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New Smart Energy Code contents and related Supply Licence Amendments

Thank you for the opporiunity to respond to this consultaion, Our responses 1o the guestions posed are
enclosed and we would like here to make the following key points:

DCC Live - we note that in paragraph 5 of section 1.2 of the Executive Summary, you advise that for the
purposes of this consultation you are assuming that "DCC Live” will be April 2016, This Is not aigned
with the DCC Live assumption that you used in the recent Rollout Strategy Consultation, ie DCC Live
was August 2016. \We believe that a consistent approach should bo adopled with regards to usage of
this term, and our responsa is therefore based on the assumption used in the Rolicut Stralegy
consultation ie DCC Live s assumed to bo August 2016, We would like to take this opportunity to state
that urgent clarty regarding DCC Live, and the content of DCC's releases, s required.

DCC Visits to Consumers Prem|ses (Consultation Question 23) - with regard to the proposal that DCC
should be allowed to visit consumers premises, we are still unable to support this and indeed our
position on this matter has not changed sinca this matter was first propesed within Question 8 of the
SEC4 consultation, Please see our response to Consultation Question 23 for our detailed views on this
matter.

“All Reasonable Steps” - we note that the legal drafting of the proposed new Licence Conditions refers
o Suppliers who are DCC Users taking “all reasonable sleps” to commission Smant Meters that form
part of a SMETS2 compliant smart metering system al a domestic premises, pursuant lo the
arrangements for doing so under the SEC and to ensure that once commissioned. no other
arrangemants for remaote communications are in place. Tho term “all reasonable sleps” is a wide ranging
tarm that potentially introaduces a host of associated regulatory, reparting and audit requirements upon
suppliers, In order to minimisa these requirements, and thereby minimise assoccialed

costs, we would like to better understand the information that DECC and Ofgem

axpoct suppliers to collect in order to meet the requirements of the licenca,
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Q1 Do you agree with the legal drafting of the proposed amendment to the electricity and gas
supply licence conditions? Please provide a rationale for your views.

In general we support the Jogal drafting, subject fo the following comments.

The legal drafting proposed requires Suppliers which are DCC Users to fake "all reasonable steps” 1o
commission Smart Meters that form part of a SMETS2 compliant smart metering system at a domestic
premises, pursuant to the arrangements for deing so under the SEC and lo ensure that once
commissioned, no other arrangements for remote communications are in place. The term "all reasonable
steps” is a wide ranging term, that potentially introduces a host of associated regulatory, reporting and
potential audit requirements upon Suppliers. In order to minimise these requirements, and thereby
minimise associaled costs, we would like to gain a better understanding of the information that DECC
and Ofgem expect Suppliers 1o collect in order to demonstrate that Suppliers have taken afl reasonable
steps.

Q2 Do you agree that this legal duty should take effect when DCC's enrolment services are
first available? Pleasae provide rationale for your views.

We do not agroo.

We note that DECC are of the view that the obligation should come into effect when DCC enrclment
services bacome available. We do not support this view however, rather we believe that this obligation
should only come into effect once the DCC is in a pesiten lo provide the robust services reguired 1o all
applicable parties.

Q3 Do you have any comments on the proposed drafting in these new subsidiary decuments?

We support the principle of creating two new SEC Subsidiary Documents (Service Request Processing
Document and Inventory, Enralment and Withdrawal Procedures document) to supplement SEC
Sections H4, HS and HE.

Wa offer the folowing detaded comments on the proposed drafting of these new SEC Subsidiary
Documents for your consideration,

Ganere Comment

» |t would aid readability if the legal drafting of SEC Sections H4, H5 and HE could be amendaed to
include reference to the relevant SEC Annex Document being referenced. For example, it would
be helpful f H4.2 could be amended to read "Each User and the DCC shall each comply wath the
applicable cbligations set out in the Service Reguest Processing Document, as contained im
Appendix [TEBC] of this document.....",

senilce Request Processing Document comments

* Clause 2.2d of the *Service Reguest Processing” Appendix prohibits the upgrading of a device
from a non-Certified Preduct List (CPL) listed firrmware 1o another non CPL listed firmwarne, whera
the non-CPL firmware versions have "dropped off” the list. We believe that this process may be
required to allow incremental firmware releases to be applied, which may be reguired in order to
achleve the final upgrade to get to a valid CPL firmware version, and would request that further
consideration is given 1o this matter.

