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1 Executive Summary

1 Smart DCC Lid, known as the Data and Communications Campany or DCC,
welcomes the oppartunity to respond to tha consultation 'Smart Metering
Implementation Pregramme: a censultation on New Smart Energy Code and Related
Supply Licence Amendments’, released on 16 July 2015,

= DCC holds the licence, granted by the Department of Energy and Climate Change
(DECC), to establish and manage the data and communications network to connect
smart meters to the business systems of energy suppliers, network operafors and
other authorised users of the network.

3 DCC broadly welcomes the proposals in the consultation and broadly supports the
proposed changes lo the Smar Energy Code (SEC), subject to specific areas for
further consideration. DCC would lika to stress the importance of having stable
requiremeants under the SEC, this would allow the DCC Plan to proceed with a
greater level of certainty which uttimately benefits all parties and increases overall
confidance in delivery.

4 DCC consulted on its current plan and delivery strategy In late 2014, The DCC Plan
was approved by the Secretary of State on 5 March 2015. DCC's Statemant of
Scope (published 19" March 2015) describes the baseline for DCC Refease 1.0, Itis
appreciated that changes, such as some of the proposals made in this consultation,
will be encountered over the course of the implementation of Release 1.0. These
changes will ba managed via the change control process, assessed, prioritsed and
impacted approprialely. Proposed changes which are to ba adopted, will be
scheduled for implementation into an appeopriate release beyond DCC Release 1.0

5 Where any changes may be required, DCC looks forward to werking with DECC and
industry as appropriate to schedule these changes inlo releasos,

& DCC's responsa o the questions raised in the consultation are set out in the sections
which follow. If you have any questions regarding any part of this response please
contac

7 DCC's response is nan-confidential with the exception of DCC's response (o question
8, bullet number 3.
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2 DCC’s response

2.1 DCC Enrolment Mandate
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A1 DCC agrees with the pn:rp-nse.-d amandment to tha suppl-_.r licence conditions
and stresses the importance of ensuring that no other arrangements are in
place for remofe communications with SMETS2 meters. This will help to
ensufe that the benefits of SMETS2 meters ara fully realised.
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A2  DCC agrees that this obligation should laka al'rect when EJE:E s enrolment
services are firsl avallable,

2.2 DCC Enrolment and Communication Services
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A3 Service Request Processing

DCC broadly agrees with the drafting in the Service Request Processing
document DCC has, howover, [dentified soma misalignments between the
propesed legal text and the DCC solution, which has been designed and built.
Wae suggest that these sections of text are amended to ensure the subsidiary
dacument aligns with the DCC solution. This will avoid the need for additional
change requests and subsequent Impact Assessmants which may add risk to
meeting DCC Live, DCC's concerns are set out balaw:

* Clausa 8.2: DCC notes that it does not understand the rationale for
part (&), in terms of how clause 6.1(f) applies to 6.2(a), and would
welcome further clarification on the proposed legal text.

»  Clause 7.1; DCC suggests that clause 7.1 iz amended to includa the

; text as follows, ‘DCC shall send an Acknowledgement to the User and
(whether befare or after such Acknowledgement is sent) apply the
following checks...'. This amended drafting would reflect tho fact that
some checks are performed by the DCC solution prior to the

T ——
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Acknowledgement and some post Acknowiedgement This principle
has been reflected in the drafting of clause 6.1, as a result of past
recommendations by the DCC. For consistency, DCC suggests that
the warding In clause 6.1 and 7.1 is aligned.

» Clausa 7.1: DCC seeks clarity on the proposed legal text of part (&) of
clause 7.1. Is the intent of the clause to check only the Cerificates
Within the XML par of the Signed Pre-Command or the entire Signed
Pre-Command format, including the GBCS Payload? The DCC solution
currently only checks Certificates within the XML format part of the
Signed Pre-Command (as per the Service Request check set out in
clause 6,1(e)). Any certificates contained within the GBCS Payload
part of the Signed Pre-Command are not checked, as this would
require the reading of the GBCS payload and introduce an additional
requiremeant on the DCC for GBCS payload packet inspection of
cerificalas.,

= Clause 15.1: DCC seeks clarification as to the meaning of clause 15.1.
DCC is keen to understand whether this is intended to refer lo:

a) all Alerts recelved from Communications Hubs

b) all Alerts received from Communications Hubs as defined by GBCS
¢) subsets of Alerts as defined by DUIS in the DCC Alerts section

d) other

The DCC solution aligns with option c) as only some Alerls are
appropriale to forward on to Users where GBCS defines an Alert as
being sent to the ACB rather than the WAN provider, DCC Alerts AD1,
W24, M25 and N33 are the only DCC Alerts generated when a
Communications Hub's Alert is recetved by the DCC. DCC suggests
that it would not be appropriate to forward all Alerts received from the
Communications Hub, as some Alers are only relevant to tha WAN
Pravider wha will take action on behatf of these Alers. DCC proposes
that the legal text is amended to reflect this position,

= Clause 15.2: the DCC sclution does notl support the sending of
Responsaes to multiple Parties, a Responsa is sent to a singlo party
(the sender of the ariginal Service Request) as defined In the GBCS.
DCC proposes that clause 15.2 is amended to reflect this.

= Clause 15.3: DCC notes that this is a new requirement added to the
SEC that Imposes new obligations on the DCC. There is no
functionality within the DCC systems to send Alerts to this effect. DCC
suggests that this requirement is removed or considered for inclusion
in a later release of the DCC systems if required.

*  Clause 16.1: DCC suggests that par (c) of clause 16.1 s amended to
anable DCC to have the ability to implement a form of Anomaly
Datection on Read Inventory Service Requests. This will help to
prevent data mining of the Smart Metering Inventory by a User.

= Clause 16.1: DCC noles that part (d) of Clause 16.1 does nat
reference all of the non device services and DCC seeks clarfication of
what happens when successful for the following Service Requests:
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" [SR121 [ Request WAN matrix

SRE.13 Relum Local Command Besponse

SRE 141 Communications Hubs Status Update - Install
Succass

Communications Hubs Stalus Updale - Install No
SRB142 S AN

SRE 143 Communications Hubs Status Update - Fault
Return

SRE.14.4 gﬂﬁmun}caﬁuns Hubs Status Update = No Fault
aturn

Inventory Enrolment and Withdrawal Procedures

‘DCC broadly agrees with the drafting in the Inventory Enrolment and
Withdrawal Procedures document. DCC has, however, identified some
misalignments between the proposed legal text and the DCC solution, which
has been designed and built. Wa suggest that these sections of text are
amended to ensure the subsidiary document aligns with the DCC solution.
This will avold the need for additional change requests and subsequent Impact
Asspssments which may add nsk fo meeting DCC Live. DCC's concemns are
set out below:

* Clause 4.6: DCC suggests that in part (d) of clause 4.6, tha SM| Status
of 'Pending’ should ba added to the list of SMI Status. Tho clause as
drafted preciudes a User from joining a Type 1 device to a smart meter
using Local Command Services, withoul having to sequentially request
each Service Request from the DCC only after the Command has been
applied locally to the Device, as it would need to wait for the SMI status
update befora sending the next Service Request to DCC. Feedback
received from Users in the DUIS industry consultations during 2015
and DCC Design Forums run during 2014 and 2015 indicate that the
use of Local Command Services should be mada available for batches
of Services Requests, sent in advance, that will enable a working HAN
ta be created when commands are applied locally.

