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Dear Sir / Modom,

British Gos response to DECC's consultation an “Mew Smart Energy Code Content and
Related Supply Licence Amendmaents = July 2015" (URN 15D/340)

Thank you for the eppertunity to respond te DECC': above consultation.

YWeo are In brood agreement with the propasals set ot in this consultation but have feur areos
of concern which we would be hoppy to discuss with you further,

1} HAN Variant Communication Hub infermation availability

The proposed availability of HAM Yoriont information enly B menths in odvance doas
no! olign with the supplier forecost end ordering process ond may well lead to
inoccurote arders being made. It is not occoptoble for suppliers to have to ploce
orders 10 menths priar fo delivery that are then subjedt to occuracy falerances when
the required informotion for HAN Variont Communizations Hubs is unlikely to be
avallable,

If, as stated, it s not ot effective for the DCC 1o provide HAM Yariont information ot
least 10 menths in edvance, then we request that Section F5.10 af the SEC is amended
frem 10 months to B menths 1o olign the supplier ordering toleronces. Without this
alignment, Suppliers will elther not be able to erder HAM Variant Communications Hubs

in o timely monner, or will be forced to ‘over order’ to ensure that sufficlemt are
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ovailoble to them when required. Both these options will lead to ineffective ond costly
rallaut eperations ord should be avalded.

Initial Delivery of Communications Hubs

suppliers that have ordered Communicotions Hubs ohead of August 2014 will hove
done 30 in good folth ond o1 o proocive step in readiness for live operations,
Suppliars should not be foced with the risk of receiving Communications Hubs thar thay
cannot sehsequently use and for which they would then incur storage costs, This policy
will effectively deloy any plons for the eorly installation of 3SMETS2 metering
equipment which seems to conflict with DECC's policy intentlons of driving towards
SMETS2 in o timely marner.

We olio have concemns that the DCC's imminent relecse strategy proposols could
impact on Communications Hub deliveries. If o phased release strotegy Is adopted we
will need clority on what this will meen for Communications Hub versioning. Suppliers
connat be expected to recoive Communicotions Hubs thot are then seen o3 defunct
without appropriate replocement or upgrade arrongements in place. We hope this
matter will be given due consideration when DECC are discuusing release strategy
proposals with the DCC,

Ordering Manogement System (OMS) account rosirictions

Whilit we agree with the proposal thaot the DCC should be able to limit the number of
Ordaring Monagement System (OMS) accounts each User moy hove we are not
wpportive of Imiting the mamber of 'free’ accounts 1o 4 for oll porties,

These occounts ore funded vio DCC Fixed Charges which are largely boted and
charged on sppller market shate, It s lnoppropriate, therefore, for Large Suppliers
to have to pay additionol charges for OMS oecounts when they are already funding
the majarity of the OMS system and will be responsible for ordering the vast majerity
of Communications Hubs, We would welcome a further review of these arrengements
ond the drofting of the Communications Hub Handover Support Matericls. ‘We hope

thot DECC ogree with us that the current propeosal is Inequitable end that the DCC must
eddress this,

SMEI Recovery Procedures

Whilst we recogniie that the Policy Manogement Autherity [PMA) should have full
econtral of the SMKI RBecovery Procedures we do no! boliove thot the decurment itsalf
should be within PMA govermnance. It s Important that the SEC ond ousocoted
procedures are fully tronsparent and oeccessible to sers.  This Incudes the change



process for SEC documentation and we therefore believe that the Recovery Procedures
should be o SEC Subsidiory Document,

The risk of changes being made to the document that do nat accord with the views of
the PMA Ts, in our opinioen, minimal. This risk |3 far outwelghed by having open and
tromsparent governance arrangements thaot ollow 3EC Parties to propose changes fo
documents, such as the S5MKl Recovery Procedures. The PMA would be osked to
consider eny medification propeosal relating the SMKI Recovery Procedures and thelr
wiews would be glven the utmeost regord and imporionce

Our detciled responses to DECC's questions are attached In Appendix 1. Fleose do not
hasitote to confoct me o if wou reguire any

further detoill on our respome.