* Wea believe that Clause 4.1 of the "Service Reques! Processing” Appendix places axcessive
burden on Users to manage DCC errors. A simpler solution may be for unintended reciplents to
reject communicaton from the DCC that have been sent to them in eror. We request that further
consideration is given to this issue,



*  We would welcome your views on whether Clause 6,1f{iii) of the “Service Requeast Procossing”
Appendix prevents Users from deleting their Schedules after a Change of Supply (CoS) Loss
event. We envisaged using the delete schedula command in the event that tha incoming supplier
fails to apply their sacurity credentials on the device (which has the effect of delating the provious
suppliers schedules) and as a result the previous supplier would polentially still receive
responses to any schedules that are still in place. Clarification regarding this matter would ba
appreciated,

s  Clause 8.6¢ of the “‘Service Reques! Procoessing * Appendix stales that the DCC will notify the
User that sent the original “CoS Update Security Credentials® Service of its rejection, however it
is not clear to us what the User should do next in this scenario, as the problem seems 1a lie with
lhe CoS Party and this cannot be resolved by the User. Further clarnfication would be
appreciated. Furthermore, we nole that this Clause references the Emor Handling Strategy
document, and question whether this reference will need amendingfupdating In light of any
dacisions that may be made regarding the proposals detailed in Quastion 28 of this consultation.

» Clause 10.5 of the “Service Request Processing” Appendix states that the DCC shall, where it
has processed a Service Reguest to successfully replace the Device Log of a Gas Proxy
Funclion, send a DCC Alert 1o the Gas Supplier who is the Responsible Suppler for that Gas
Proxy Function®. We believe that it would be useful for the Respansible Electricity Supplier to also
receive the alert. We note that there is curently a GBGS event for this, however it is not currently
configured as an alert.

Inventory, Enrclment and Withdrawal Procedure comments

= |t would be helpful if the procedure could be augmented to Include relevant SLA informaticn eg
detail the DCC's SLA regarding pre-notification Communications Hubs {(CHs).

= Wa believe that there is a remote risk that CHs may be recelved which, at the polnl of thelr
recelpt, are no longer on the CPL as they may have "dropped off” the CPL list whilst in transit. It
is gurrently unclear how such issues will be handled, and we would welcome clarification on this
miatier.

* Thao double negatives in Section 4.6 makes it very difficult 1o follow. 1s this meant fo cover a No
WAN install where the Communications Hub Function status is “installed not commissioned” and
then WAN is subsequently reslored/available? Clarification of this matier would ba appreciated

* We bebeve Clausa 5.6a of the “Inventory, Enrolment and Withdrawal Procedures® Appendix
should read *DCC has failed to successfully carmy out..” rather than "DCC has failed successiully
fo carmy ouwt...”

* We guestion whether the clause references in Clause 5.13a of should refer to Clausa 5.1(b)
rather than Clause 5, 2(b)? Clarification of this matter would be appreciated.

Q4 Do you have any specific comments on the proposed revised approach to deallng with
Post-Commissloning Qbligations including the proposal to delete Sections M2.7 and M2.87

We are supportive of the legal drafting relating to Post-Commissioning Obligatiens that is contained
within the Inventory, Enralment and Withdrawal Procedures Appendix, and the proposal that Clause
M2.7 and M2 .8 should now be deleled given the monitering arrangements that have been incorporated
into the Inventory, Enrolment and Withdrawal Procedures appendix



Q5 Do you have any comments on the proposed approach?
We support this in principle, subject lo comments

We ara in genaral agreemeant with the proposed approach for joining and un-joining Consumer ACCess
Devices (CADs), however we have the following detalled comments for your consideration.

»  As currently drafted, it is not clear whether the intent in circumstances where a Communications
Hub is replaced and the HAN Log is restored, is that the consent prior to the replacement still
stands or whether the User has lo re-establish Consumer Consent. We would weolcome
clarification on this matier,

o We would welcome DECC's view on whether the fact that we would only join or un-join a CAD
whera a customer asks us 10 do so counts as implied consent,

Q6 Do you have any comments on the proposed drafting changes to Sections F2, G, M2 and A?
We are gonerally comforfable with the legal drafling that is being proposed.

