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Dear Sinkladam,
SMART METERING - SMART ENERGY CODE

Wi ara pleased o respond (o your consdliation on proposals for a Sman Energy Code
1SEC)

We are in broad agreemant wath 1ha proposals sob out i the consuliobon documant. Our
main points ane as follows

=  We do nol suppor 1he “pay now dispula later” propasals, which could leave
users facing unlmiled costs. (S0 our response to Quesbon 25

« W bobove the OCC should be incentivised {o minimise bad debl exposure, and
suggest that an appropnale credit management palicy should adopted 10
minimiss such risks, perhaps under the supsrnzion of the SEC Pang| (So0 our
responses o Questions B and 26)

s Wi do not think the DOC shouid be permitted 1o rechacgo A% inlednal cosls [
markal paticipants ahead of go-live, sinca this woukd reduca the incentive on the
CCC toncur costs officienty and avosd dalay (sea our rasponso (o Question 29)

Qur responsas 10 the consultation questians are in Annex 1 attached

Should you wish to discuss any aspect of our response oF the matiers raised, please do
3l nesdala o contacl ma .o

Yours faihully,



) Annox
SMART METERING — SMART EMERGY CODE
SCOTTISHPOWER RESPOMSE

Chapler 3 - SEC Parly calegories

Question 1: Please provide any commenis that you have on the classification of party
categaries under the SEC.

Wie are o broad agreement watn the calegoasalon of SEC Partes proposed in the
corsultaban decuman

Chapter 4 =« Invelvement of the malor sonvicos community

Question 2: Are the requirements of both meter assel providers and meter operators
for accoss to smart melering systems adeguately captured |n this consultation papor?

Yits, o think ihe fequerernonts of meler assel proveders and meler operalors for access 1o
smarl malonng systams ang acogualely captured

If mot, please provide additional dotails of the requirements and why they are required.

Yo bpve nol slenbhed any furlnos requerements

Quastion 3: Do you support the Government's preferred solution to implement a
simple variant of Option B whereby the registration of a meter oporator in the existing
cloctricity and gas registration systems would bo deemed to constitufe a nomination
by the supplier of that meter operator (o act 4% ils agent to perform a specific set of
commands?

Fea wes suppor! Ophon B [ wou'd seem reasonable 1o rl:gﬂ.fd rogisirataon ol a metar
CROrer a5 O oo faclo apponiment of an agent for he purposes of the SEC

HMowever, wis considur i§ Ikd'y Lhat the meler operatoss rode will charge s-gnifacantly through
thee advent of smarg metenms], perhaps being ulibmately sasincted lo the provision of hie'd
sarvices Al Ine same bme we considor ol Lkaly thal suppliers will wish 10 gssume moeo
A reft ireniiemeant it manaing hor melaenng assel portfalos through thais inlarface with tha
DCC We do nat Lherefore, think i can be assumed 1hal melar operators will necessanly be
oripaged n fasks such as chadoshes manlendncg ar respehding be alarms/alerds

Mro automatc nomnaticn as dgant should therefora appity 1o a rasraw sol af caro functions
Any broader nomination should be at the supplers discrebion

Question 4; Should meter oporators bo givan limiled paricipation rights in 53EC
governance undor Optiens B or G, and if 50 what rights would be approprisle?

We babeva [hat Ootion B is lha mest appoopaale modal  We do nat Shik 1] is necessary o
desirabla Tor meler operalons 1o have a role in SEC goverrance as they are suppler aganis
It s unclear Fow as an agenl of suppliers a metar cperator cou'd advance postions in the
SEC aowidrrance ndependenlly from thass of Thar priacipal



Question 5 Would you suppert the tracking af assels being included within the futute
systemn requirements for Ihe new registration systems, which are proposed to be
provided by tha DCC?

¥Yes Wa agreo thal meter assel providers should be able 1o dently which Suppiiers ara
wsing their assels for lhe purposes ol cost recovary We balave ) would be most cosl
effectve o eslashsh this capabdisy al the poont al which reqstration senices pECcome a
central Tunction af tne DCC

Chapler § - Accession to the SEC

Question & Do you agree with the procoss proposed for aceession and tho
accassion time Hmit?