* Clause 4,7: DCC agrees with the intent of clause 4.7 and suggests that
the drafting is amended to ensure the SMI Status for Gas Proxy
Function is set to "Commissioned' in all cases, This is o prevent the
possibllity that the SMI Status remains al a SMI Status of ‘Installed not
commissioned’. DCC has also Identified that if the amendment lo
clause 4.7 is not comrected, clause 4.8 will not work as inlended.

= Clauses 4.7,4.10, 4.11 and 4.14: DCC broadly agrees with the intent
of these clauses, which s to ensure changing the SMI status of a
higher level Device changes the status of the lower level Davicos
(associaled with that Device). However, DCC |s concerned that the
changes made in the propesed legal text do not align with the DCC

e T e e e e e e e 50 F B 460 bl kaai

DCC Controlied



Smart Metering Implementation Programme [l:): :‘:ﬁmuni:a tions
CCC responsa

Consultation on new SEC content (July 2015) -

Company

24

Qs

AS

solutien, DCC proposes that the legal drafting is amended to align with

the DCC solution. Our specific comments are set out belaw:;

a) Inthe DCC solution, the action set out in clause 4.12 is unique and
the action of a successful Commissien Device Service Request
only updates the SM| Status of the specified Electricity Smart Meter
or Gas Smart Meter to 'Commissioned’. The SM| Status is not
changed for any other Device as part of this process.

b) Clauses 4,10 and 4.11: DCC considers that part (b) of each of
these clauses is not consistent with the DCC solution;

I.  Clause 4,10b, in order to commission a Type 1 device, only
the successful execution of a Join Service Requost will
change tha SMI Status to ‘Commissioned’, Commissioning
the ather Device will not have the effect of also
Commissioning the Type 1 Device as a direct result.

fi. Clause 4.11b, in order to commission a GFF, only the
successful execution of a Joln Service Request will changa
the SMI Status to ‘Commissioned’. Commissioning tha
G3ME will not have the effect of also Commissioning the
GPF as a direct result. i

c) Clause 4,14; DCC considers that part (b) and (c) of this clause are
not consistent with the DCC solution, The successful execution of a
Commission Device Service Request will only update the SMI
Status of the specified ESME or GSME to 'Commissioned’. Mo
other Device SMI Status is changed as part of this process.

* DCC suggests that clause 4.9 Is amended lo includa Type 2 Devices
that are CADs. This is to ensure that the SEC is in alignment with the
DCC User nterface Services Schedula and DUIS, which specify that
an Othar User |s an Eligible User for Join Service (Non-Critical) Service
Request to join Type 2 Devices for CADs.

* DCC proposes that any references to accessing reports via the 551, for
example in clause 5.9 aro removed to align with tha DCC system. The
DCC solution Is not designed to deliver this functionality.

Do you hmru any sp-acmc mmentn on tha pmpnsed revisau:l appman:h ln ;
dealing with le—ﬂummlsslnnlng ﬂh1laatlnn.-a rm:dudinu tha prnpusal '
daleta Eac:ﬂnns M27 Bnd M2, E? i Tk

DCC agrees with the principle of setljng out ﬂrrnngamenta in relation to Post-
Commissiening Obligations in the Inventory Enrolment and Withdrawal
Pracedures document. We have no specific comments on the proposed legal
fext

Do you have any comments on the prplpﬁﬂﬂ approach?

DCC agrees with the propesed approach and has no specific comments on
the proposed legal drafting,
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Qb Do you hava an:.r mmmants nn the pmpnsed dral'hng nhangas tn Eal:ﬂnna £
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AG  In principle, DCC agrees with the pfnpl:r&Ed apprua:h but has a numher nl
concerns about how the approach has been reflected in the proposed legal
text.

Section F2 - CPL Requirements Documant

OCC proposes the following amendments to the legal text, in arder to align
Section F2 to the DCC solution:

* DCC suggests that under clause 7.1 °... Digitally Signed so0 as o
reasonably...’ is amended lo make it clear that there will be two
signalures, each one provided by the Authorised Responsible Officers
of SECAS. We propose the legal text reads *.. Digitally Signed by two
Authorised Responsible Officers of SECAS so as (o reasonably...”.

= DCC suggosts that under clause 7.2 the legal text is amended to read
‘Digital Signature’, replacing 'Digital Signatures'.

Section A
DCC would like to note the following issues:

* The changes that have been proposed to the definition of Device Type
and Davice Model will mean that the definition in the proposed legal
text Is misaligned to the Smart Metering Inventory design definition
(within tha DSP solution) and the Read Inventory Service Request
definition. The misalignment created by the proposed definitions will
create confusion and will result in the definitions in the SEC not being
in line with the DCC design assumptions. DCC's specific comments on
the propesed definitions are set out below:

a) Inthe proposed definition of Device Type there is now no separala
device type for the Gas Proxy Function, the implication will be that
a Communications Hub will have two device [dentifiers and It will
not be possible to see which cne is a CHF and which Is the GPF.
Similarly the ESME definition has three separate device typoes
rather than the previous single ESME with a separate varant
identifier in the DCC solution design.

b) Device Model definition - the DCC solution does nol currently store
the hardware version within the Smart Metering Invantory, but it
does store the other three parts of the Device Model definition.
There is also no definition within the SEC for what this hardware
version represents or the format of this Identifier. Firmware version
Is defined in the GBCS. DCC would request a definition of
hardware version in the SEC.

* The proposed changes to the CPL under clause 2.1 of the CPL
Requirements Document will result In misalignments with the Smart
Metering Inventory design within the DSP solution and the Read
Inventory and Device Pre-Notification Service Requesl. DCC suggesls
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that feedback from all Parties on the impact of the change is reviewed
before the changes are concluded on.

= DCC notes that the ‘Auxiliary Load Conlrol’ definition has been
ramoved and seeks clarification on why it has been remaved from the
SEC. The DCC syslem's design assumptions are based on the
definition provided in the previous (concluded) version of the SEC.

= DCC sugpests the definition of ‘Commissioned’ is amended to reflact
the essental critoria thal a device can only be commissioned if therae is
a SMWAN connection,

* DCC secks more information on why the following definitions have
been changed: ‘HAN Connected Auxiliary Load Control Switch’, “IHD'
and 'Pre-Payment Meter Interface Device', The DCC's solution aligns
to the previous definitions in the SEC and we are concerned as la the
misalignmant that the proposed changes will create between the DCC
solution and the SEC.

= The definition of 'PPMID Technical Specification’ Is incomplate, ‘means
the document(s) set out in Schedule [TEC]. DCC would ask the
definition ks confirmed.

* DCC notes that the definition of *Smart Metering System' excludes any
Type 2 davices that are on the HAN. We seek clarification on whether
this Is intended as we believe that they are still part of the Smart
Melering Systam.