However, to aid readability, we propase that the legal drafting of applicable clauses within Section F2 (eg
F2.2 and F2 8) Is augmented 1o reference the fact that the CPL Requirements Document is contained
within Appendix [TEBC) of the SEC.

OFf Do you agree with the proposal to move some of the technlcal detalls In F2 Into a
subsidiary document in line with the approach taken in relation to Sections H4, H5 and HE?

We are generally supportive of DECC's proposal to move some of the lochnical dolails in F2 inle a new
SEC Subsidiary "CPL Requiremenis” documant.

However, as we have slated within our response to Question 6, we propose that to aid readability the
legal drafting of applicable clauses of Section F2 (og F2.2 and F2 8) is augmented to reference the fact
that the CPL Requirements Document is contained within Appendix [TBC] of the SEC.

We note that the legal drafting proposed does nol detail the processes thal would be followed should a
davice ba suspended, and subsequently re-instated, on the CPL, For example, if such a scenario ware
to eccur, would Users receive notification to this effect? We would welcome clarfication regarding this
Issue,

Q8 Do you support the proposed changes to Section T to ensure that the testing objectives
reflect a more up to date version of the SEC?

We are generally supportive ol the Section T Legal Drafting thal is being proposed within this
consullation document,

We note however, that the legal drafting of Section T2.3(a), Section T2.3(a) and Section T5.3(a) does
not contain the actual date when these changes will be effective, but a placeholder only. We would
request clarfication regarding when these dates will be populated, and how further amendments (which
may be required as further information materialises and lessons are learnt during testing), will be
incorporated.



Q% Do you agree with the proposal that the OCC should offer a testing service for prospectlve
MNon-Gatoway Suppllers?

Wa parfially support this.

We partially agree to the propased legal text that is belng proposed in Section H14, however we would
racommand that the proposed text for Clause H14 36A is augmented In order to provide mora clarity
regarding the objectives of the Non-Gateway Interface (NGI) Tests. We believe that such an
amendment would provide clanty regarding the services that DCC will need to provide to support NG
Tests, and the obligation on the Non-Gateway Suppliers should they choose to undertake such testing.

We note that DECC and the DCC held a *Non-Gateway Interface Workshop™ on the 18 August, at
which DOCC Indicated that they estimate that the costs to develop and detiver a non-gateway nlerdace
are estimated to be approximately £6m, and that the solution could not be delivered until 6 manths post-
DCC Live, and would therefore only be required for a 6 month period. We understand that in light of the
above information, DECC now has a "minded o™ posibon to nol proceed with the NGl proposals, and
that & consultation on this issue will be [ssued before the end of 2015, It would be helpful if DECC could
formally pubdish their *minded 10" position in advance of the NG| consultation belng [ssued.

010 Do you intend to test only Devices [and not User Systems) against the DCC Systems? If so,
how and when do you intend to do this? [s it your Intention to: becomo a SEC Party and
establish a DCC Gateway Connection; rely on other parties to interact with the DCC for the
purposes of testing Devices: or another means {eg direct connection without belng a SEC

Party)?

It is our intention to test both Devices and User Systems against DCC Systems, and we are in the
process of establishing a DCC Gateway connection in arder to carry out such testing via the DCC's End
to End Testing Services,

As we stated within our response (o the DCC's End 1o End Test Approach Consullabion, we are of the
view thal Meter Manufacturers and/or Test Houses wha wish 1o undertake only Device Testing should be
able to achleve this via usage of a 37 party service provider or a contracted Supplier.

Q11 Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting, in relation to the SMKI
Recovery Procedure Guidance document? Please provide a rationale for your view

We support the proposals in refation fo tha SMKI Recovery Procedure Guidance documant, but have
comments on the legal dralting.

The legal drafting refers o SMKI Recovery Procedure and SMKI Recovery Key Guidanca, rather than
SMK! Recovery Procedure Guldance — this should be amended to onsure It Is consistent across the
legal drafting.

Q12 Do you agree with the propesed drafting on how changes to the SMKI Recovery Key
Guidance are managed, or do you think it should be a SEC Subsidiary Document and cpen to the
SEC Modification Process? Please provide a rationale for your response.