Yes wa are 0 broad agreement with the proposed pocession process We alsa agrae 1hal
e process should pe managed oy the SEC code adminisiratos and that the SEC Panel
shauld e responsiole for approving (subject fo appedl o the Authorily) apphrcatons for
goeassan o the code

Couniar Signiiery
We belave that the DCC shiould be the counter signatory given that 1 will be the anly party
comracting io prawds the sarvices

Apizession Tima Lirmig

Wea thonk 1me Accesson Timo Limed will be more didficull 19 manage 1nan may al Trst appear
For oeafmiaie gn unhconsed onbly may ocscede on he bass thal d wall Be an "har Llser
Ak a relevant sencce once wilhin IR Tme limit |l may be possible, under fbe Eroposed
arargements, {or the enily 10 then conbnue as a Party withoul ever [asing any further
sirrvices, yel being fully engaged in thi governance of the SEC. We would tnerelorn plopose
lhat comsideration s gven o a reguirement far non-hcensed Parties 1o continue actively
parlcpating as 8 DCE user

Question 7: Do you agree thal once acceded, any SEC Party should be able to
participate In the governance of the SEC prior 1o undertaking any further entry
processes?

We would propose thal paries complale [he pocesswon QrOCess belore baing allowed Lo
axercise any nghls in the Coda s gaverrance.  In the evenl Lhal Ihey fal to compigla fhe
antry wto DCC samvices after 3 months of accession of go-lve, whichever i faler, their nighls
o pattcipale shouid be susporded

Question 8: Do you have any views on the company, legal and financial information
that should be provided as part of the SEC accession process?

iy crar wiew, tha campany and legal and Lnangal informalion, to ke prov ded as pan el 1he
GEM arcestnn process, need not eilond beyond

& nama ard addrass

« detals pl ncorperation (o mcluce compary fegistrabon rumber and any VAT
reqistration number: and

o proal that the applicaton comes from an official signalory 14 direclary of |he

comigny, and

L]



& edizanca jhal 1w caom Pany 15 &3 QoinGg Concerm,

Howuwur, wa 1nink 1nat congidéralion should also be given 12 empowaring the SEC Panel b
Aask for addiboral financa information in support of a credit managemant polcy de signed to
reduce the nsk of bad dobl  For example, tne SEC Panal might setl a credt bmit for each
SEC Party, such that ance 1nal coedit mit has been breached. slaps can be 1aken 1o reduca
further axposure (such as instructieg the DCC to reluse orders for new sarvices). The credit
imit for each party wou'd need 10 be based on objective critena. and the SEC Panel may
wist o ask for financ-al accounts, repors from @ credit checking agency or simdar fmancial
dala to enadle an abjgchve decisqan la be made  Where € is nol possible 0 esialiish
sulliciont credibwonmiress from [he financial information peosded, lhere could Be &
requiterment for parties 1o provde lelers of credit o la deposit money i escrow

Chaptor 6 - Preparing to use tho OCC

Question 3: Da you agree that Govarnment should not mandate a specific solution for
the DCC Usor Gatoway and that Data Service Provider (D5P) bidders shauld be invited
o propose the selution which thoy consider to be the masl effective [such proposals
could inglude the option of extending an existing industry netwaork)?

Yos W agree lhat a specfc DCC User Galoway salution showd nol be mandated by the
Government Inslead, final selechan shodld be based on the best gvalable solubon which
meels 1he medum ard long-derm obeclives of smard metenng cperation across Gren)
Britain

Plipase olsg soo our response 1o Gueshion 10

Question 10: Do yau have any othor comments on the Government's proposals for
the DCC User Galeway?

We woud anbopale 1hal the selection critena, aganst wheh DSP bdders and thaor
broposed user galeway solulions wil be measured, would include the lollowing elerments

= Tobusiness

s slatiliby of undospinming technologias

«  Pmésco’os lor delveny

= nerlormance

= COST D e

o soo‘obibby f Pesbdty; ond

«  eappnence aod rack record of Bodder in deliverng simelar sooutions

Question 11) Do you agree with the proposed DCC user entry processos?

Vi prpadly soppd the proposed aporoach 1o tho user entry processes, as Gutlned in shae
consotaton decumeant Hawaver wa Booave Lhat corsiderable devalopment work 5 skl
respip el 0 e ve op thase hasic prinoples intg a delaled process that o W for porposa

Sacurly
o recojrene Lhat robust secunly measures wil b of paramount o mporance Hosever,

e clanteation s reguded us fo whatbes paries wall be required te De oo hed o
deTonsitala comphance Lo standands sach as 150 27001



DO Inferasss
Appeoeeal of incdwidun? user interfaces & |l requre 2 rigorous 1esting and accreditalon reqima
which s et 1a be formalsed