* DCC notes that the definition of *Successfully Executed’ is incomplete
as It excludes Service Request and a Non Device definition, as in Non
Device Service and Transform Service meaning of '‘Successiully
Executed’ for a Service Request.

= DCC seaks clarification on why there is a different approach to the
definitions of 'Type 1 Device' and Type 2 Devices'. DCC would
supgest that bath need to map back to the technical specifications (i.e,
SMETS).

= For the definition of 'Valid' DCC suggest that this should not be a
defined term in its own right and that the defined term should be
replaced with "Valid Technical Specification’ as per the term Valid
Communications Hubs, which siis directly below this defined term.

= The definition of Technical Specification’ in the SEC has been revised
to include each of the CHTS, the HCALCS Technical Specification, tha
IHD Technical Specification, the PPMID Technical Specification, and
the SMETS. As for current definitions we have CHTS v1.46 and
SMETS v1.58, the others do not have explicit version numbers as they
are in fact contalned within the SMETS as different sections. DCC
seeks clarification as to whether the intention is to create new separate
documents and versions of the HCALCS Technical Specification, the
IHD Technical Specification, tha PPMID Technical Specification and
leave SMETS to define only the Gas Smart Metering Equipment
Technical Specifications and Electricity Smart Metering Equipment
Technical Specifications. DCC notes thal because of this the proposed
definition of Technical Specification Is different to the definition used in
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the DCC design assumptions and does not align with the documents
currently included as part of the basefine. In any case, a Dovico Model
included as part of the CPL may not have a version of a technical
specification under this definition and so the wording should say ‘where
appropriate or applicable’ to make this clear.

Section H
DCC would like 1o note the following issues with section H:

Clausa H3.9; DCC agrees with the intention of this clause, however
notes that the proposed legal lext does not align with the DCC solution
and implies more direct checks than have been designed and built for.
Within tha DCC salution this is not a direct check but instead occurs as
a result of indirect checks and as a result of other validation rules
within the solution. This is not explicit In the Device stalus check
currently defined within the DCC solution and the checks applied are
the same for both User Raole sels in parts a) and b), The DCC solution
gligns to part a) SMI Status values for all User Roles. There s no
overlay of the User Role within the Device status validation check.
DCC would recommend that the legal text is amended to align with the
DCC systems.

Clause H6.6: DCC notes that this is a new requirement and is not
currently supported by the DCC solution. The DCC solution provides a
Decommission Device Service Request to be used by Users for a
specified Devica In order to decommission that device, No other wider
SM| Status updales are made to decommission other devices as
requasted by this clause. There is a strict one to one mapping to only
decommission the device specified within the Service Request as per
the User request. DCC notes thal allowing the DCC 1o automatically
update other SMI Status values would not be appropriate and that this
should be left to the User o manage as per the requirement in Clause
H5.6.

Clause H5.8: DCC notes that part (¢) of this clausa Is a new
requirement and s nol currently supported by the DCC solution. DCC
is concemed thal part (c) is not appropriate and should be removed
from the legal text, DCC is not expecting to manage the Device Log of
the Cemmunications Hub function directly as this is for Users to
manage via the Update HAN Device Log Service Request There [s no
provision within the DCC solution to communicate directly with a
Communications Hub upon de-enrolment of a smart metering system.
This request will only change the SMI Status of the Communications
Hub within the DCC Smart Metering Inventory.

Clause HB.9: DCC seeks clarification on the intent of this clause. The
DCC solution currently has no direct check to support this. Ifa SR 8.5
= SorviceQptCut is received from either an Import Supplier or a Gas
Supplier, the DCC shall update the Smart Metering Inventory and set
the Device SM| Status of the specified Device contained in the header
to “‘Withdrawn®. The slandard registration checks are carried out lo
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T e R T N
ensure that the sender of the Service Request is a Responsibla
Supplier for that Device only. It is unclear from this clause how the
DCC is expected 1o manage a request to withdraw a Communications
Hub Function if that Communications Hub Function forms part of more
than ane Smart Matering System as this would imply that twa Users
would both have to give consent which is not possible from the existing
Service Request definitions.

Q7 Dn v_mu agraa wﬂh f.na pmpmml 1::: mw& aumn of tha tnr.hnT:::ul dﬂtﬂlh in FE
into a n-1.|I:|fai|:IIﬂrg|I document in line mth the appsrnal:.h 1E'|'Iﬂl'l In mlal[-nn to
Sections H4 HE&HE? : e NI R e -

AT  DCC considers this would be appropriate gh'an l,hls appma.ch has bean taken
elsawhara.

2.3 SEC amendments to support Smart Metering Testing
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AB OCC notes that the FIE'H'lD[IE dmﬁmg in T2.3, T3.3 and T5.3 waould hava

required DCC to test against the SEC4 consultation version published on
30" June 2014. DCC recognises that as a result the wording of these
clauses needed lo change to reflect the fact that a number of changes
have since been made to the relevant sections of the SEC, many of which
as a result of DCC feedback.

However, the current DCC Plan (as approved by the Secretary of State on
5" March 2015) and Release 1.0 functionality is baselined on the SEC
Stage 4 consultation conclusions as of January 2015 together with agreed
design assumptions. Further changes to the relevant sectons of tha SEC
have been proposed in this consultation; we have provided our comments
on these changes elsewhare in this response, DCC does not consider it
appropriate for any unanticipated additional obligations to be included
within the testing objectives. This Is particularly the casa for the SIT
Objective, where SIT has begun at the beginning of September 2015.

On 107 August DECC published the first version of the Testing Baseline
Requirements Document which outlined the technical and procedural
requirements supporting the refevant sections of the SEC,

In addition, DCC is currently considering the best approach to
implementing a number changes to DCC systems in order to address IRPs
issued for GBCS and some discrepancies between DCC's contracted

DCC Controlied ) I Page 10 of 26
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solution and SEC drafting. This is being actively discussed through SMDG.

DCC's delivery strategy, with a number of releases, may, for example,
require the ability for DCC to complete SIT for a release, recognising that
SIT may again be required for a |ater release. Once the approach has
been agreed, this may require wider consideration of the drafting within
Section T.

In addition, DCC notes that the current drafting of T2.3/T3.3/T5.3 does not
recognise any transitional variations that may be included within Section X.
DCC recognises that this drafting may itself be varied by any transitional
\rﬂriﬂlj'un within Section X to ensure alignment

(] ' Do you aﬁma with the pmpnsnl that lhu DCC shnuid uﬂ‘ar a taalrn-g sm'w:a
for pmspﬂr:.tl'.'a MNon- Enlmw]r Eupplm'i' : 1

A8 In principle, DCC considers that it is appmpnatﬂ that such a testing service
should be available. However, there are a number of practical implications
thal need to be considered. These are set out below:

=  DCC notes that the proposed ff; ification
was submitted to the Secretary of State as a draft SEC Subsidiary

Document on 28 May 2015, It strosses that thero are ongoing
discussions about the appropriateness of proceeding with the
solution sot oul In the draft SEC Subsidiary Document DCC
therefore reminded its stakeholders at the end of August 2015 that
the Nen-Gateway Interface Specification was published as a draff,
for information only, and that the Secretary of State has yet to
conclude on its suitability In Its current form and the solution is
therefore subject to change.