We do nol support the proposed drafting.



We believe that the SMKI Recovery Key Guidance should be a SEC subsidiary document and open to
the SEC modification process,

Q13 - Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting in relatlon to the SMKI
Recovery Procedura Liabilities? Please provide a rationale for your view.

Wo gonerally agree.

We support the change to the legal text in terms of socfalising liabilities. We also support the suggestion
thal liabilites can be re-claimed from the DCC where the Supplier Party |5 not at fault or has not
breached tha SEC but has incurred costs due to the decision {o invoke recovery [or nal)

Q14 Do you agree with the proposals, and assoclated legal drafting to use IKI for
communications over the NGI and in refation to TAD? Please provide a rationale for your view.

We ogrea.

We support this change to nclude those users who communicate over the NG| in using |KI credentials
for non-repudiation on threshold anomaly detection forecasts

Q15 Do you agree that it Is necessary for the PMA to be able to require Parties to nominate Key
Custodians? Please provide a ratlonale for your responsa.

We agres.

Wa consider it appropriato for the PMA to require Parties to nominate key custodians to ensure there are
an appropriate number of kay custodians should recovery be required.

Q16 Do you agree with the proposals, and assoclated legal drafting to make clarificatory changes
to the SMKI Certificate Policies? Please provide a rationale for your view.

Wa do pol agrogo,

The new provisions in the legal drafting remove defence in depth from the end-lo-end soluticon, and take
responsibility off the DCC and place it back on the Suppler Parties for ensuring that certficates are not
Issued In relation lo a public key already used for an existing certificate. Although our design already
takes steps 1o ensure that this does not happen, it is another case where the DCC do not have to ensure
@ robust and secure technical solution is in place lo manage this, but are reliant on the supplier Partes to
do so. We are concerned al this |ate stage that the DCC are finding issues with thelr technical selution
that require a change to the SEC and remova some of the robustness of the end-la-end security.

Q17 Do you agree with the proposals, and assoclated legal drafting to allow the DCC to become

an Eligible Subscriber for certain SMKI Organisation Certificates for the purpose of signing
Reglstration Data? Please provide a rationale for your view.

We agree.



We support the proposed legal drafting to allaw tha DCC to becoma Eligible Subscribers for SMEI
certificatles with certain roles for the purposes of signing registration data

Q18 = Do you agree with the legal drafting to oblige Network Oporators to establish their
Organisation Cerlificates prior to DCC Live? Please provide a rationale for your view.

We agreo.
We support this change as it allows Supplier Parbes to complete their post-commissioning obligations.

Q18 Do you agree with the proposal and legal drafting In relation to the miscellaneous changes
to the PKI Content? Please provide a rationale for your view,

Wa agroe.

We agree that the scope of the Registration Authority Policies and Procedures should be extended 1o
allow the DCC to verify individuals with multiple reles at the same verification meeting, We suppart lifting
the restrictions on whao can access the repository in L13.22. We agree with the legal drafting in H14.11
that allows the DCC to use Live SMKI certificates for pre-production OAT, and that this can only be by
excaption and with approval from the SMEKI PMA. We alsa agrea with Authorised Subscribers providing a
forecast as soon as reasonably practicabla after they become Authorised Subscribers as drafted in LB.7,
to aliow the DCC o manage capacity.

Q20 - Do you have any comments on the proposed drafting regarding the CIO Independent
requirements?

We support the proposed drafting regarding u}ﬂ'ﬂpénﬁ&nm of the CIO.

Q21 Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting (including the proposed
changes to the CHIMSM at Annex D), which would permit Suppliers to re-use Communications
Hubs that they have removed from consumer premises in certain circumstances?

We broadly agree in principle.

However we believe that further analysis and consideration is required in order to determine the system
and process development cosis of the proposals before a definitive response can be provided

In particular we note the following:

F7.3/F7.4 — As currently drafted the legal drafing implies that the Ordering Supplier is liable if tho
remawving supplier does not follow the CH Technical Removal Process. We do not believe that this is
correct, and belleve It poses a greater risk in situations where multiple suppliers are using a single CH.
Wa requast that further consideration is given 1o the legal drafting of these clauses,

F8.6 = This legal drafting places new obligations on Suppliers who wish to reuse CHs. In order to
delermine whether re-use of CHs is viable, there is a need to understand the system and process
development costs that would now be required in order for suppliers to comply with the need to be able
to remove customer consumption data and the installation restrictions that the security credentials pose



for these removed CHs. It must also bo noled that the legal drafting will have stock management
implications, the costs of which may outstrip any benefit that could be cbtained from reusing CHs.

