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23" March 2016

Dear DECC Colleague,

Litilita Energy has resiewed the recent Consultation on Mew Smart Energy Code Content and Related
Licence Amendments and would like to provide our responses to the guestions. Please find herewith
our feedback:

1]} Early Roll Out Obligotion — Do you ogree thot the proposed legal drafting implements the
policy to introduce an Eorly Roll Out obligation on lorge suppliers by 17 Feb 20177

Mo comment.

Q2] DCC User Mandate - Do you agree that the proposed legal drafting implements the policy to
introduce on obligotion for domestic energy suppliers to become DCC users by 17 August 2017 and
MHHWMMEMMWWMMMMLENUMFM
provide o rationale for pour wiews,

We have reviewed the proposed legal drafting of the additions to Condition 48 of the Electricity
Supply Ucence and Condition 42 of the Gas Supply Licence, and agrees that it supports the policy fos
domestic energy suppliers to become DOC users by 17 August 2017 and for new entrants to become

a DCC user before supplying gas or electricity.

03] oCC User Mondate - Do you agree that the proposed legal drafting implements the policy to
introduce an obligation for DNOs to become DCC users by 28 April 20177 If you disogree pieose
provide o rotionale for your wews.

We have reviewed the proposed legal drafting of the addition to Electricity Distribution Licence
Condition 214 and agrees that it supports the policy to Introduce an obligation for DNOs to become
DCC users by 28" April 2017. We are in support of the policy to obligate DNDs to become DCC users
within & months of the expected availability of network operator functionality.

4] Special Mesh Communicotions Hubs — Do you agree with the proposal and assocoted legal
drafting fo reflect matters related to the installation and maintenance of Speciol installation Mesh
Communications Hubs [n the SEC? Please prowvide a rationale for your views.

We have reviewed the legal drafting of the additional text pertaining to sections F5 and FG of the
SEC, and agrees that it supports the policy that Special Besh Commaunications Hubs are exempt from
the standard forecasting and ordering regims. We acknowledge this policy and understand the
reasoning behind its implementation.

With regards to the further detail which has been added to sections F7 and FE of the SEC, we would
fike to pass comment on the content of these sections, and on the policy supporting them. W
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understand fram having reviewed these sections and the Communications Hubs Installation and
Maintenance Support Materials that in the nstance of SM \WAN connectivity issees in the C&S

reglons, that the DCC may need to attend the premises (as agreed between DOC, the supplier and
the customer) in order to install a special mesh comms hub, We would Bke to relterate here that less
costly options should be sought and fully exhausted before agreeing upon DCC arranging a site visit
to install the special mesh comms hub to resolve the SM WAN connectivity issues. The legal drafting
does not suggest explicitly that this will be the case. Whilst we fully support coverage incident
resolution in order to facilitate service to the end user, we woild expect to see interim steps which
demonstrate that less costly options have been considered and exhausted before resorting to a site
visit to install a special mesh comms hub - consequently, we would anticipate the lagal drafting to
reflect this more explicitly.

Furthermore, we would like to understand what the charging arrangements are for the special
installation mesh comms hubs. After having reviewed the DCC Charging Statement, It is not dear
whether there will be special charging arrangements for them, nor does it specify how the DCC site
visits to install them will be funded. \We therefare seek further detail on this matter to be abde to
budget for these instances when they arise if they are expected to impact on users’ charges.
Conversely, we would also like to understand i the special installation mesh comms hubs will be
replaced at a point in the fulure when the WAN coverage in a certain area has improved? The SEC
and Comms Hubs instailation and Support Materials don’t appear to define what ooours in this
scenario and if indsed the special installation mesh comms hubs reguire replacement or could be re-
deployed at the point when WAN coverage has improved. i it is not necessary to replace them
despite improved WAN coverage, will the charging methodology be adiusted to reflect the
improvernent of WAN coverage and hence that the extra eguipment is not required?