Yeours sinceraly
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Queition 1. Do you ogree with the legal drafting of the preposed amendmant to the
electricity and gas supply licence conditions? Please provide a rationaole for your views

1.1 We ogroe with the structure of the proposed drafting but have one comment in

relation to the specific Enralment Duty.

1.2 Paragroph XX.4 contalns the obligation for the device to be “Commissioned”. The term
Commissioned is defined within the SEC and Is one of four statuses that on Instolled
device con be in, Tho legal drafting should be drofied such that It dees not ploce o
suppller in breach of the condition should the status of the device subsequently change
ta be Decommisionad, Withdrawn or Suspended.

Question 2. Do you ogree that this legal duly should foke offect when DCC's enralmant
servicos are first ovaoiloble? Pleose provide rotionals for your views

2.1.  Yes, we ogree thot this should toke effect from when the DCC's enrolment services

ore avoiloble ond the relevant supplier has become a BCC User.

Question 3. Do you hove ony commients on the proposed drafting in these now
subsidiary documents?

d.1. Woe agree with the mojority of drofting within the new subsidiary documents although

wio have o few comments tha! we belleve need ta be addresiad,

3.2, Section 4.4 of the Inventory Enrolment ond Withdrawal Procedures includes the
scenaria of on alert being sent from the Communications Hub when it has been unoble
ta communicale with o device over the HAMN, The recent lisue Resclution Proposol
{(IRP) numbar 226 removed the ‘failure’ alert functionality and therefore this section

moy now be Incorrect.

3.3.  Section 16.1(d}[(viii}|B) of the Service Request Procesning Document states that
firmwore deployment i3 os per the timeline In the User Interfoce Services Schedule
[UIS5). The lest version of WSS changed the Target Response Time for deplay

firmware updates from 5 doys te 24 hours. We require clarification as to whether
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this naw meons that that o deployment af firmware [s required 1o be done by the
DCC in 24 hours, rother than the expecied and previcusly documented 5 days,

1.4. Paragroph 17.1 covers the DCC's obligations to change securlty credentials relating
to requests received via the Non-User gateway Interfoce (NGI). This paregraph
should be more explicit as 1o the action that the DCC should take, For example, for
any MPAN/MPRM there moy be more than one dovice that needs te be vpdated and
it should be made clear that the DCC is responsible for identification and update af

all relevant davices?,

Question 4. Do you have any specific commenls on the propesed revised opproach to
dealing wilth Posl-Commissioning Obligations including the proposal to delete Sechions

M2.7 and M2.87

4.1 Wa suppert the revised approach for dealing with Post Comminlening Obligatians
ond also support the proposal to remave the existing drofting that allews for Parties 1o

recovor costs withaut limitation.

Guastion 5. Do you hove any comments en the proposed approach?

5.1. We are wpportive of this oppraoach,

Question 6. Do you have any comments an the propesed drofling changes te Socions

F2, G, M2 and A?

&.1.  We swpport the drofting change: to Sectlans F2, G, M2 and A.

! %We ore awore thol the Men-Geleeoy Interfoce moy be removed o5 o reguirerent from the SEC of o later
date ond therefors this commant becomes superluvow.
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Question 7, Do you agree with the propasal 1o mave some of the technical details in F2
inte a subsidiory decument in line with the approoch loken in ralation o Seclions H4.3
E&7

7.1.  We agree with the proposol to move the detoiled ond technical process mattars
relating 1o the Certified Product List inta o SEC Svbildiary Document.

Questien 8. Do you support the proposed chonges to Seclion T te ensure thal the lesling
objectives reflect @ more up 1o date version of the SEC?

g.1 Yes, we ore supportive of the proposed chonges 1o ection T that will help 1o ensure
that the testing objectives reflact the most up-to-dote version of the SEC,

Queshion ¥. Do you ogroo wilh the proposal that the DCC should offer o losting service
for prospective Man-Galeway Supplien?