It Is our understanding that CH manufacturers have proposed a solubion that would enable the CH to be
set back to a factory default state. If such a technical solution was available this could enable the
restrictions being proposed within the legal drafting to be removed, which could improve the benefits
case for reusing CHs. We would request that this issue is investigated further before any final decisions
are made,

We nole that FA.6 states that where a Suppller ceases to trade they should return all CHs, however we
guestion whether this will be feasible in all scenarios (eg bankrupley).

Q22 Do you agree with the proposal, and assoclated legal drafting, for an obligation for Supplier
Parties to respond to any reasonable request from the DCC for information pertaining to

compllance with the CH Support Materlals and for a reciprocal obligation to be placed on the
DCCY

Wa support in principle, subject to commonls.

In principle, wa suppor the proposal that:

- an obligation should be placed upon Supplier Parties to respond to any reascnable request from the
DCC for information pertaining to compliance with the CH Support Materials {CHSM), and

- areciprocal obligation should be placed upon the DCC.

Howewver, there are a number of aspects of the proposal that we believe require furthor
clarfication/development, namedy.

It would be useful to understand and agree what constitutes a “reasonable request” and what
information would be required. For example, what information does the DCC expect a Supplier to
obtain lo prove thal CH installations are comphant with the CHSM?

- The DCC Installer Training Plan is referenced within the Annex D legal drafting, however we have
nat yet had visibility of this document, and are cumrently unclear as to how this document will be
governed going forwards, Further information is required.

- Within Paragraph 106 of the Consultation Document DECC states * .the DCC's CSP
(Communications Services Provider) coniracts are subject to compliance with the CH3Ms by
Suppliers.......". Itis disappointing that Suppliers have only had limited visibiity of these contracts,
glven that they appear to contain obligations and dependencies upon Suppliers.

023 - Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting (including the proposed
changes to the CHIMSM at Annex D), refating to visits by the DCC to consumer premises

Wa strongly disagree.

As we stated within our response to Question 8 of the SEC4 Consultation we do not support the

proposal that the SEC Drafting should ba amended to provide conditions for @ DCC wvisit to consumer
Premises



During the SEC4 Consuitation, we provided the following reasons for being unable to support this
proposal:

» \We do not believe that it is appropriate for the DCC, with whom the consumer has no relationship, to
altend consumer premizes, even if "acting as a contractor o the responsible Supplier”. The majorty of
consumers are not kely to be aware of the DCC, and visits by this unknown entity are likely o cause
inconvenienca to the consumer, as well as potentially being a source of concern and confusion.

 We note that DECC state thal the DCC would be required 1o comply with any regulations applicable to
the Energy Supplier or its representative. Such obligations are many and numercus, and we guestion
what processes and procedures the DCC has in placa to ensura that any of their persannel who would
be undertaking this role are suitably trained and what assurance would be provided by the DCC 1o
Suppliers regarding their involvement in this activity? For example, Suppliers have obligations under the
Guaranteed Standards of Perdormance (GS0OP) Regulations regarding appolniments = if tha Supplier
ware to obtain consent for the DCC to visit @ consumer premise at an agreed time, and the DCC failed to
furn up within that ime frame, we would expect the DCC to pay any charges that may arise under the
GSOF Regulations as a result — as a Supplier we would not wish to be liable for the DCC's failure to
attend as agreed,;

« We note that DECC state that the DCC may need 10 attend consumer premises to “facilitate the
successful connection of a CH to the WAN®, however it is our firm view that Supplier Parties will facilitate
such connection, liaising with the DCC as required, and that visits by the DCC o Consumer Premises as
part of this process should not be required. In the unlikely rare event that such a visit was deemed to be
required then the DCC should only be able to visit consumer premises when accompanied by the
Registered Supplier Parly, with whom the consumer has a relationship. If the DCC were 1o underake
such a visit, and wera to underake wark during that visit, then clearly the liability regarding this wark
would rest with the DCC and the SEC would need (o be drafted accordingly;