= The ongoing discussions cover issues over the cost of the solution,
when considered In relation to its benefits, the amount of time for
which the solution would be relevant and the number of Users likely
to make use of such a solution,

[ - }C

s  [OCC is concerned that there (s Insufficlent tme (o allow the current
consultation on these obligations to be concluded, run a
consultation to develop the detail of the Non-Gateway Interfaco
Taests, develop the service in line with the consultation outcome
and Implement the service during the period of transitional testing.
If this requirement were to be imposed a practical and acceplable
method to work-around this process would be needed.

= [DCC anticipates that this testing senvice would be required
alongsida Interface Testing. Wea would ask for this to be confirmed.
If this is the case, it will have a number of implications. Those
Include bringing forward the delivery of the Non-Gateway Interface
to enable testing and additional support for Mon-Gateway Suppliers
at the same time as supporting ather lest phases and testing
participants. Users of this service may alsa have concems
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regarding the iming of new obligations.

= [DCC seeks clarification on whether testing participants would ba
mandated to use this service. DCC considers the possible options
to include, a) all Suppliers being mandated, on the basis that DCC
Live and change of supplier for a customer with a SMETS2 device
operated via DCC could occur with anly two Suppliers capable of
using the DCC, b) all small Suppliers being mandated = an the
basis that large Suppliers have an obligation to be ready to
commenca (but not compiete) UEPT as soon as reasonably
practicable, ¢) no Suppliers being mandated = on the basis that all
Suppliers will have an incentive to becoma DCC Users within a
given period of time.

* DCC seeks clarity on whether this is an enduring requirement (e.g.
will new Suppliers in the future have a grace period where they
could be Non-Gateway Suppliers before becoming a DCC User) or
if it Is a ransitional requirement (e.g. It only exists to support the

* DCC anticipates that SEC Subsidiary Documents (such as the
Enduring Testing Approach Document) will require revision to
Includa this new testing service. This document is due to be
submitted to the Secretary of State before the date that we
understand this consullation will be concluded,

Qio Do you intend ta tost unly Damas {and not User Eﬁlama',i agmnsl thu
: " DCC Ejfﬂ'tﬂl'l'ili? |1' sn how and when do ynu IntEmd {o da thla:i' Is it ynur
intention to: I:ra:.nma a SEC Party and aslabllsh a Dl:l'..-" Galﬂwﬁy :
Connection; rely on other pmﬂaa o intum::l. mth the DGC for the errpusas
of testing. Dﬂ‘dﬂ‘-’!_._ or another meana [e g dn_‘_ad mnn&:ﬂun without being.
.a SEC Party)? - -

A10 DCC’s response is in refation to the propasal to allow nen-SEC Parties to
test Devices with the DCC System.

DCC notes that there are many practical reasons that require any
arganisation that wishes {o test interoperability of Devices with the DCC to
become a SEC Parly and to do 5o via a DCC Gateway Connection {or to
do so with the suppert of an organisation that meels these requirements).
We have consistently highlighted and explained these reasons, which
include:

* Testing interoperability of Dovices with tha DCC requires testing
with DCC Syslems, which includes the DCC User |nterfaca.

* Use of the DCC User Interface requires a DCC Gateway
Connection, use of SMKI and DCCK| and the ability to send
Service Requests. This requires an organisation to become a SEC
Party.

* Procurement of a DCC Gateway Connection requires the
organisation to become a SEC Party.
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DCC notes that the additional cost and effort to become a SEC Parly is not
excessive and should therefora not be an impediment to an organisation
wishing to lest Devices with the DCC with the alm of selling those Devices
into the GB market.

DCC also noles that there are several organisations that ara SEC Parties
and are developing the ability to send Service Reguests to Devices, It is
practical and likely o be economical, If there are non-SEC Parbes whao
wish to test Davices, for these arganisations to make ﬂnnngementa to test
Devices.

In summary, DCC notes that there are very real conslderations against
enabling non-SEC Parties to test Davices with the DCC System, which
make this an Impractical requiremant.

2.4  Public Key Infrastructure

|-—|--|—-|--|-|--—-

Qi1 Do ynu ng:r&ﬂ vﬂth thu prupmals nnd assurdalarl:l l&gal -:iramng in
 elation to the SMKI Recovery Procedure Gu-danna ﬂﬂwmunl‘? Pfﬂaser
p«rmldaamhnna&afnrwunimu Tl AR A

Al DCC's understanding is that this quashm relates to the SMKI Rﬂﬂn'-'ury
Key Guidance document referenced in the legal text. DCC agrees with the
principle of development and consultation on a series of guidelines that the
SMEI PMA will apply in order to determine whether DCC should utilise the
Contingancy Private Key or Recovery Privale Key in arder to recover from
a Compromise, This will provide clarity and certainty regarding the likely
circumstances in which these DCC Keys will be utifised as part of tho
aMKl Recovery Procedure.

However, DCC has some concermns which are set out befow,

* DCC has a significant role in the provision of Information upon which
the SMKI PMA would form its opinion, It is therefore Important that the
DCC has early opportunity to provide input to the development of tho
initial version of the SMKI Recovery Key Guidance document.

*  \With regard to the scope of the SMKI Recovery Key Guidance
document, DCC considers it critical that the scope should Include:

a) clarification that any decision by the SMKI PMA would relate to ()
whether the Centingency Private Key or Recovery Private Key
should be used, ii) which of the steps in tha SMKI Recovery
Procedure should be executed and i) timescales within which the
SMHKI Recovery Procedure should be executed; and

b) recognition that the decislon of the SMEI PMA will ba in the contesxt
of tho avallable recavery functionality that can be utilised as par of
the DCC Systems.

DCC considers that these additions to the scope of the SMKI Recovery
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Key Guidance are critical to ensure that the decision of the SMKI PMA
can be implemented and is sufficiently flaxibla to allow the recovery
process lo addrass differant clrcumstances, for example, in certain
situations the risk assessment may be such thal the suspansion of
communications with Davices may not be required,

* DCC notes that the inclusion of clause L10.11 introduces duplication in
the legal taxt in redation to the SMKI Recovery Procedure, in respect of
obligatons to provide infarmation to support SMKI PMA, decisions on
whether certain procedures should be execuled.

» DCC notes that there appears to be a typographical error in the
drafting of clause L10.12(d); the legal taxt should read 'as initially
determined by it' rather than ‘as initial determined by It',

DCC strongly recommends thal the SMKI Recovery Key Guidance
document is not published, either for consultation or when finalisod and
approved, as it can provide valuable information to a potential attacker in
relation to when the SMKI Recovery Procedure will be executed in certain
circumstances. Howover, recognising that the guidance information will
need to ba made available lo Parties impacted by the SMKI Recovery
Procedure, DCC suggests that the SMEI PMA conduct a closed
consultation and only with Parties who are Subscribers o Organisation
Certficates (both initially and on an ongelng basis). Each Subscriber
should have an abligation to treat the SMKI Recovery Key Guidanca
document as confidential (and therefore not to share the document outside
its organisation). Prior to the issuing of Live SMKEI Certificates, DCC
suggests that this is a closed consultation involving all Parties.