&1 Yo, It Is impartant thot MNon-Gotewoy Suppliers hove the opportunity to fest the Mon-
Gotewoy Interfoce to ensure that they are able to comply with their obligotions under
the SEC.

Question 10, Do you inlend to lest only Devices (ond nol User Sysfoms) agoinst the DCC
Systems? If so, how ond when do you intend to do this? s it your ntention to:

became a SEC Party and estoblish o DEC Gotowoy Connaction;

rely on othor parties to interac with the DCC for the purposes of losting Devices;

or angther means {e.g. direct connection withouw! being a S5EC Party)?

10.1 This question is more relavant to 5EC Parties and industry partidponts other then

Suppliers.

10.2  As o Supplier we are alrecdy a SEC Party, we will be estoblishing o DCC Goteway
Connection ond will carry out both device and User System testing.

Quostion 1. Do you agree with the propesals, and associoted legal drafting in relalien
ta the SMKI Recovery Procedure Guidance document? Please provide o rationale for your
WiEw
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11.1

11,2

Yeas, we ogree with the preposals and the ossocioted legal drofling in relation 1o the
SMEI Recovery Procedure Guldance decument. We boliove this document ensures that
the SMEl recovery process will be o3 tronsparent os pessible te SEC Porties.

The document Is referred to in the consultation document as both the SMKI Recovery
Precedure Guidance Document ond the 3MEl Recovary procodure. We hove assumed
thot there is to be o single decument rather thon two ond would welcome confirmation
of this,

Quostion 12, Do you agree with the preposed drofting on how chonges fo the SMKI
Recovery Key Guidance are managed, or do you think it sheuld be a 5EC Subsidiory
Document and open to the SEC modification process? Please provide o rationale Far your

rosponsa

12,1

12.2

Mo, we do not agree with the proposed drafting and belleve that the SMEl Recavery
Procedure document sthould be a SEC Subsidiory document,

The risk of chongeos being mode to the document thot do not occord with view of the
PMA 5, In our cpinlon, minimal. This risk i3 far outweighed by having open and
traniparent gavernance arrangements that ollow S5EC Partles to propote changos to
documents, such os the SMEKl Recovery Procedures. The PMA would be asked 1o
consider any modification proposal relating the SMK| Recovery Procedures and thelr

vigws would be given the utmost regard end imporiance,

Gueition 13. Do you agree with the proposals, and assecialed legal drafting in relatian
to the SMKI Recovery Procedure Liabllilies? Please provide o ratisnale For your view.

131

13,2

Yes, we ogree with the proposals and oswoclated legal drafting in relotion to the SMXI
Recovary Precedure Liabilities.

We believe these proposols will enable oll porties 1o be aware of thelr respomibilities
ond liobilities under the SMKI Recovery Procedure scenarios. The labllitles strike the
right balance between occountabllity for cost without creating unlimited liability risk
fer the DCC ond DCC Users,
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Guestion 14, Do you ogres wilh the proposals, and associated legal drofting fo wse [KI
For communications over the NGl ond in ralation fo TAD? Please provide a ralionale for
YOUr view,

14,1  Yes, we agree with the proposols ond assedated legal drafting 1o use 1K1 for

communlcations avar tha NG| ond in relation fo TAD,

14.2 This will enable the DCC to allow wse of 1Kl cradentials for the purpose of signing files
sant to them in respect of the Non-Gotewoy Interfoce [MGI) ond Thrashald Ancmaly
Detection [TAD). The extension of the use IKI to NG| ond TAD opplicotions is bath

appropriote and proportionote,

Question 15. Do you ogree thol it is necessory for the PMA to bo oble to require Parties ta
reminate Key Custedians? Pleose provide o rmationale for your responie,

15.1 We do not agree that It is necessary for the PMA to be able to require Partles to
nominate Key Custodians. The need for Key Custedions solaly relotes to the DCC's
responsibility for recovery of Root, lssulng ond Recovery certificates. The DCC, or
SMEKI provider, has o number of service praviders and porter arganisations that could
nominate key custodions ond we see no real justiflcation fer SEC Parties te be forced

to fulfil this rale.