Q5] Network Enhoncement Plans - Do you ogree with the proposal and associoted legal drafting
to reflect matters related to Network Enhancement Plans in the SEC? Please provide o rationale for
VO WiEwE,

We understand the requirement for Network Enhancement Plans to be in place within the C&S
reglons, and that the legal drafting of the SEC has made provisions for the comms hubs within those
peographical areas to be exempt from the standard metrics until after 17 January 2021, However, it
is not apparent from the legal drafting that beyond this date, the aforementioned comms hubs will
transition across to be managed under the standard metrics,

The legal drafting within section F.21 provides a high level overview of the reporting which will be
provided to detail the progress of the Network Enhancement Plans, however from an operational
perspective we have identified other areas which require some focus and guidance within the SEC,
For example, we seek confirmation that the WAN coverage checker will contain real time data
regarding the current status of the Network Enhancement Plan in place in a given geographic
location. We foreses this a5 an absolute reguirement in order to enable suppliers to successiully
plan their smart meter roll cul,
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Furthermore, we would like to better understand how any Nebwork Enhancemant Plan which s in
place will impact any Install and Leave interactions between suppliers and DCC, as this (s not dear
from the provisions made in the SEC. Wie have concerns regarding NEPs baing implemented after

Install and Leave Incidents are ralsed, as we understand that at this paint the premises in question
wiill be exernpt from the 90 day SLA which is usually applicable to Install and Leave. If there are
numercus SMWAN connectivity issues within an area and consequently a number of Install and
Ledve incidents are raised, it would not be justifiable that these custormers do not have their
connectivity issues resolved within the standard 30 day turnaround time. This is especially critical for
a prepayment customer. If there i no WAN connectivity from the point of Install until the CSF's
Metwork Enhancement Plan is concluded (an unknown period of time), this leaves potentially
financially vulnerable customers in a position where they are still in credit mode and possibly wnabie
to budget for energy bills as they are used to operating In prepayment maode, In thess instances we
would like to know if there are incentives and compensation arrangements in place to encourage the
C5Ps to deliver on time to support such financially vulnerable customers who nesd WAN coverage to
use their smart meter in prepayment mode?

Subseqguently, we befieve that some provision should be made to the SEC to detail how M WAN
communlcations access will be prioritised in & NEF area, especially when there are customers
present within the area who require WAN to be able to eperate their meters in prepayment mode.
We particularly would like to understand the charging arrangements for prepayment customers who
need to remain in credit mode for longer than the 90 day Install and Leave SLA, and how the DCC will
seek to reimburse these consumers who may struggle to pay for their bills, To this end, we would
recommend that the above peints are covered off in a subsidiary section of the SEC

Q6] Uiser to non-Uiser Churn - Do you agree with our opproach that no changes are required to the
Supply Licence Conditions as o result of churn of SMETS2 SMSs from DOC Users to non-DCC Users?

It appears at present that the Supply Ucence Conditions are sufficiently flexible to not require any
changes to alow compliance by non-DCC Users upon chaurn of 3 SMETS2 meter from a DCC User,
While we plan to become an earky DCC User following the release of 1.3 {once prepayment
functionality is available]), we remain concerned there may be numerous risks that may impact this
plan, This may therefore require review at a later date.

7] Enduring Change of Suppler — Do you ogree with the ‘minded to’ position to olign the start of
the feasibility and design of the ECoS process with the Blueprint phase of CRS with the aim of
linking the design and build of the ECoS system with CRS development? Please prowide o rationole
far your views,

We agree with the minded to position to align the start of the feasibility and design of the ECos
process with the Blueprint phase of CRS, with the ultimate aim of linking the design and build of the
ECaS syitem with CRS development. This approach seems the most logical, as it enables suppliers to
align software development without the reguirement to re-visit updates and duplicate effort.
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08| Enduring Change of Supplier - Do you agree with the ‘minded to’ propasal for suppliers to toke
regsonable steps to stort to use ECoS from the point at which it becomes ovailable? Please provide
a retionale for your wews.