Q12 Do you agree with the proposed drafting on how changes ta the SMKI
.Hennvery Key Guldﬂn:ﬁ are mnnagﬂd or do you ‘think it should be a SEC
Subsidiary Document and ‘open o the SEC. rnndlﬁnaﬂnn pm:asa? Please
provide a ratlnnara l‘nr yuur respmsa '

A12 DCC agree with the requirement for the SMKI Rmmq.r Huy Guidance
document, however DCC does not consider it appropriate that tho
document should be a SEC Subsidiary Document.

DCC suggests that the approval and governance of the SMKI Recovery
Key Guidance document is managed through the SMKI PMA formal
governance procass and the documents security requirements are
considered in the associated procedures (as set out in DCC's responsa o
question 11). This approach would be consistent with the principle duly of
the SMKI PMA which is to manage the requirements for the SMKI (SMKI
PMA Terms of Reference, v1.1).

We would alsa recommend that the document includes defining the criteria
which will be applied in order to determine if the Contingency Private Key
or Recovery Private Key should be used to recover from a Compromise or
suspected Compromisa,
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Q13 Duwu ng&awrth lhﬂ prupus-ﬂls &nd Hsm{:ated [eual drarhng in; relation
‘o the SMKI Rnunuurr Prunudum U‘ﬂl:ll!flll.'l!'? Fhaaﬂ nru-ridu a mﬂnnnia l‘nr
your view,

Al13 DCC does not agree that the prnpnsala and associated legal dmﬂing in
relation to the SMKI Recovery Procedure Liabdities are appropriate in their
current form. DCC has some concerns which are set out below:

= |n association with the proposed obligation on DCC to assess
reasonable costs:

8) inthe case of a Recovery Event, as a Party DCC would in most
cases Incur Recovery Costs. The implication of this is that DCC will
be assessing its own costs, It may not be appropriate for DCC to
ass5ess its own costs relaled to recovery claims.

b) DCC noles that it does not intend to maintain the In-house
oxpartise o assess the validity of losses and their values, and will
need lo rely on exiernal professional help on this matter,

As @ result, DCC recommend that the obligation for determining

reasonable costs should sit with the SEC Panel and suppart the

principle in L1020 that an external and independent body is appaointed
to verify if costs requested by Parties aro fair and accurate.

» Cash flow requirements: the proposed approach will place significant
cash flow requirements on DCC. Whilst the drafting in clause L10.24
allows payment of costs to bae deferred upon decision by the Panel, it s
still likely that Recovery Costs (which may be in the tens of millions of
pounds, and significantly more in exirema circumstances) will need fo
be paid to affected Parties before the costs can be recavered through
DCC’s charging regime. DCC considers that these are the options
available fo addross this issue;

a) DCC intentionally plans an over recovery through the Charging
Stalement In order Lo fund a Toat’ for any potential Recovery
Caosts, This would essentially be a form of industry self-insurance
(captive). DCC does not support this approach as the event
should be low in ikelihood, yet the size of the ‘floal’ may neod to
be significant, identifying the size of the required float will ba
chalenging and this approach would be add odds with the
proposals on which Ofgem are consulting to deter over recovering
by DCC.

by Once costs are delermined, DCC will reclaim the costs from Users
and will only provide agreed costs lo affected Parties onca
sufficient monies are received. This could consist of either:

i, Amending the Charging Statement in year, however the
abiity to amend the Charging Statement during the year is
limited to the provision of three months' notice, unless the
Authority agrees to a shorter notice period (note that this Is
an Authority decision, where L1024 proposes a Panel
decision). In addition, dependent upon how many months
remain within the Regulatory Year, this may lead to either an
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exiended pericd to recover the cash required, of an ower-
recovery in the remainder of the year; or

il. The ability for DCC lo introduce a one off payment (in a
single month, or spread over 8 number of months
proportionata to the value) to increase the cash available to
pay the Recovery Costs |s introduced,

c) DCC procures insurance or adopts another risk management
approach (either for part of the potential cost or entire expasura),
DCC expects that such insurance is likefy to be high:

i, The extent of liability Is very difficult to assess as to how far
DCC's exposure extends, The terms of any insurance
contract would put strict limits on what its policy will cover
with any residual losses not covered being managed through
Users’ own policies,

ii. The current obligations do not placa obligations on Parties
(other than DCC) to secure their key material using FIPS
accredited HSMs. This obligation would reduce the overall
risk and the assoclated insurance cost.

In light of thesa issues DCC would welcome the opportunity to discuss with
DECC how the obligations in respect of cost recovery following a Recovery
‘Event can be best managed.

In addition to the general concerns described above, DCC would like to
note the following:

* Clause L10.6; in relation to supporting the maintenance of the SMKI
Recovery Procedure, DCC considers that this is extremely broad and
that it would bo difficult to establish how it would bo determined that
such cosis would not otherwise be incurred. DCC recommends that the
rationale for the recovery of costs for supporting the maintenance of
the procedures and amangements set out in the SMKI Recovery
Frocedura requires further consideration.

* Clause L10.13(d); the legal text contains a typo, ‘initial determined by
it" should read ‘initially determined by it'.

* Clausa L10.17; DCC is concemed that there is no criteria as lo how it
will be determined what costs have been reasonably incurred. For
example, would consumer on-costs such as compensation to
prepayment customers if affected be included. DCC is concarmed that
this could be a complex and lengthy forensic process.

*  Clause L10.18; the legal text requires an entirety new set of processes
to be developed by DCC. This ks not currently within DCC's work plan
for process development or cost projections.

* |f this obiigation were to eventually rest with DCC, we consider that the
following amendments or additions to the SEC obligations would be
requingd:

a) a) Provision of a forecast of costs at the time of notification of
intent to submit a claim (L10.19 would need o be amended to
include this). This would provide a basis for DCC to plan for its
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activities to assess, process and reimburse such costs,
b) Updates to the forecasts provided in point @) on quarterly basis,
up to the point at which a final claim Is submitted.
¢) An obligation to obtain a report from Indepandent auditor on all
occasions where a claim is submitted, which would requira
amendment to L10.23.
d) Ability for DCC to defer reimbursement of costs where its cash
position does not allow it 1o ocour,
= Clause L10.20: it is unclear how DCC would determine what
information is required, as there is no criteria to define what
‘reasonable’ means.

Clause L10,21: the determination of reasonable costs is [kely to be
contentious, DCC recommends that the legal text s amended to refiect
that an independent auditor is always to be involved rather than as
determined to be reasonably required.