15,2 We ore supportive of 3EC Parties hoving the cpportunity fo nominate a Key Custedian
but this should not be mandated by the PMAL If the PMA were 1o be given this abllity
then further work would be reguired to estoblish how Parfies would bo selected
{ossuming that nat all 5EC Porties would need 1), It would also need to be maode

clear what responsibilities Key Custedians would have under the SEC and any
anaciated liability.

Queition 16, Do you ogree with the prepesals, and asseciated legal drafting to make
clarificatary changes te the SMKI Certificale Policies? Pleose pravide o rationale far your
view,

161 Yes. We agree with the proposals, ond ouodated legal drafting to make changes to
the SMKI Certificate Policios.

162 ‘We ballave thewe clarification chenges will enable the DCC end SEC Parties to share

the responsibilitles for ensuring that ne Public Keys that have clready boen distributed

8
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as paort of another Certificate cre contained In any other Certificate or Ceniflcate
Signing Request tent 1o the DCC.

Queition 17. Do you agree with the proposols, ond ossocialed legol drafting to allow the
DCC to becomea an Eligible Subscriber for cerlain SMKI Qrganisation Certificatos for the
purpose of signing Registration Dato? Please provide a rationale for your view.

17.1  Yes We ogree with the proposals, ond associated legal drafling 1o allow the DCC 10
become an Eligible Subscriber for certaln SMKI Orgonliation Certificates for the

purpase of dgning Reglstration Data.

Question 18, Do you agree with the legal drofing fo oblige Metwark Operatars lo
establish their Orgonisetion Cedificales prior to DCC Live? Please provide o rotionale for
YOUT Wiaw,

18.1  Yes. We agree with the legal drafting ta oblige Netwark Operators to establish their
Crgonisation Certificates prior to DCC Live,

18.2 This will enwre that Netwark Operater Orgonlsation Certiflcates are available 1o

suppllers to ploce on devices follawing installetion and commissoalng,

{duestion 19, Do you ogree with the proposal and legal drafting in relotion 1o the
miscellonoous changes 1o the PEl content? Please provide o rotionale for your viow?

19.1  Yes. We ogree with the propoial and legal draffing In relation to the miscellansous
chonges 1o the PKl content,

12.2  This includes the exponsion of the RAPP, the technical solution of the DCCEl and the
scope of the SMKI Code of Connectlon and the SMEKl Repesitary Code of Connectian.
We believe thaot these amendments will moke the relevant documents maore easily

vnderstcod and mere applicable to SEC Parfies,

Question 20, Do you have any comments on the proposed drofting regarding the ClIO
independence requiremenis?

20.1 We are suppontive of the propased dralting for the CIO independence requirements.
We believe this strices the right balance of ensuring that the CIO ods independently
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when conducting security end privacy oudits but does not everly restrict Users in having

seporate commercial arrangements in ploce with the CIO.

Question 21. Do you agree with the propesals, and associated legal drafting (including
the propesed chonges to the CHIMSM at Annex D), which would permit Suppliers to re-use
Communications Hubs that they have removed from consumer premises in cerlain

circumstances?

21.1  We suppert the proposals to allaw suppliers to re-vse Communications Hubs when they
have been remaved and are net faulty. We understond the need for this te be only In
certaln circumstonces and agree that it s necewsary to have the correct gos network
eredentials on the Communications Hub and far any consumption dota to hove beon
delated.

21.2 Woe are happy with the draft legal text apert from concerns over the drofting of F7.4.
Whilst wa understand the Intent of the amendments to F7.3 ond F7.4 we do not

ballove F7.4 reads very well and therefore could be misconstrued or found confusing.