We agree in principle with the ‘minded 1o propesal for suppliers to take reasonable steps to star to
use ECoS from the point at which it becomes available, however this depends on the alignment of
the development and availability of the ECoS process alongside the CRS system. In support of our
answer bo question 7, we expact that both elements will be completed and available for
implementation in parallel,

Q9] Enduring Change of Supplier — Do you agree with the principle of suppliers completing the
move to ECoS within & months of the end of roll out Le 2020 or earlier? Please provide o rationale

Jor pour wews,

We agree with the principle of suppliers completing the move to ECoS within 6 - 12 months of the
end of roll cut, and not any earlier. We also befieve that this should be linked to the alignment of the
work required on both ECo% and CRS systemns priar to therm being implemented across industry, as
per the responses to questions 7 and 8. This will ensure a smoother transition of processes for
supgdiers, minimising risk and removing duplication of effort amangst meltiple system / process
releases.

Q10) Enduring Change of Supplier — Do you ogree with the proposal for DECC to establish an
Industry working group under the transitional arrongements that will subseguently transfer to
industry ot o point to be ogreed as part of the wider transitional arrangements? Pleate providee o
rotionale for pour views.

While not opposed In principle, we would like 1o understand what the interaction will be between
this and the Ofgem project for faster switching. Which is the driving force and which project would
take precedence?

11} DCC Additional Support - Do you ogree with the proposal to extend the scope of H14.33 to
allow the DLC to olso provide Testing Porticiponts with assistonce with lssuves related to User
Systems and Devices and allowing this ossistence to be provided during or after testing?

Whilst we are in favour of the DCC offering additional support to Testing Participants and recognise
the extension of scope of H14,33 of the SEC, Utilita has identified additional areas where
consideration by DECC and DOC would be welcomed, For example, we would like to see DEC offer a
bevel of issue resolution self-service’ via the web portal, This would enable supplers to
independently seek resclution to their Isswes without having to rely oa DOC resource 1 be able to
progress with any testing, We expect demand on DCC testing resources ta be high in the sarky rall
out stages, which could incur delay to issue resolution and therefore iImpede supplier roll out pland.
The self-service approach would enable industry to manage and resolve similar issue types without
incurring additional costs from DCC testing assistance.

Additionally, we would Fike to propose a regular testing information newsletter, wherein standard
issues and their corresponding selutions are reported back to industry. if the DCC were obligated to
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share their issues and steps taken to resolve them, it would enable suppliers to proactively resoive
their own issues without having to imvolve the DCC to rectify them and progress.

012} DCC Additienal Suppart — Do you have any wews on how Additional Support servces should
be chorged for?

We would like a comprehensive definition of ‘Additional Support services” in order to be able to give
an informed response. We believe the DCC fixed charges are high, hence that this should provide
sufficient leeway to cover flexing of levels of support withowt additional charge, If additional funding
is required this should be costed and evidenced, and suppliers should be notified of the additional
charges 12 months in advance o enabde planning,

Following on from our response (o guestion 11, 3 certain level of Tssue resalution self-service’ would
enable 5EC parties to access information which could resolve issues without the requirerment to rely
directly on the DCC testing resources. This in itself would be a cost-saving exercise for SEC partles
acoessing information via a web portal, also eliminating the DCC from being able to charge for lssue
resclution which is similar to other issues which have been resolved for ather SEC parties. It is our
opinion that in the early roll out phases, many issues which SEC parties will experience may be of 2
similar naburea.

Q13 Provisien of early Testing Services by the DCC — Do you ogree with the proposal and
ossocioted legal drafting to set o mandetory requirement on the DCC to provide a Pre-UEPT service
ond o GFl service ! Please provide o retionale for your wiews,

We are in favour of the proposal and believe that it is reasonable that the DCC provide service to
users ahead of go-Fve. We believe that the GFl |5 a valuable tool an an enduring basis and support it
beeing made a mandatory requirement on the OCC. The legal deafting appoars to support this policy.
Howarver, it is not dear whether these are chargeable sendces or not; Utilita seeks clarity regarding
this point.