* Wa note that some initial discussions have taken place at CH forums regarding OCC auditing the waork
undertaken by installation enginears and that during these discussions the DCC have suggested that
they may need to visit consumer premises for *audit reasons”. We would like 1o reiterate at this time that
installation engineers are already audiled by Supplier Parties and that if the DCC have concems
regarding the perdformance of any Instaliaticn engineer(s) then they should contact the relavant Supplier
regarding thelr concerns and agree an appropriate way forward (eg reviewing the Supplier's audit
records if applicable) rather than visiting consumer premises and thereby causing undue inconvenianca
and potentially concern for consumers.

* We note that under their proposal DECC state that it would be the Supplier's responsibility to obtain
any required consent prior 1o the visit. Legal requirements relating to consumer consent are very

specific, oblaining a blanket consent would not be sufficient for these purposes, and we envisage that
cbtaining such consent on behalf of the DCC could be overly onerous upon Suppliers. Advice from our
lzgal team is that this type of visit would require explicit consent to be gained from the censumer and that
blanket consent, such as via Ts&Cs would not meet the new EU regulations in this area.

We remain of the opinien that the above issues, remain, and in addition have the following further
comments for your consideration:

- How is the DCC proposing o determine that a Supplier has been non-compliant with regards to the
CHSM? What volume of failed installs or service [ssues will result in a revisit? How will this be



ratified? What evidence Is collected on sile? How s it cofected and stored and shared batween
parties? How will tho Suppliar be notified of such visits — wa are not aware of any current processes
relating to this actiity

- Who reseals the tamper seal on the CH if it is removed during the visd? Wil the DCC be sending
qualified gas fitters and/or electriclans to consumers’ pramises?

- Given that Communication Hubs are atached by @ simple physical connection we believe it s
unlikely that a trained and qualified installation engineer will not fit CHs in accordance with the
CHSM. Bearing this in mind, we would like to gain a betler understanding of the benefit that will ba
gained by the DCC inspecting this connection on site. |5 it the intention of the DCC ta inspect tha
whole SMS installation in instances where a Supplier view of WAN coverage disagrees with that
provided by its CSP7? If this is the case then we would ask that this is consuited upon separately.
Suppliers are taking the training and qualification of thelr engineers very seriously, as the success aof
the SMIP and Supplier's obligations to fulfil this are dependent on timely, efficient and effective
installations. As such, installation activities will be monitored closely and any issues (dontified will ba
doalt with quickly. |f installation activities are to be monitored/audited then we believe that
discusslons should be had to establish a gualified and independert body to undertake this activity.
We guestion under what legal and/or contractual basis the DCC activitias at a consumers premises
will be coverad? Will the DCC fuffil consumer reguesis/special needs eg consumer may request that
anly female staff are sent? Furthermore, we nota that DECC is proposing that the DCC visits should
take place between Bam and Spm, however this appointment imeframe s not consistent with other
appointment tmeframes prescribed in regulation.

- Wae guestion whether the fundamental issue is really that thera is an inherent disparity batween the
WAN Coverage Information provided by the CSP, which is at *mast level” versus WAN Coverage
Information required by Suppliers who will be checking for WAN Coverage at the customer's meter
Iocation not al the mast,

In light of all of the above, we request that further consideration is given to this matter, and we reiterate
that we are unable to support these proposals at this time,

Q24 - Do you agree with the proposal, and associated legal drafting, for Parties to be liable for all
reasonable costs and expenses Incurred by the DCC as a rosult of the delivery of
Communications Hubs being prevented from taking place in accordance with the SEC, due to a
breach of the SEC by that Party?

We recognise the principle here, however wo have somea concems regarding the proposal and refatod
legal drafting.

We nole that DECC are now proposing that the SEC legal drafting should be augmented to include a
new obligaton on Parties to relmburse the DCC for reasonable costs where the DCC is unable to deliver
CHs due 1o a breach of the SEC by the Party, Whilst we concur with the principle behind this proposal,
we have the following comments for your further conslderation;

- The proposed legal drafting of FG .18 stales that a Party will be Hable to reimburse the DCC for all
reasonable costs and expenses incurred. The term “all reasonable costs and expenses” is vagua,
and we request further clarification regarding what would constitule ‘reasonable costs and
expenses” in such circumstances.

