EON Response DECC; Consuftation on New Smart E;fergy Code Content ond Reloted
Licence Amendments - Febriwiry 2076

Gereral Commrenes

e agres with many of the Smart Emergy Code (SEC) thorges and propasals In ghls [atest
consuitation. However, we set out below a surmary of the key areas where we disagree with the
proposals,

Speclal Mnstatlatlon Mesh Communlcation Hubs

We are kit corwvinced that the propesals for the Speclal ihsta Fakion Mesh Communlcation Hub have
been completely thaught through fram an operational and tustomer impact parspective, 1t is not
dear what the tustomer josmcy would be like to achieve s secoessfuf instelladbon of this equipment
or what tRiFing 15 te be provided for our meter techmiclans, We are not in favour of these as
dafied. We suggest that this area needs further work hefgre the praposed changes @=n be tgken
farward srd put [nto peactice by industry parties,

Hetworl: Enhancerent Plans

We do not agree with the proposals for Mrtwork Enhancement plan in the Central and Southerm
regions, This 5 the first we have hesrd of these and we have been previded with iittle [nfarmation
as to the Impact that these wiil have on managing the sepdices that we provide to our mestomens. As
dmafred the proposof soerms to pravide an indefinite perod for the Communication Service Provider
{C3¥F) o deliver [ts Wide Arca Metwork (WAN), This creates vncertainty for suppliors as they tny to
tAnAge customes expecations as theee is ne indication when the Notwodk Enbancement will be
carpleted. There is alsa no indication provided a5 to Row many prermises maybe impacted by a
Metwark Enhancement plan which leads to suppltor lssues when tnfing to plar rglboot resource and
n'tak.l'rrg Custemer apRRinEIenEs.,

Erduring Change of Suppfler

We are uncomdneed that a casoe has been made o develop an Endurlng Change of Seppller {ECoS)
tnedel. Thetd 15 Ha delil in the consuttation that sets ot why DECC aro concerned that the existing
amangaments wolld be unsuitable in the longer teim, DECC should sot out its rationate for the need
to [urther develap the ECab mode| so that parties have 2 full rnderstaeding of the business impacs
and potential costs and Benetits of making the change or 1f In fack thede |5 2 do nothing apticn,

hanufacturce Bolease Nebas

We do not helieve It &5 o Sonsible propozal for indiidual suppliers to hold manulacturer ealease
potos, The proposals as drafted bave the potential to maake the process fess socure and less effident
as information will be held In multiple ptaces. Havleg these notes stared and version controlled



centrally weonld in our view Be & far mote efident and secure cverall process for the industry to
wioerk wWith ot a daily basis,

Erevloe Skabis Change

We dtr aot agree with the proposals ko remove the requizoment for the DCC w0 modlly the S
status of 3 deviee. This leads to a potendal sismateh between supplier systoms and the DCC. The
Itnpacts af this will mean that suppllars issuing service request commands may have these rejected
by Lhes BCC, (due do the mismatch ln the status held hetween the parties).



Responses in Questions

Fordy Rollout D8 orifons

U1, Do you ogree fhot the proposad legel dralting implements the policy to introduce
on Eorly Rollour Obligedion on large suppliers by 47 Febraory 20477 Plense provide o
ratfonale far your views.

Yee,

DCC Usor Mendate

Dz, Do you agree that the propased legal drafting implements e policy fo introduce
an obfigmiion for damestie energy supplicrs to becomie BEC users by 97 Auguss 297
and for mew eltiranis to becoma o OCC User before supplying gos or eleckricity? If you
disagree please pravide o ralfonale for your viewe,

Yoz,

5. Do yar agees thal the proposed legal draftfneg Imiplemrents the policy fo Intradres
ait ebligation for DNOs fo beconte BCC users by 28 April 204077 If you disegree pleose
provide o roBanole for your views.

Yos At a supplier, we are mere concernat a5 to the impacts of all suppliers becoming DEC Users.
From this perspetive we viould not be concerned i ONGs startad to take DOC servless at a [ater
date.