Q14 I.Dn you E-HI'EE -mth tha pruposais and asmﬂatad ragal draﬂhg o usu Ill:l
for r:umrnun]m'tfnns nvnq tha NGI and in mlalhn I,n TAD'i' F’h:-asa pr-:-'u'lda a
| rauunulﬂ l'nr '_|'fll.:|!' vlaw i et -] ! 2

Ald DCC agroos that the deﬁnrtlun of 1Kl should ba Expanded to include the
concepts of File Signing Certificates used to digitally sign cerain files
required to be submitted to DCC in accordance with the SEC. This facility
will support the ebligations as set out in the baselined Threshald Anomaty
Detection Procedure (TADF). It would also support the obligations in the
current version of the Non Gateway Interface Specification (NGIS), DCC
noles that the NGIS is currently the subject of ongoing discussions (as set
out in response o question 9).

However, DCC would ke to point out that the use of IKI 1o support digital
signing of files will need lo extend beyond the purposes set oul in the
consultation. For example, the recently consulted SMKI Recovery
Precedure refies on digitally signed files {using File Signing Cerlificates)
being submitted to the DCC by Subscribers o support the recovery
procedures,

In this context, DCC considers that the definition of IKI should be amended
so that it encompasses other uses of File Signing Certificates (issued
under |KI) for digital signing. DCC recommends that a definition along the
following lines would ba appropriate:

‘means tho public key infrastructure established by DCC for the
puposa, amang other things, of authenticaling communicalions
baltween;
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Parties and the OCA and DCA;
Partios and the DCC where a Parties are required to provide files in
accordance with the SEC that are Digital Signed using the Privale
key corresponding with a File Signing Certificate™

In additien to the Issue ralsed above, DCC notes the following issues;

v Clausa L5.1; DCC can confirm that the K] CRL and ARL will ba
required fo support the use of IKI for file signing by the DSP.

* Clausa L10.7: the consultation document refers to changes made
to section L10.7 in relation to IKI aignment to SMK], However, this
section does not reference K],

Q15 Do you agrea i.hal it is necessary for the PMA to be able to require
Parties to nominate Key Custodians? Pium prnurldu a ratinnala for your
response. : L8

Al5 DCC agrees that it Is necessary for tha SM I{I F'MA to ba ablo to mqulrﬁ
Parties to nominate Key Custodians, Such Key Custodians are required In
ofder to provide distributed protection of certain DCC Private Keys (i.e. the
Contingency Private Key and the Recovery Private Key). As these Private
Keys enable their User to replace all Organisation Certficates on Devices,
DCC agrees that these keys should be securely stored and their use be
subject to appropriate protection and controls.

Experience of DCC's Service Providers suggests that it is not always the
case that users of a PKI are keen fo nominate individuals o baecome Key
Custodians. As sel out in the consulted version of the SMKI Recovery
Procedure, there are various obligations which apply to Key Custodians (or
specifically the organisations on beha!f of who they are acting). In addition,
Key Custodians must to be avallable lo respond outside working hours, for
axample, to attend a key ceremony required to utilise the Recovery Private
Ky,

In this context, DCC considers that it is appropriate for the PMA to have
the ablity to, where necessary, direct any Party to nominate an individual
to become a Key Custodian,

Qis Do you agree with the proposals, and associated lagal drafting to rnal:a
clarificatory n:hangas to, tha SMEI Cartrﬁnate Fnl‘.fclaa? Pleasa prnvll:r-u a
~ rationale l'n-r :.rnurﬁe.v : - i

AlB DCC broadly agrees with the proposals. With respect to the proposed legal
taxt DCC notes that that 1K| CRLs and ARLs should be published to the

' DCC notes that a definition of File Signing Certficate will need to be raisad from the TADP or NGIS to
Section A of tha SEC in onder for Bhis berm {0 ba usad
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SMEI Repository in order to support DSP validation of Digitally Signed files
utilising File Signing Certificates.

WWhera now provisions have been included and changes made to ensura
technical correctness, DCC assumes that comesponding changes will
need lo be made and approved to the K] Cerdificate Policy (by DECC and
the SMKI PMA) where appropriate.

Q17 o Do yuu a-grea mth thu proposals, and aasndated Iagal ctramnu In allnw
the DCC to become an EIFgIIb:Ia -Euha-:-rih-ﬁ fﬂrurtmﬂ EHH! Organisation
Cerificatas l‘nr the purpose ulﬂgnrnn Re-gnstmh-un I::ata? E'IEEEB pmwd&

rntmnalu ll:nr your view. ! -

AT DCC broadly agrees with the proposed legal drafting and notes the
following:

» DCC may request Organisation Certificates for a Remoto Party
Role that is not specified in the GB Companion Specification for the
purposas specified in the SEC Subsidiary Documents such as
signing DCC Status Files sent to Registration Data Providers,
signing DUIS XML, signing transfarmed commands and ather
fulure usages as may be specified from time to time in the SEC
Subsidiary Documents.

* The DCC proposes that the SMKI PMA is notified of the Remote
Party Role codes that the DCC may use from time to time.

* DCC preposes that the right to request Crganisation Certificate for
a Remote Party Raole code that is not specified in the GB
Companion Specification |s extended to Parties for the purpose of
signing DUIS XML as specified in the DCC User Interface
Eneezur‘u.a.mn

Q18 Do you agree mﬂ'l the Ingm draﬂing tn ﬂhlrga Nnhmﬁ: Operators to
establish their 'Drganlmﬂurt Gartlﬂc.alas pril:li‘ to DCC Live? Pilnzrsu pm'.'ldﬂ
a rﬂhnnﬂlﬂ far your vfaw . .

AlB DCC agrees with the principle of obliging Network Operators lo establish
their Organisation Cerificates prior to DCC Live, However, DCC is aware
that an [ssue remains outstanding in relation to placing Organisation
Certificates on Devices for Metwork Operators (both DCC Usars and non
DCC Users). Glven the structure of GBCS and the detall of the installation
and commissloning process for a Davice, the Responsible Supplier must
place the relevant Network Operator's Organisation Certificate on that
Device once they are installed.

As a result, a Network Operator will need lo Interact with the Responsible
Supplier in order to;

= Receive notification that its Organisation Certificate has been placed
on Devices, and

* Malntaln a mapping of Organisation Certificates and the Devices on
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which they have been placed.

This is particulary appropriate whera Network Operators choose not to
become DCC Galeway Connection users.

DCC therefore considers that additional SEC obligations may be required
in order to ensura that this information is shared (i.e. from the Respansibla
Supplier to the Network Operator) and maintained (by the Network
Operator), This is particularly relevant for the SMK] Recovery Procedure,
when Subscrbers are obliged (as part of the majority of the recovery
procedures) to provide DCC with details of the Devicas on which tha
affected Certificales are placed.

Q18 Do you ag'mn with the proposal and legal drﬁm |;'_I relation to the
miscellaneous changes to the PKI content? Please provide a rationale
for your view, i A bttt . FpEa

Al Expanded the scope of the SMKI Code of Connection and the SMKI
Repository Code of Connection

DCC agrees with the expansion of the scope of the SMEI Code of
Connection and the SMKI Repository Code of Connection.

Expanded thoe scope of the SMKI RAPP to make pravision for the
means by which the DCC may verify the Identity and authaorisation of
individuals and Parties for the purposes of the DCCKI Services.