14) Provision of early Testing Services by the DCC — Please provide your wiews on the draft
direction for the insertion of o new X9 and the proposal to:

#  Bring the new X9 into effect on 18 April 2016 for s soon as possible thereafter],

= Reguire the provision of the Pre-UEPT senvice from the date that X9 is effective,

= Require the provision of the GFI service os soon as reasonably procticable, but in any event
no later thon the stort of End-to-End testing,

=  Prowvide that the Pre-UEPT aond GF service will end when Section X ends, noting thot the
Secretory of Stote has the obility to direct on earlier end dote ?

Plegie provide o rationale for your wiews,

With regards to the proposal, we seek clarification as to why the GFl service has to end when section
X9 ends? We foresee value of the GFI being available on an enduring basis and therefore we ae not
bn support of this aspect of the propasal,
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The other outlined points of the proposal seem Iogical, and the legal drafting of ¥9 appears to reflect
these requirements. Howewver, as per our feedback to question 12, it is unclear whether Pre-UEPT ar
the GFl Service are chargeable — nor is this clarified within ¥9. We seek confirmation regarding this
matter,

Q15) Provision of early Testing Services by the DCC - What are the benefits of providing Pre-UEPT
services beyond the go live dote for Releose 1.3 functionality? Please provide a retionale for your
VIEWE.

There are many extrinsic factors which could impact a SEC Party's testing and rofl aut plans, To have
Pre-LIEPT available beyond the go live date for Release 1,3 may provide SEC parties with reassurance
that they are able to de-risk the formal UEPT testing ahead of participating in it. The extension of its
availability into B1.2 and beyond also means that parties will be able to test more 5Rs than those
which are available at an earfier date. It also shows that the DCC are supporting their customers with
the delivery of a robust and well-tested solution.

016} Additional phoses of SIT, interfoce Testing and SRT Testing - Do you agree with our proposed
amendments for additional SIT, interface Testing ond SRT Testing? Please provide o rationale for
WOLF WEwWS.

We support the proposal of the additional phases of 5IT, Interface Testing and 5RT Testing, howewvear
we would like to highlight that we consider it crudial that all issues are resolved before proceeding 1o
the next phase of testing. This is with partioular reference to the testing which corresponds to B1.2
and R1.3. We expect that all issues which may arise during the testing and go live of R1.2 are fully
analysed and resolved prior to testing phases commencing for R13,

We are in favour of rigorous testing in conjunction with transparent feedback to industry of progress
and issues. The results may impact our own roll out plans and potentially our obligation deadline,
therefore we view this as critical for our own planning purposes, Conseguently, if Additional Test
Phases are called upon, then the timescales should slide back accordingly for all parties = supplier
testing should not be squeezed to accommadate delsy in the DOC go live

17 Length of End to End Testing Perlod = Do you egree with our proposed omendments for the
length of the End to End Testing Perlod? Please prowide o rationale for pour wews.

Wia view the proposed amendments to section T of the SEC relating to the length of End 1o End
Testing as sensible in light of full functionality rot belng available at DCC live, 18 is logical therefore
that the full End to End Test environment is available for at least 12 months, and possibly ewen
lpnger. To this end it means that suppliers are not being penalised and forced into tighter testing
deadlines due to the DOC staged roll gut - thus enabling the final solution to be more robust and
stable If rigorously tested,

018] Additional Phases of Service Request Testing by Users = Do you ogree with our proposed
amendments for the additional phoses of Service Request testing? Please provide a rationale for
pour Wews.
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Utilita has reviewed the proposed amendments for the additonal phases of Service Hequest testing,
and is in support of the proposal. It is sensible that a User must test all Service Aequests (Including
the additional commands once available), prior to being able to issue any. All aspects of the final
solution need to be thoroughly tested in order for it to be as robust and stable as possible, and to
net cause detriment to the end user.