- Itis proposed that payment of such compensation should be included in the next DCC involee, This
approach would mean that, if we did not believe the charges were reasonable, we would have o
“pay now and dispule later®. In our view this is not appropriate for what should be one-off, non-



routine, charges. In our view it would be maore appropriate for these charges to be progressed via a
separate Invoicing arangement, rather than belng Incorporated into the normal menthly DCC
Involce, We ask that further consideration be given 1o this matier.

We belleve thal conslderation should be given fo the introduction of a reciprocal arangement where
Suppliers are reimbursed associated reasonable costs and expenses in the event that the DCC fails
lo deliver CHs as agreed, given that such a failure would negatively impact upen Suppliers
enforceable rollout plans and cuslomaer axperience.

Q25 - Do you agree with the proposals and associated legal drafting for the consequantial
changes to the SEC arising from the Communlcations Hub Support Materials?

We partially support the proposals.

Whilst we are supportive of a number of DECC's proposed consequential changes to the SEC for
alignment with the CHSM, namely:

=

The proposal that CH Fault Diagnosis infermation should be incorporated inta tha CHIMSM.

The proposal that palicy information regarding Acceptance/Rejection of non-compliant orders should
be made available via the DCC websile rather than via tha CHOS.

The proposal that references to CHISM and CHMSM should be replaced by references to CHIMSM.

We have a number of concems regarding some areas of the proposals, and we ask you lo give thasa
issues further consideration:

= W still have concems that the warranty period for Test Communications Hubs is only 6 manths
long, rather than lasting for the entire contract as is the case for preduction Communication Hubs,
and we would ask that the \Warranty Perlods for Test Communication Hubs are aligned with those
for Production Communication Hubs,

* Wa have a concern that, at present, thera is no detail regarding how Order Management System
(OMS) accounis are created and managed (for joiners and leavers), and we request that this
delail is made available as soon as possible

* We note that the DCC has decided o make the OMS system separale from the Sell Service
Interface Portal. This DCC decislon results in additional costs being incurred by Suppliers, which
we do not befieve have been taken into account, and will make it more difficult for Suppliers to
have visibilty of the volume of accounts that exist at each lavel,

* We note that with regards lo charging for Incomplete or missing Communication Hub delveries,
the curren! legal draftng places all risk upon Suppliers, which we beliove |s unreasonable. In
addition, it must be noted that the legal drafting provides no details with regards to how shortfalls
will be provided eg if an incident were to arise which lead to a shortfall of Communication Hubs
being available to the industry, what processes would be followed fo allocaled stock amongst

industry parties? Ve request that further information regarding such processes is provided as
EoOn as possiblo,

Q26 - Do you agree with the proposals as described under the heading of “Miscellancous
Communications Hub Issues” above and the associated legal drafting?

Wa support in principle, subject to comman!s



We support in principle DECC's proposal that the DCC should make available to all Parties a document
which clearly allocates each full UK Posicode to a Reglon.

With regard to the proposals relating to HB.16, we have noted the following dscrepancy between the
Consultation Document and the Legal Drafting which we would request you clanfy as soon as possible.
For the avoidance of doubt, our preferance would be for the longest timescale quated (le 12 months) to
be utilised.

= Paragraph 127 of this SEC Consultation Document states that DECC intend the DCC to make
available WAN Variant Communications Hub information at least 7 maonths in advance of the date
fram which the SKM WAN = expected o be available in that location.

» The Blue Box "Changes to Section H® on Page 49 of the consultation document however state
that “HB.16 = amended such that the SM WAN Coverage Database will indicate any
requirements to use particular WAN Varlant Communications Hubs in a location at least 12
months in advance of the date from which the SM WAN is expectled lo be available in that
location.

= Tha July 15 SEC Consultation legal drafting of HB.16{lv) states "any requirement to usa a
particular WAN Variant (and, where applicable, in combination with any particular
Communications Hub Auxiliary Equipment) for any given location in order that the
Communications Hub will be able to establish a connection to the SM WaN,; (such Information ta
be made available at least 8 months in advance of the date from which the SM WAN is expected
to be available in that location)

Q27 - Do you agree with the proposed changes to Incident Management? Flease provide a
ratlonale for your views.