DCC agrees with the expansion of the SMKI RAPP, which aligns with tha
SMKI RAPP as submitted to the Secretary of State on B July 2015,

Deleted from DCCHKI requirement for the DCC to apply access
controls to limit access to the DCCKI Repository, as access confrols
are not considered nacessary for the security of the solution.

DCC agrees that the access controls are not necessary for access to the
DCCKI Repository.

Specified in more detail which documents must be placed in the
DCCKI Repository and requirs that the DCCKI PMA Function must
approve the DCCKI Certificate Practice Statement.

DCC agrees thal the changes to the requirements In respect of;

= Lodging documents in the DCCKI Repository; and
= QObligation on the DCCKI PMA to approve the DCCKI CPS.

Live Certificates may be used by DCC to complete Operational
Acceptance Testing.

DCC agrees that the drafting in respect of enabling DCC to use
Certificates issued by 'live’ Certificate Authorities to undertake its
Operational Acceplance Testing. This is essential, as DCC will be using
the production environment to perform this testing in order to ensure that
this environment is ready for live operation,
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Authorised Subscribers must submit to the DCC a forecast of the
number of Certificate Signing Requests it will send to the DCC In the
next 8 months.

DCC agrees with tha legal drafting In respect of requiring Authorised
Subscribers to submit CSR forecasts for the next eight months.

2.5 Security Independence Requirements

Q20 Do you hm amr ﬁnmme-r_lts anlha prnpused dmrdnn renardlnu the GIE g
Inn‘apanu:lenn& ‘requi*amm‘la? £y GRSt T A

i¥ ':-. T. '.:‘\-:a.:.". ::".. L i

A20 DCC agree with the proposed updalannth regﬂn:ls to the Independ&rr:—a
requirements of the User security assurance provider.

2.6 Communications Hubs

a1l g

-‘.'121 Dn ynu agrnrn 'wrth thu prup-usa!s. antl assunratad laga] dral'llng ﬂnnludfng lhn

- prupusacr changes to the ﬂHII'-lSM at Mnm: D} whinh wnhld parmit Euppﬂars
10 re-use EnrnmUnI:-.atruns Huhs lh.ntmay hma mmwed fmrn nmsumer
.prarlﬂ.'msm nertnhdmmnslmm? L_': S LAy ey

AZ21 DCC agrees with the principle that Euppllers should be able to re-use
Communications Hubs in certain circumstances. DCC notes, however, that
Introduction of any such capability should consider the following constraints:

* To allow accurate tracking of DCC Communications Hub assels and o
implement the proposed modifications to the DCC charging regime,
DCC will require a change to DCC Systems so that Suppliers can
inform DCC that a Communications Hub has been removed but is
pending re-installation. Subject to a full Impact assessment, these
changes are expected to include (as a minimum):

a) Revisions lo the Smart Meter Inventory to allow DCC to record
a new assel stale for Communicabions Hubs [i.e. removed
pending re-installation).

b) Updates to OUIS and DCC systems to either add an additional
Service Request or update an existing Service Request (o
provide a mechanism for Parties to inform DCC that a remaved
Communications Hub should be identified as belng In this new
stale,

c) Changes to CSP network or Communications Hubs design to
mitigate any potential (ssues arising from Communications
Hubs connecting to the SM WAN from new or unexpected

L —— - e == -
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geographical locations (e.g, elements of the radio and nobwork-
layer design of the Region North solution assume some degrea
of static channel and |P-address allocation).

d) The proposed addition to K7.5 (I) of the SEC in relation to the
calculation of the CH stock level charge does not directly reflect
the charging model for Communications Hubs in the CSP
contracts. DCC may have to review the implications for the
charging methodology, bath in the CSP contracts and the SEC.

* The changes in CHSEM (Annex D of tha consultation) are reasonable
and reflect DCC's current view of the likely changes but these are
subject to a full impact assessment of the Solution changes required
Given that the cast of implementing the changes required to support
ro-use will ba borne by all Parties, but not all Parties may choose to
ulilise this capability, DCC belioves thal designation of the proposed
drafting on re-use should nol take place unbil this full Impact
assessment is complete, This would allow a rational assessment by all
Parties as to whether the cost of implementation Is justified by the
polential benefits that would be enabled, Given that any resulting
Solution changes will nol be part of DCC Release 1, it should also be
possible to further quantdy these potential benefits through actual
axperience of Communications Hubs deployment.

* In discussion with Parties, DCC has identified that some of these
Parties are considering carrying out basic analysis or testing of
Communications Hubs prior to re-use to verify that they are capable of
being successfully re-installed. DCC recognises that this approach has
polontial benefits and notes that additional changes to CHSEM may be
warranted to allow for this.

DCC considers that the means by which Suppliars should ensure GPF
consumption data is deleted should be more clearly sat out, this is so that it
can be verified that thore is a sensible solution for meeting this condition for
Communications Hubs re-use. In particular, it should be clarified when this
condition should be applied (e.g. prior to removal or simply prior to rEvuse}.

Q2?2 Do you agre& 'l.'nl.h the Pmpnﬂﬂr and m:}:htﬂd Jﬂﬂ!l dml’hrw. for an
nhﬂuatlnn for Eupp-ﬂar Fﬂl'l:lna to mﬂpﬂnd to any. r&aaunﬂhle reqr.lﬂsl frnm
the DCC for Infurmahm pﬂr!a[nh‘lg o l:nmpllan:avnth the CH. Euppurt
Materials and fnr n rﬂ:lpml:'-al nhligal.[m Iu bﬂ plaoed on l.ha DEG?

AZZ2 DCC supports the proposals 1o require Supplier Parties lo provide evidence
that they are complying with the requirements of CHSM. Without this
mechanism, DCC will have no regulatory capability to investigate potential
ancmalies in performanca related lo the ongelng provision of Communications
Hubs services. Although management information and reperis may be used to
identify polential Issues, without support from Parties, detailed investigations
to determine the cause of poor performance will be difficult, if not iImpossible,
The CSP drafis of the CHSM provided at contract signature also anticipated a
level of "audit' rights being available to mitigate the commercial risks
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associated with widespread deployment and maintenance of DCC assets
{Communications Hubs) by Parties.

Similarly, DCC recognises that Parties also require support from DCC In
identitying issues related to the CHSM processes and supports a reciprocal
requirement being placed on the DCC, Regarding the proposed legal drafting.,
DCC notes that: F7.11 and F7.12 should not only apply lo Supplier Parties,
since the CHSM places obligations on other Parties (in particular, DCC
expects that non-Supplier Parties) may Order and take receipt of
Communications Hubs. DCC expects thal these Parties are also required (o
provide evidence of EHEM compliance on request.

023 Do you agree -.-nth the pl'qpl:IaEI! and aun-clalal:l Iagnl drafting (including the
. proposed ﬂmngas to lhu ﬂHIMSM amnnex D‘_i tela:lng ln \'ﬂ]tﬁ I:sy L'nﬂ DGE ;
to consumer pmrrﬂsﬂa‘i" it

A23 DCC agrees with the proposals re!ahng to requesl:s l‘nr the DCC to attend
premises at which a Communications Hub is installed. Regarding the
proposed legal text, DCC notes that

F7.13, F7.14 and F7.15 place obligations on tha Lead Supplier only. Where
this is not the Party that installed the Communicatons Hub in thal promises,
and that Party is stil a relevant Supplier for that premises, then it may ba more
equitable to aliow these obligations to be placed on the installing Party.