Q18] Relevant Version of the SEC for Testing Purposes = Do you ogree with our proposed
amendments to the refevant versions of the SEC for testing purposes? Please provide o rotionale
[for your views,

Mo commeant.

Q20 SEC Panel and Live Criteria Assessment - Do you agree with the proposal ond associated legal
drafting? Please provide o rationale for pour wiews.

Litilita agree that the SEC Panel should be involved setting the assessment criteria for DCC go e,
We do, however, not support DECC's view that this is indeed sulficient independent assurance. We
therefore would like DECC to encourage DCC to be as transparent a3 possible when setting this
criteria and that this should be subject to approval from the relevant stakeholders,

Q21) Security - Do you ogree with the proposed approach ond legal drafting that seeks to ensure
that enly disputes asscocioted directly with the issue of complionce with Section G are determined
by Ofgem, with other disputes following the “normal” poth for resolution ?

Utilita agrees with the proposed approach and legal drafting that seeks to ensure that only disputes
associated directly with the Bsue of compliance with Section G are determined by Ofgem. We urge
Ofgem to publish, with clarity, their process for managing these disputes,

22) Security - In relotion to the need for DCC to test and monitor the security of Cryptogrophic
Credential Tokens, do you agree with the proposed opprooach and legal drafting?

Authorised Responsible Officers will rely heavily on their BCC provided Cryptographic Credential
Tosens to authenticate their identity and send sacure files. We strongly sgree that the function of
such tokens should be rigoroutly tested by the DCC to provide Service Users with assurance of their
rediability.

(23] Security - In relation to the remeval of Moanufacturer Release Notes from the CPL and the
ossocioted requirements for secure storoge, do you ogree with the proposed aopprooch and legal
drafting ¥

o comment.

Q24) Security - In relotion to the inclusion of spstems wsed to generate o UTRN within the scope of
the Liser System, do you agree with the proposed approoch and legal drafting?

Mo comment.
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0Q25) Privacy and Explicit Consent - Do you agree with the proposal to include o definition of
Explicit Consent and do you have any comments on the proposed drafting? Please provide a
rotionale for pour views.

Utilita agrees that consent should be gained from customers to add a CAD to devices. We would like
to stress, however, that we guestion the need for consent to unjoin devices, It is our befief that
suppliers should have overall resporsibility for un-pairing. For example, in the event we have
evidence a CAD device was being used to breach User System security for malicious intent —we may
need to un-pair the device without asking consent. In addition to this we would like clarification
from DECC with regards to the type of consent communication we should accept as ‘explicit’,
whether contractually, verbally or via the device commamications.

Q26) Changes to Section H [DCC Services) - Do you ogree with the proposal and assocloted legal
drafting to consult with Parties and Registration Data Providers prior to changes to DCC Internal
Systems or the Release Manogement Strategy? Plecse provide o rationale for your wiews,

We agree with the proposed legal drafting of Section HE.8-8,12 which will include service User and
RDPs being consulted should there be any changes or disruptions to the service,

027] Chonges to Section H [DCL Services) - Do you ogree with the proposed change to remove the
reguirement on ROPs to raise an Incident where the issue con be resolved by the tronsmizsion of on
unsolicited registration dote refresh file? Please provide o rotionale for your wews.

We agree with the proposed legal drafting surrounding the removal of the requirement for RDPs to
raise an incident with the DOC. We are hopeful this will create a more streamlined resolution process
whereby RDPs are able to resolve issues by the submission of an ensolicited registration refresh file.

Q28) Changes to Section H {DOC Services) - Do you agree with the proposals and ossocated legal
drafting to the recovery ond doto loss obligations in regavds to o disoster? Please provide o
rationale for your views.

We agree that if a DCC User does not have a backup connection to the DOC, BCE should take all
reascnable steps to recover connection at the earliest opportunity, However, we would like DECC
and the DCC to conséder if there is a reasonable time frame in which this can be achieved. Regardless
of that party’s back-up connection there must e sarme protection for suppliers to provide services
to customers, we beliewe the current 8 hour time frame 1o be sufficient.