Speciol instalioiian Mesh Communicaiions LHihs

4. Do you agree with the praposo! and assodated fegol drafiing & reflect motters
relgted  to gie Inshiffalien . end mairtenaree of Spedof  Mosealimbion Mesh
Commpnicaiions Hubs in the SEC? Plaase provide @ ratianole Tor your views,

Ho

We are not conwinced that the proposals far the Special Installation Mesh Commcnimtion Hub
have Been completely thought through from an gperationel and custormer impact perspective, It
15 not clear what tho custamet jsumay wiould he fike to achieve 3 suctessful inswlladon of this
equipment We ora net in favaur of these chanpes as drafted and supgest that thic area naeds
furthet work belere the peapasals can be taken forward and put inte practios by industry parttes,
A oiurrber of slgnificant questions remain cutstandlng o5 ta how 1his would work in practice, for
example, :

What do customers get told akout these devices and what choices do they have? B would seem

k|



MECESEArY 1o have customer cansent prier to the Installation of this sort of equipment, and may
in soms Instances requirg plonnlng permisslon, B 15 nok clear howe this would be agreed wilh
either thé customer or local planmine authorities or kow lore this may take.

It |5 &lzo completsly unclear as to what tralnlng [s being previded By the Communication Serylee
Prondlder to meter Instalbers, when 2nd how will thls be dalivera,

ffefwork EnRancement Plans

5. Do you agree with the progosol and ossocioted fegal drafting to refloct metfers
related to NMetiwork Enhancement Plans id the SEC? Planse provie o ratfonale For pour
vigws.

Mo,

We do not agroe with the proposal which appeas to provide the Commumlcation Serce
Provider (CSPY wiih a means 3o indefinltely put off delivering s WAN netwetde There is no
means by which suppllers @ glan their rolloot ér manage castomer expectation when the
supposed certainty of movemge is bafng removed as there is no Indlcation when the Mebwork
Enhancement will be completad by,

If this chanpe 15 progressed | bas the potential to deliver a really poor customer experizsnce
whlch may have 3 lasting domage an the progrsmme and a supplers ablily o 1nstall meters.

This canzultation 15 the first wo have Beasd of Network Enhancensent Plans, There is no current
reference 1o these In the SEC oe any of Its subsidiary decumtenes, Uatil furtBer infarmation s
available to provide more detall we are not able to support these changes. For exampte, there is
na indication of the volumes of prerilseas that may be affectad at &y tlme by such evenis and
the impact te the end customtcr Bas besn igrared.

H=ar to Nan Dser Chum
6. Do your agree with aur approvch thal mo changes ars required to the Suggly Licence
CondfRans as o pecplt of crarn of SMETE2 SME= from OCE Users to pon-00C Uoers?

From a Supply Licence perspectve this soems a sensible appraach. fs a suppller who is
intending to be a DCC User for Man Domestie cuskemess this will not directly Impact us, Hewever,
wra are sl awaiting confimation an the previously eonsutbed palicy ept out of Mon Domeslic
suppliers {consulved March 2005), Wo also niote e recertly changed date on the [olnt industry
Plan {CRO48Y relating to the Wonm Demeslic response, We are concornod at the time the
consultatlon response |5 tkdng, as we have to make design assumptons now, which may need
0 be changed depending sn the finat BECC response, for witlch there |5 ro Eme available,

Endforring Chairge of Suppifar
07. Do you agree with the ‘minded o' posiBan to align the start of the foasibiliey ond
dasiyn af the ECoS pracess widh the Blueprint phose of CRS with the ot of finfing the
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gesign and buifd of Hre ECoS system with CRS devalopment? Please provido o rofomafe
for your viaws.

Ma.

Wa are ynconwineed that a case has been made to develop an Endoring Change of Suppller
(ECqS} madel. There is no detsil in the consultatlon that sats oot why BECT are concemed that
the exfsting arrangements would be ensultable I the longer term. B would he helpful IF DECE
vizre 10 5ot out iks tatlonsle {or the need to further develop the ECoS mode| 5o that partles have
a hetter understanding of the buginess impects and potentfal costs of bakh making the changes
or i¥ In fact there (s a do nothing option,

(8. Do you ogree wfth the minded to’ proposal for suppliors o take rensopable steps’
ta sttt o use ECeS from the point ot which [F Becomes gqemiiable?
Pleose provide o rofiennfe for jrour wiews. :

Mo, We wonld only support this once the case hos nriequivocal ly been made for the need to
changt from the cerent arrangements.