Q24 Do you agree with the proposal, and assaciated legal drafting; for Parties to
be liable for all reasonable costs and BXpenses incurred by the EJE:C: asa
result of a defivery nfﬂummurﬂmunns Hubs being pmv&nled from tﬂhlng
place n accordance wllh the SEC, due o a braach uf the SEC by that
Party? ]

Ad4  DCC agrees with the proposal and assoclated legal texd.

Q25 Doyou agreawﬂ‘r the pmpﬂﬂh and auudatud leqal drafting for the
consequential changas f-:m the SED arin!ng I‘mm r.ha Enmmunlmhnns Hub
Support I-Iaterials? Y :

A26  DCC agrees in principle with the prupnﬂnlﬂ- as these Ian;|rnel-_.r reflect the
pravisions in the CSP Contracts bul notes tha following with respect to the
proposed legal drafting:

* F7.18{b) needs lo Include an adddional exclusion for where DCC has
an agreed Netwaork Enhancement Plan in place (for Reglans Central
and South anly),

»  F7.18(b) needs to include an additional exclusion for where DCC has
an agreed Metwork Enhancement Plan in place (for Reglons Central
and South only),

* DCC could amend the current Charging Statement, to include the
Explicit Charge for additional CH Ordering System accounts no earlier
than three months following any designation of changes to Section K.
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This is becausa of DCC's Licence obligation to provide a naotice of no
less than three months to amend the Charging Statement.

These exclusions were included in the CSP Reglons Central and South
Contracts at confract signature date. It Is not possible for DCC to commit to an
obligation to resclve coverage issues as proposed where these exceptions are
in placa.

Q28 - Do you aumu wll.h the pmpusnls 85 da-:n‘bad undatl'm haaulng uf =
"Miscellaneous Communications. Huh issues” ahmra and ﬂ}& amﬂm&d a3
'I&gal draﬂing? =5 _- . ARAD :

AZ6 DCC agrees with the pmpas.ﬂlﬂ and pmprnml:l legal text.

2.7  Incident Management

- ATl A U

Q27 Dn'_.rnu aamwi'thtlmpmpmm chan-,gutﬂlnﬂdanl Manaaunmn.t?ﬁ&un _
Coa prn'n:fea mifnnululnryuurvfm? [t S At oL e i L A

- 5 roy
' .'_. .-._..,-...'-'.f.".'-.."'_‘.-" 'y
u.l ...|-. s At S S 1= i C i

A27 DCC Bgraes u'rltn the chnngas and prﬂpﬂs&d qual teod.

"."l

e

gwumanm for !ha Ern:r Humﬂlng Elratﬂur. urt out ahum?

AZB DCC agrees with the changes and proposed legal text.

2.8  Further activation of the SEC modification process

uza Do ]rm ngrﬂﬂ jmth tha pmpusats in’ m[at'lnn to 1I'.|u uming uf the further
-nc:lmhun of the SEt} lu'[udﬂ'mﬂnn Frms‘? Plua.sn prm-rde a rahunala for
.ynurmspnnsa T 3 i S

‘. . __.r.-_
"'..'-..Z.--"--.':n' - 5-1'.'!-'.' Fid

A29 DCC welcomes the pmp-na.al fur Iha further activation of the SEC Modification

Process, subject (o the use of appropriate controls to ensure Modification
Proposals do not add risk or delay to the achievement of DCC Live.

Whilst DCC is committed to the improvement of Services provided to Users,
many SEC Modifications are ikely to require Input from the DCC throughout
the Modification Process, DCC wishes to relterate the risk of it being required
to simultanecusly preduce complex Impact Assessments and participate in
multiple Working Groups. Impact Assessments and Working Groups require
the attention of experienced staff who are dedicated to defivering functionality
for DCC Live and already agreed early releases. Diverting resources to
develop and assess Modifications that are not critical to DCC Liva will add risk

e e e e —— e x S ——— T S
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to DCC's programm,

DCC weolcomes DECC's use of its Secretary of State's powers to Withdraw or
Suspand relevant Modifications. DCC has included examples below of
additional controls that it considers may minimise additional risk to DCC Live
caused by SEC Modifications:

= DECC publish guldanee In relation to the crileria it uses lo defermine
whether 1o direct that a Modification be Suspended or Withdraem. With
this, a Party may betfer judge the likelhood of its Modification
progressing, pror to @ change being formally raised by that Pary.

* \Where sufficient detail is provided, DECC assesses a Modification's
impact on DCC Live, and whether it should be Suspended or
Withdrawn, during the Initial Consideration Phase (section D3, La. priar
to a Modification progressing to the Refinement or Consultation
phases),

* The Implementation Date of non-urgent SEC Modifications that are
raised in accordance with section D is no earfier than release 2.0

ol S L LR i =

ﬂﬂﬂ Dﬂ you nnrea wmm prnpmah a;.:f Iugal toxt Jn rulaﬁun fo the m'aﬁgm in
wm:;h the EEG Hu-:ﬁﬂcuhnn Frmn s ﬁ.lrihHr ac ﬁﬂlnu oo
lampurmy palfnrrnmun m‘ ::arrtaln eqduling ﬁu‘mnﬂr_f I'uncﬂ’nns I:nr th& :

Eemalnry u'l’ Btal:a? Fram pmuida a mﬁunala ﬁ:u*wur raspansa 7

'l Lt

A3p Please ses our :esponsa u:- quesllun 29

2.9 Miscellaneous

ma Thteshu!d Mnm‘rr anec'liun Pmm:lurun‘i'

A31 DCC has no specific comments on tha pmpusﬂd Iﬂgﬂ! tend.

EI'E-E ‘Do yuu HurEE'H'mh ’thﬂ pmpmnd H:I:lllfunnl lﬁ!t lu Fﬂ tu prmidﬂ aﬂﬂcteld

- Supplier Parties or the DCC with the abllity to appeal (to Ofgem). SEC Pnrmt
“decisions rnhling ln-:lwtqa nnn—mplan-:,b \-dth tha Tachnlcarapaﬂﬂmunna
am:l anymuu-clal’pd ;emed’m] pfnn‘? , __:..: TS Bt

o,

I|- "] ||,. '_|' o

A3d2 DCC supports the proposal and has na spec.if‘c comments on the proposad
legal text.

033 Do yuu ugraa wi!h th& pmp-n:-al ﬂnd ﬂ.'mncmtad Iﬂgﬂl dmﬂ]ng in r&Jaﬂnn tu
amundlng tha ﬂeﬁ:ﬂﬁdns in pmpamhun Inr lha Iutura hlruduct]nn af I.ud'lnl't:m
spamﬂnahur:s rn'tu thu SEC? Please prn'-rida a raHnnaJa fur wur ﬂew \
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A33 DCC's comments on changes to definitions are covered in response 1o
guastion B.
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