21.3  We ore hoppy with the proposed chonges to CHIMSM detolled In Annax D, Howavar,
io increases the charces of o Communications Hub being re-used It would be beneficol
fer Users o be able to corry out bosic checks prior o re-use, This could be o3 dmple
as datermining whether the Communications Hub 1y copable of establishing a WAMN
connection prior to being iued for re-installation. This is currently nat posible os
poragreph 3.1 in CHIMSY provents User from ollowing o Communicotions Hub fo
connact to the S8 WAM unless it s te bo commissioned. We bolieve that the CTHIMEM,
should be omended to allow for this droumstonce to enswre the benefit of this policy

decision con be moximizad,

Guestion 22, Do you ogres with the proposal, ond ossocioled legal drafling, Fer an
obligation for Supplier Padies lo respond o any 1o any reasanable request from the DEC
for Information pertaining te complionee with the CH Suppart Materials and for o
rociprocol ehligotion te be ploced on the DCCT

22.1  Yes, we ogree with the proposal for ebligations en both Suppliers and the DCC o
respond to any remenable request for infarmation perteining te complionce with the
CH Support Materials,

14



APPEMDIX 1

Mew Smart Energy Code Content and Related Supply Ucence Amendments July 20135 = British
Gos Conwliotan Guestion Responies

Question 23. Do you agree with the proposals, and assacialed legal drofting {including
the proposed chonges to the CHIMSM ot Annex D), rolating te visits by the DCC 1o
consumer premises? '

23.1  Yes, we agree with the proposals relating to visits by the DCC to consumer premises.

23.2 The draft text puts the onus on the Leed Supplier to arrenge for the site visit by the
DCC. Whilst this mokes sense from o Communlcations Hub responsibility perspective,
the lead Supplier may not have been the instoliing supplier ond may not be the
relevant supplier for the energy supply that the query relates to. Far example, IF the
query relotes to communications with the Gas Meter or Gos Proxy then the Lead
Supplier may net be the relevant supplier. In reality it may ba that the DLC would
need 1o lioise with either supplier, or even baoth, ond we therefore suggest that the

legol text ollows for this,

23.3 For any DCC vish 1o o customer’s premises we would inslst on, os referred to In
parograph 107, accompoenying the DCC representative on suwch a viit,. ‘We would
therefore suggest that this is acknowledged in the SEC or CHIMSM drafting and it is

mode clear that the swpplier can specify this if they chase to do 1o,

Question 24, Do you agres with the prepstal, and assacialed legal drafting, for Paries ta
be lioble for all reasonoble costs ond oxpenses incurred by the DCC o o resull of o
dolivery of Communications Hubs being prevenled From laking place in accardancs with
the SEC, due 1o a breach of the SEC by that Party?

24.1  Yes, we ogree with these prepescls ond with the legol drafting,

Queition 25, Do you agree wilh the proposels and ossociated legal drafiing Far the

consoquantiol chonges to the 3EC arising from the Communications Hub Support
Maoterials?

25.1 Yes, we agree with the propesols ond the ostociated SEC legol drafting.

25.2 However, we do not ogres with the proposol to limit the rumber of “free' CHOS
occounts o 4, for oll partles. Thesa accounts are funded vio DCC Fixed Charges which
are largely based on supplier market share. It therefore seems wholly inappropriate
for Large Suppliers to have to poy additional charges fer CHOS oecounts when they

are alteady funding the majerity of the CHOS system ond will be responsible for



APPEMDIX 1

Mew Smart Energy Code Content and Related Supply Licence Amendments July 2015 = British
Gos Conpultation Question Beiponies

erdering the vast majority of Communications Hubs, Whilit we suppaort tha 5EC change
to allow the DCC 1o limit the pumber of CHOS occounts we do not swpport the

propasal for the CHHSM to Include an arbltrary and universal limit of 4 occounts,

Quaslion 26. Do you agree with the proposals os described under the heading of
“Miscellaneous Communlcations Hub issues” above and tha assecioled legol drafling?