29. Do your dgree With the principle of suppliers campléfing the mave o ECoS within &
mionths of e end of roll out i.e. 3020 or eadier? Flease grovide a ratonole for yanr
wigws.

No. 1t is not possible o determing how long |5 needed to make the necessary changes from the

details in the consultetien, _
We would only suppart thls once the case has been made for the need to change from the

cUrrent amangements,

0. Po your agree with the proposal for BECC fo extablish on inoustry working group
uadar the tronsitional arrongeitents that will subsequently tronsfer to fndustry of o
paint o be agreed gy pord of the wider transitional arrangamen#s? Plegse provide o
rationale for your views.

“Yes. The flrst task for this eroup should Be to detemineg the necd for any changs, induding a full
oost benefitanalysis b support the requiremsants,

DEC Additivnal Sugport

01, Do you agree with the propasal o extard fhe eeppe of H14.35 to alfow the DCC o
afso provlde Tesfing Parlfcipanis With ossislance with issues rafated o User Systens
and Bevices and oifowing this asslstapce to ke provied doring or after tasting?

Yes, we gpree with tio principbe that tha OCC should esxtend tha offer to pravido tosting
participanis with assistance for User Systemn refated bssues and devices,



012, Do you have any views on how Additional Support serviees shoold be chorged For?

Wi do not ageee with baving to pay expliclt charges for support that really should be provided as
part of the service thiat BCC provides (s aetomers,

Furthier Requirements on Testing

0713, Do you agree with the propesol and ossodaied feqal deafting fo set o mandatony
requirement oq the DCC to provide @ Fre-UEFY service ond @ GFI servica? Plaase prowide
@ rationale for yaur vows,

Wes, We have previously advorated that & woy to mlilgate same of the risks o the programme
that could arise in kezting would be through the use of a pre BURT envirgnrent and GEf sorvies,

@14, Mease pravide your vlews on the dralt direction for the Insecflon of o mew X9 and
ifre proposal fo: :
»  bring the new X9 into offect oq48 April 20446 {or as soon as possible ehoreafied),
»  regilire the pravision of the Pro-UEPT service from the date thot X4 is sifective,
= requlve the pravision of the GF servico os soon us regsonably praciicable, hot in
&Ny event no later than tha shorf of Erd-ta-Ead testimg,
= provide thot the Pre-UEPT and GFF senviee will end when Section X ends, noting
thar the Sacrefary of Stave hos the ability te direct on earfier end date?

Pleose provide o rolforalo for poaor views.

We woult [ike to see these services peovided as soan as possible, We therefore agres with the
proposed timing of the new X% coming Into effect on 16 Aprl 2016 (or &2 soon as possible
thereafer) and the proviston of GFl setvlees as snon as practiable.

We agree that theso servlees eould ond when section X is no longer appllcable.

75, What are the benefits of providing Pro-UEPT services Beyend the go five date for
Relegse 1.3 funcliondiily? Fleose provide o rotierofe for your views.

We bellave the reference hera should be Pre BT and not UEPT, At such, wo do not e benetit
extending theze services Beyond the 12 mlease, We bofleve the prowision id the Common Test
aeenarics Docupnent for connectvity tosking pHor to UEFT provides sufficient tesknp
requlrerents,

{16, Do your agree with air proposed amendments for adoftfenal SIT, Interfuce Testing
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ond SRT Testing? Ploase gravide o rationale for your views.

Yes this |5 senslble,

017, Ba you dgree with our proposed amepdimedtis for the lenoth of the End to End
Testing Period? Plewse pravide o rationate for your tews.

Yaz,

{78, Do you agree with our propased amendirenés for odditfanal phases of Service
Request lesiing? Please provida o redfonale for your views.

¥es. This is a senshhle approach.

