the likelihood that the level of benefit to Great Britain in the Impact
Assessment is achieved.

Do you have any comments on Chapter 1 of the licence conditions, in
partlcular do you have any comments on the draftmg of the deflmtlons‘?

No comment.

Do you have any comments on Chapter 2 of the Ilcence condltlons, in
particular do you have any views on: : :

i) The general objectives of the DCC; . . . '
ii) The way in wtuch the Mandatory and Permltted busmesses of the DCC have

been constructed ;
iii) The interaction between the mandatory and perrmtted busmesses,

iv) The proposed general and securlty controls for the DCC‘?

We agree that where the DCC provide Value Added Services there is a reductlon in
the charges the DCC levies in providing Mandatory Business services.

Do you have any comments on Chapter 3 of the Ilcence condltlons, in
partlcular do you have any comments on: o b
i) the mdependence reqmrements of the DCC and the mteractlon wrth the

rrevocation provisions;
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i) the broad condition on protection of confidential information;
iii) the scope and nature of the role of the compllance officer?

No comment.

Do you have any comments on Chapter 4 of the licence condlhons ll'l
_ particular. do you ‘have any comments on the draftmg of:
i) the transitional obhgatlons on the DCC possmly as part of a W|der
; transmon scheme, L
i) the proposals for how the DCC would set 0
~ development objectwes, T &
- iii) the proposed inclusion of a Ilcence cond|t|on that would fac|I|tate future
'transfer of reglstrat;on to the DCC’? i : :

"t lts future busmess s

No comment.

Do you have any comments on Chapter 5 of the I|cence condltlons |n
particular do you have any comments on: ' o
i) The procurement obhgatlons, mcludmg the balance between what the DCC
must competitively procure and what it may self prowde,
ii) The most appropriate role, if any, for the Authorlty in lnfluencmg how the
DCC should balance various competmg public interests, when preparmg for
- future procurements of Fundamental Service Capabmty,
iti) Do you have any evidence from other sectors about how the publlc mterest
s taken into account by regulated bod|es when makmg major procurement
- decisions; :
iv) The obllgatlons on the DCC in relatlon to provrsmn of services, )
recognising that these condltlons will need to be rewewed in Ilght of a more
 detailed definition of services; and :
v) The charging methodology prowslons, partmularly the objectwes of the
methodology? :

We agree with the proposed charglng principles and objectlves We would like to
understand the charging methodology to turn this into practice in more detail. DCC
has a variety of costs with different cost profiles and differing by region. These costs
need to be matched with a wide range of tariffs for services to each category of user
with a universal postage stamp obligation in certain cases.

Do you have any comments on Chapter 6 of the licence condltlons in

_ particular do you have any commentson:
v) The scope of the SEC as set out in the SEC condltlon and the SEC

' objectwes, :
_vi) Whether the DCC should have a Itcence obhgatlon to mamtam and keep in

_ force the SEC;
_.vu) The proposal to allow the Secretary of State to block SEC mod|f|cat|ons in

__the period up to 31 October 2018;and
: _vm) The way in whlch mteroperabmty should be addressed through the SEC

- objectwes?
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No comment.

Do you have partlcular comments on how best to. ensure the consumer
_interest is met in the SEC Objectwes in partlcular Ei
' -|||) Can you |dent|fy any potentlal scenan_ s where a. modlflcatlon mlght be
the sts of s'umers but whlch would not -

: 'be supported by the objectwe [ -t [ -
._"_-_IV) If you think the objectwes coul_d be set out to better capture the |nterests
- of consumers, as opposed to the proposed approach for SEC objectrves to be :
'--'-'-balanced in the round with due regard for energy consumers mterests how '

~ do you thlnk th|s could be done‘? i : _ : ) o

No oomment.

- Do you have comments on the proposed cond|t|on allowing the Authority to
put forward code modifications and for thls power to be Ilmated to spectflc '
 areas defmed inthe SEC? :

No comment.

- Do you agree with the proposed rights and obligations relating to smart
metenng system enrolment set out m th|s chapter‘? Please prowde your
wews : _

No comment.

Do you have any comments on Chapter 9 of the licence conditions, in

particular do you have comments on:
i) The need for the revenue restrlct|on conditlons in the DCC llcence to evolve

as the DCC'’s role changes;
ii) The need to lncentmse the DCC to concentrate on achlevmg programme

milestones at the begmmng,
iii) The proposal that the DCC’s mternal costs should be passed through \mth

a (E/annum margin applled
_iv) That incentives on reduction in the DCC’s mternal costs and on output

; _'measures should be applled later,
v) That the DcC should be subject to an element of bad debt nsk unless it
takes reasonable measures to recover such debt; and
Vi) Particular KPls that could be apphed to the DCC after |t starts to deliver

.serwces'? i

Yes, we agree on the need to incentivise the DCC to concentrate on achlevmg
programme milestones at the beginning to encourage the rollout of smart meters.

Do you have any comments on Chapter 10 of the l|cence conditlons in
~ particular ¢ do you have any comments on: o
i) The proposed arrangements ly" "g ‘_._:Management 0 ders mcludlng the
. scope of the powers of the Authority in such circi
i) The arrangements proposed in relatlon to the Busmess Handover Plan and
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 the process for resolutron of matters between the _outgomg and mcommg

- DCC; : .

i) The scope of matters that the Busmess Handover PI' 'n should prov:de for,
iv) The scope of the matters that ‘may need to survive .' ime fo
. cont ue to ensure a smooth handover to__the DCC’s successor and whether

gl rame is appropri : :

i v) The_ proposed_approach to. Intellectual Property nghts?

No comment
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