26,1 Whilst we ogree with the majority of the propoinols ond the omoclated legal drafting

we do have o couple of concerns with these proposaly
SM WAN Variant Cammunications Hub infermation

28,2 The forecost and ordering process for Communicotion Hubs require suppllers to
pravide information 24 moaths In advonce. Five months prior to delivery, these orders
nead o be within a 50% tolerance of the forecost given 10 months prier to delivery.
With HAM variont infarmation only belng available B months in odvance this does not

cllow suppliors to plon oppropriately.  Therafore we do nat support this proposal.

26.3  Woe wgges that the HAN Varlant infarmotion 1s made avallabla 10 months in odvonce
of that the 5 month order toleronce it omended to relate to the forecon provided 8
manths priar 1o delivery (Le. olign the 50% tolerance date with that of HAN Variam

Infarmaticn avallability).

Reglon definition

26,4  We wppor the change frem a boundary definition ta the provision of o document that
cleary allocates eodh full UX postcode 1o o Region. However, we do not see the nead
for the provision of this mformotion 1o be on on “os recsonably prockicaoble’ basls, We
cannot envisoge o scenario where the DCC would be unoble to allocale a postcode 1o

a Reglon ond therefore this should be on abialute regqulrement,

Cuestion 27, Do you agree wilth the proposed changes fo Incident Manogement? Please
provide o ralionale for your views.

271 Yes, we ogree with the proposed changes fo incldent Monagement arrangements,

12
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Quesfion 2B. Do you agree with the propased approoch fo provide o more flexible
governance for the Error Handling Strategy, set out above?

28.1  Yes, we ogree with the proposed appreach to provide mere flexible governonce far

the Errar Hendling Strategy document.

Question 29, Do you ogreo with the proposols in relotion te the fiming of the further
activation of the SEC Modification Process? Please provide a rationale for your responsa?

29.1  Yes, we agree with the proposals in relatien to the activation of the SEC modification
Frocess, If [s Importont that SEC Parties are offorded the time ond ability o prepare
for the enduring phose ond this moy well require Modificatiens to be ralsed during the

transition phose,

Question 30. Do you ogreo with the propesals and legol ezl in relotion ta the monner in
which the SEC Modification Process s lurther activaled, including the lemparary
porformaonee of certain enduring Autherity fundions by the Secretary of State? Plense
pravide a rotionale for your response,

30,1  Yes, we ocgree with the proposals and legel tesl.

30.2  “Wo believe it is oppropriote for the Secrefary of Stote to perform certain enduring
Autharity functions during this tronsificnal phose ond for Ofgem to commenze thelr full
rele at o paint In time affer DCC Live,

Queshion 31, Do you hove any comments on the proposad drafting regarding the scope
of the Threshold Anemaly Detedion Procedures?

31.1 We ogree with thoe proposed drafting for the Threshold Anomaly Detection
Frocedures,

Queshan 32. Do you agree with the proposed odditional text te F3I fo provide affecled
Supplier Portios or the DCC with the ability fo appeal {te Ofgem) SEC Panal decisians
rolating te device non-complionce with the Technieal Specifications and any ossocialod
remedial plan?

32.1  Yes, we agree with the propoied addillonal 1ext that allaws for Supplier Partles to

cppecl o 3EC Panel decivion relating to device non-compliance. |t is Impartant thot oll

13
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SEC Panol decisions end determingtions are elther *finol ond binding' or con bo
appealed to o relevant autharity.

Question 23, Do you ogree with the proposal, ond associoted legal drafting in rolation to
omending the definltlens In preparation for the future introduction of technleal
spacificalions inta the SEC? Please provide a rationale for your view?

33,1  We agreo with the proposal and associated legal drafiing.

EHD