@13, Do you gyree with owr proposed amendnreats fo the relevant versions of tho S5EC
for testing purposos? Please pravide o rodiomoe for your wows.

Yes,

SEC Panel and DEC Live Critern Assesement
028, Da you wgree with the prepesal and ossociated lagel draffing? Plense provide o
folfonale for your vicws,

Yes. It |5 santible that overslght of the performance of the DCC in regchlng "0CC Live® is
undengkon by Usors. The use of the 5EC Fanel tz do this 5 & wseful addikon b the assuance
trehinigues avaliable to the SMIP.

Secunty

Q27 Do yar agree With the progesed opproach ond legel! drafting thot seeks to
ensure that only disputes gssodated direcHy with the fssoe of complifance with
Sectlon G dre determived by us, with other disputes follawfny the "ermal” poith for

resolution?

Yo,

QZ2, In relalion to tre aeed for DEU to test ond moniter the secority of Cryptograplic
Credenilal Tokens, do yolt agree with the proposed dppretch ond fegel draffing?

Yes,



023, It reloifon to die rentoval of Monofacturer felease Notes framr the CPL and the
associated requirements for socure slorage, do peu sgree with the proposed
dpgroach and feqol droffing?

Ne. We ke concerned that the proposels a5 drafted may make the process less secere and less
gfficlent

The proposals sigzest information will be held in multiple places as individus| supptlars wil
heed b Hold copies for every menulactrees device Release Notes. This introduces a risk, that
the =&k of nokes one supplier halds inits possession, becemes out of line with that of anotiee,
as these may be cdited By partles and not notlfied te all.

In additien, the proposat infers that suppllors and maoufacterers wil have to have
arangemotts fur ensuring that notes are provided to all partdes a5 a result of change of
suppHer cvents, where a device will transfer from the supplier who orlginally precured and
[nstatled the devics to anqther suppllat.

Having those nobes stored and version controlled centrally woold [0 our view be 2 Br mome
efilclant and secure overall prcess for the industy to manage, This should be a separate,
gocure area from the Ceptral FTmywarne Uiy,

024. fn relatian to Hre inclusion of systems peed fo geverate o UTRN within the scope
of Hie User System, do yau agree with fhe proposed approgch and legal drafting?

fes,

Privacy and Explicit Consen$

(25 [Yo you ogres with the propesal to Include o definition of Expiicit Consent ond do
you Rave any comteients ont the propesed drafting? Plegse provide @ roticnole for
oUr wows,

Yes we agree with the prindple, ta ensure that Estomers have expdicitly set out to the Lscr
thelr requl rermonts, Howeyer, it is nat clear jn the drafting how such Explicit Consent should e
obtalined and or rocorded by the User.

Changes to Section A {OCC Serviras)

Q26. Do you dgree with the propesal oad assoclated faga! drafting to comsoft with
Parties and Registration Data Praviders grior o chonges to DEC Internof Systems or
the Relagse Managament Sirategy? Mepse provide & ratfonale far your vews.

Yes this seems a sensthie appronch.

Q27. Do yan agrae With the propesed dionge to rameve e requiremment on ROPs fa
raize an fddent whers tho lesua con Be reselved by the lronsiuvssfon of an
ansslicrted regfsiradfon data refresh fle? Pleose provide o ralfenale For your views.

B



nfa - RDPs ta answer

{28 Do your agree with the proposofs gt associated fegof deafing o fhe recovery
and date foss ohligations in regard to o Disaster? Please provitde o retlonale for vaor
wislvs,

Thls secms reasonakle.

Reclifying Errors in Refation to Devive Credentinls
022, Do you agrec With Hie groposal to dorify that Uears ave permitied to send the
relewiid Service Requests? Blonse provide o ratienale for vour viows.

Yes this seams reasanable.

Ponel/IXi Subscribers

O30 Do your agres wiflh the proposel ond associated fega! draffing to permit SECC to
becomie o Subscriber for iK1 Fife Signing Certiffavies for the purposes of Digitaffy
Signing tho CPL os set ovt ahove? Flegse provide a rationale far your views.