Smart Prepayment maters require constant communications to perform basic services such as top
ups and usage data requests. If such services are cut because the DCC & only executing its minimum
reguirement to ensure service re-connection, then this may be of significant detriment to a number
of customers, potentially leaving them without energy, It therefore i not practical in any sense to
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inadequately allow the DCC to take an "all reasonable steps’ interpretation to connection recovery as
thiz is likely to cause major harm to some of the most vulnerable consumers,

029 Rectifying Errors in Relotion to Device Credentials - Do you agree with the proposal to darify
the Users ore permitted to send the relevant Service Requests? Please provide a retional for your
wiews,

We support the proposaks that darify that Users are permitted to send service requests in order to
rectify errors. We befieve this is an important aspect of operating meters from our knowledge of
SMETS1 maeters.

Q30) SEC Panel / IKi Subscribers - Do you agree with the proposal ond associoted legol drafting to
permit SECCO to become o Subscriber for IK1 File Signing Certificates first the purposes of digitaily
signing the CPL os set out abover Mease prowde o rationole for your views,

Mo Comment,

031} Stotus of Associoted Devices - Do you agree with the proposals to remove the requirements
for DCC to modify the SMI Stotus of o device in Circumstances where the status of o Device with
which it is associoted chonges, and to dorify by when suppliers must ensure that the appropricte
Device Security Credentiols ore pioced on o Device? Please provide a rationale for your wiews,

Mo comment.

@32} Post Commissioning reporting - Do you agree with the propasal to change the reporting
obligations on DCC in relation to Devices Commissioned between DCC Live ond Release 1.37 Please
provide o rotionale for your wews.

Mo Comment.

033) subscriber Dbiigations for Certoin 1L File Signing Certificates - Do you ogree with the
proposals to modify the subscriber obiigations in relotion to Certificate Signing Requests generoted
by DCC-provided software and to ploce an additional obligation on DCC in relotion to these in
Lection GT

Litilita is in support of these new proposals, we believe the DCC should be under obligation to
provide the necessary tools for subsoribers to sign certificates using DOC-provided software. We
would like to advocate for small and independent suppliers who will banefit from this assistancs.

034 RDP 1Ds and DCC Reporting Under Section E - Do you agree with the proposal not to make
transitional changes to the SEC to deal with these matters and insteod fo reply upon ROPs and the
panel to work with DEC within the confines of its systems capability on o transitional basis?

Mo commient,
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Q35 Miscellaneous lssues ond Minor Amendments to Drafting - Do you ogree with the propasal
legal drafting emendment to C3.137 Please provide o rational for your view.

Mo comement.

Q36) Miscellaneous Issues and Minor Amendments to Drafting - Do you ogree with the proposed
legal drafting amendments to Section E27 Pleose provide o rationale for your wew.

Mo comment.

Q37) Chonges to Provide Flexibility to Accommodate Changes Arising During Testing - Do you
agree with the proposal to remove these documents from the SEC and to re-introduce them
(including any enduring changes made using Section X] by designation under Condition 22 Section
X5 of the SEC?

Uitilita agrees with the proposed legal drafting of the SEC Section X to accommodate changes arising
during testing,

038] Test Communications Hubs - Do you agree with our proposal and legal drafting in refotion to
Test Communicotions Hubs? Plegse provide o retionale for pour response.

We support this proposal for the introduction of communication hubs' further functionality. We do
not however balieve that the vasiations in functionality should be as the DOC reasonably considers
appropriate. Test comms hubs should be determined by and provided for suppliers and other
stakeholders who use test comms hubs.

0345] Consistent Terminology on "all reasonakle steps - Do you agree with the proposal and
associated legal drafting to align the wording of obligations throughout the SEC?

No comment.

040} Incident Management Policy - Do you ogree with the propesed changes to the Incident
Management Policy? Please give regsons to support pour onswer.

Mo commaent,