W agree with the proposed changas

We are supportive of the proposed changes to the Incident Managemaent Policy, which we note have
been presented to, and discussed al, the DCC's Service Management Forum (of which we are a
membaer) who were collectively supportive of the proposals.

Q28 - Do you agree with the proposed approach to provide a more flexible gevernance for the
Error Handling Strategy, set out above?

We support the proposed approach.

We note that DECC are now proposing that the Error Handling Strategy document should no longer be a
SEC Subsidiary Document. We note that this proposal has previously been presented and discussed at
the DCC's Service Management Forum, of which we are a member, and that these proposals are
supporied by that group.

We are In agreement that the proposed approach will provide greater flexbilty 1o make amendments to
the Error Handling Strategy Document, as such amendments will be able to be madae without enacting
the formal SEC Modifications Process. |t is important however that Users views regarding any proposed
amendments lo the document should be sought In a timely manner peior to any changes being made
however, and we therefore support DECC's propesal that the Incident Management Policy should be



amended to require DCC 1o take into account the views aof Users when updating the Error Handling
Strategy. We would welcome the opportunity to review and comment upon the proposed amendmeants
to the Incident Managemant Policy document.

Q29 - Do you agree with the proposals In relation to the timing of the further activation of the
SEC Modification Process? Please provide a rationale for your response.

We agroe with those proposals.

We note that DECC are proposing to lay before Parfiament in the Autumn proposed SEC amendments
la the existing varlation to SEC Section D, and that DECC anticipates that these will come into effect in
Early 2016. We are supportive of these proposals and the timescales in which DECC is hoping to
implemient them.

Q30 - Do you agree with the proposals and legal text In relation to the manner in which the SEC
Maodification Process is further activated, including the temporary performance of certain
anduring Authority functions by the Secretary of State? Please provide a rationale for your
responso.

We agrea.
In general we are comfortable with the legal text that is being proposed.

We note that it will be important that any Modifications that may be raised during Transtion, in

accordance with SEC Secllon X2.3, take Inlo censideration any potential impact upon other existing
industry codas.

WWe are in agreement that a robust handover procoss batween DECC and the Authority will be required.
We nole thal DECC advise that they currently envisage DCC Services to be sufficiently stable about B,
months after DCC Live and that they envisage handing over to the Authority at that time. We belm-.-e
that it may be necessary for both Parties to adopt a fiexible approach with regards lo the handover of
decision making and other dutles, and would ask for this to be borme in mind, We nole that DECC
advise thal they will confirm the precise hand-over date following consultation, and we are supportive of
this approach.

Q31 - Do you have any comments on the proposed drafting regarding the scope of the
Threshold Anomaly Detection Procedures?

We are supportive of the proposed drafting regarding the scope of the Threshold Anomaly Detection
Frocedures. We note thal we have not yet had visibility of the Guidance Document that is referenced
within Clause GB.1(c), and request that we be given sight of this document at the earfiest opportunity.

Q32 - Do you agree with the proposed additional text to F3 to provide affected Supplier Parties or
the DCC with the ability to appeal (to Ofgem) SEC Panel Decisions relating to device non-
compliance with the Technlcal Specifications and any assoclated remedial plan?

We agres,



We aro supportive of the proposal o provide affected Supplier Parbies and the DCC with the ability to
appeal SEC Panel Decisions relating to devica non-complianca with the Technical Specifications and
any associated remedial plan through to Ofgem, and are comfartable with the legal text belng proposed.

Q33 - Do you agree with the proposal, and assoclated legal drafting in relation to amending the
delinitions in preparation for the future introduction of technical specifications Into the SEC?
Please provide a rationale for your view.

We agree, subject fo commenis.

We are supportive of the amendments ta the Definitions that are being proposed within this consultation,
however we nofe that no definition of the term “Test Participant Systems” has been Incarporaled into the
version of this SEC, We ware axpecting this definition to be introduced into this version in order to
provide the required clarity that test systems are excluded from the location restrainis that are detailed
within SEC Clause G323 and G3.25. We would welcome clanty on when this new definition wll be
introduced into the SEC, and confirmation that a Participants Tesl Syslems are excluded from tha
location constraints detailed within G3.23 and G3.25 as soon as possible