Yas

Status of Avsociated Devices

{37, Do you agreq with the proposefs i remove Hre requirement for DCC to atadify
the SMI Stotus of o Device in droomstances whene the steius of & Bevice with wihich
it gsspcioted chonges, and to clorfly By when seppllers must ensurc thaor the
appragrimte Davicr Socwety Credentiols ore placed on o Device? Pleose grovide o
iotonale far yair vews.

ko,

Withaut the imentary heing correctly updated milsmatches bebween supplier systems and the
DCC may ocour, This will mean that that suppllers issulng Service Requests, may have these
requests refected By the DCC, due to the mismatch In the stabus beld betreen sither of the
parties (supplier and the DCCY, For example a sat of commands could Be Issied with the
fol lmsing oakcome;
A No WAN installatton ocours and devices at the premise are set to ®Installed not
corttmnisslonsd” stabus
+ Wil then beeemes available, bue device status is notupdated to “cormriisslared™
e« A supplier then wishes to uninstall an assoek 1the BLC rajects the request as It is not
posslble t uninstall & dovice that hias not got 2 sEtus of "commissloned™.

Whllsk ikere is polential for these issues to Be resghved the timesceles are p::.l:ﬂntla'lty long
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{howrs), If this occors ag the tiite meters are being installed, this world preatly increase the
instaflatien time for suppllars 2nd @rstormers potentially maklng the installation impractical
teading to reputatlonal progracnme issucs, complalpts and an up lift in costs far sopaliers and
the wider rolinbk

Fost Commissioning Reporiing

(32, D you agree with the proposal to change the reporting obfigetans an DOC in
relation to Daviees Cominissioned between DT Live and Refease 1.37 Pleas provlde o
rabionale for your views,

Yes. This would seem reasonable on the assemption that the perlod between R12 and B33 is
limlted to a number of weeks. i this wore for some reason © bo extended into manths, this
would nieadt to be reviewed,

Subscriber Dbligations for rartein [KY FILE Stgning Cerfificates
032 Do you ggree With the proposals to modify tie subsaiber obligotions in =ioton
to Lertlffeate Signing Requests genevofed by DCC-provided soffwere and to place an
odditiono! abligation on DO in relotion to these in Seclfon G7

Yer this seemts reasanahble,

ROP 125 and DEC Reporting under Secifon E

P34. Do yan agrse with the proposal not to moke ransifono changes to the 5EC o
denl wWith these motters onrd insfeod o refy upon RDPs and the Panel 1o work with
BCC withie the confnes of fis Sysfems Copabiffty ar o fronsiBonal bosis?

hfa - far ADP ko respond

Miscellaneaus lssies and Minor Amendments to Drafting
935, e ol agree with the propesal legal drodting amendment o (3937 Fleose
provide a rotfonale far your view.

Yesn Ehls is sepgible

036, Do yau agres with the prapossd lepel drafting amendments to SccHon E22
Flegse provide a rotionale for yaur vew,

Yz this s sonaible

Changes fe provide fexibility to accomumodate chattges arising during resting?
(37, Do you agres with the proposal fo remave these docurmients from the SEC ond to
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re-fntroduce them (induding amy enduring changes mode usltg Section X by
desigraton ynder Conditfon 22/Sertion X5 of tfip SEC?

Yes this seems a sensible approach,

Test Commuunicotions Nuhe
038 Do you agree with our proposel and fegol drofting I refation fo Test
Commiunications Hubse? Please provids o rationale for yalir response.

Wi, Wo dte supportive of the provision of these devices at the earflest opportuniiy.

Consictanf termifiofogyr o “olf reosonable steps”

293, Dg you agroc with the propesal ond ossocioted fegol drofiing to align the
wording of skifeations throughout the SEC?

Yes_ Aligning these atements should assist the BUC and TCE Lisers with their undemstanding of

these ghligatiens through a eonslstent approach,

Incident Management Poifey
Q4. Ba yeu gyree Wwith the proposed chonges to e lacldent Manogement Policy?
Please give reasons Lo SUPRArE oy Jiswer.

Yeas, these appoar to be sonsible darifimtians,
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