How Busirpss Processes [ Dalis fiems

Where new business processes are deveoped for inclusion in the SEC, we would expect
ihoese jo be subeci to a level of markel readiness lesting which needs o be doveloped
[uriher

Chapiar 7 « Enralling, withdrawing and replacing smart metoring systems

Question 12. Do you agree with the proposed rights and abligations relating to smart
metering system enrolment sot out in this chapier? Please provide your viows,

e arg o oroad agrecomean! witn ine proposed enrefmenl nghls and abhgabens, noadd:lon,
we would propoge thal thoe rghisiobhgalons of metar manwfaciurers and SPS0s should
alwm b cortsclired

Paragraph 143 of tho corsullabon documend concludes 'The Goeorimen! consders il
sonsto 1Al s cepress nghd for the OG5 saf ool the SEC We assumae thal the nght
mal will be sat gut in 1he SEC 15 nol 1he righl o inlerregale enreled smart metenng syslams,
oul ralher tho nghl fo masl, o8 porl of the esrolieent process that suppliers grand the DCC
such a conbractual nght  We would suggest thal suppiers grant such nghts belare they are
enlithed o receve G servacos, and inal this is acheved through suppiors commeraal
AlTANgemManis with any maler asset provicer

CQuestion 13: Do you agree that the SEC should require, as a condition of enrolment,
that the supplier grants the right bo the DCC {o access ts amart metering systom lor
specificd purposes?

Yos WWe agrew with the propasod condilon ot SEC enrolrman]

Question 14 Do you agree with the proposed righls and obligations relating to smart
metering system withdrawal and roeplacement of devicos?

VN o we dre i broad agreermient with the prnoplas relating to e rahts and abhgatons for
sttty svsltem withdrawal o replaceman! we bolave the lolfoang withdrowo! sconarios
shauld a'so ba cansidinted

» sTath melerng spslen rahlacers it and
s adhdrawal of 3 smart melorrg syelomis) from g DEC elective serace

Swap out o SMS componerts
Athaiagn we suppacd the ponciple - that ke 3EC shauld incorporate assurance arangaments
1med Al ensynng componenl nferchangeabily. we befieve the nght o swap out 3MS
cormpoanents il gidher e based on the supphers aanerstigef the refevart assel, or an tha
cantraciua’ relabanskip bobseen [Re suapher and e asset owner, |0 efbor case we belase
tear acton! swap aul of cormpansnis o be Beyord the viras al the SEC






Chapter 8 - Core and eloclive communication sarvices

Question 15: Do you agree with the three different types of eligibility to receive core
communication services that have been proposed?

Yes, W are in broad agresmont wiln the Categanes praposed in the consultabon We wou'd
recommiend thal further consderation s gwen Lo the eliginility of nominated agents’, such s
MOPs and MAPs as highlighied in cur response 1o Question 3

Question 16: Are you aware of situations where there are two ar more imparting
suppliers in relation to a single smart metering system and if 50, where do such
situations oxisl, how many exist and what metering arrangemonts have been made?

Adncugh reducing monumber, Hiuat with Rerl' lans stll fealure in some parts of ine
country, Such schemes fypically invalee sooal housing lendlords groviding electne Fiaating
4% a bundled service. Commanly, a swiched register n the eleclricity mater will be assignod
an MPAMN thal & diskinct from [hat assgned fo the un-sweiched regsier This allows the
MPANS [0 be independently traded by bols fandlord and Llenant, crealing he potential far o
stenano whele lwo supplers simultaneous!y pronde enargy through a SIFn]w meler

Urloriunately, we have no fgures [0 substantiale the number of such midtaring
preargements

Question 17: Do you agree that amendments to the set of core communication
services should bo subject to the standard SEC medification process?

Yes We agroe with 1nis approach

Questien 18: Do you agrec that SEC Parties should be able to request elective
communication services from DCC on either a bilateral of multilateral basis?

e troadly agree that clective servces should be avalable wa biatarl o mult-lateral
darcermerts, However, we do not frink o aporopnate for the DEC to enfer into such arulf-
‘aleral agreeimenls withadt frsl ascetdaning J frore s sufficerl demand amangst Lha
general DCC user community for the servoe 1o be added 19 the 151 of Core Services
However, confidaniaily arcand e elechive Services beindy pravded will peed o be
corsidorod

Quastion 18: Do you agree that the following SEC requiremonts associated with the
provision of core communicabion services should also apply 1o clective service
provision; DCC wsor entry processos, fochnical sccurity requirements, data privacy
requirements, financial security requirements and dispute arrangoments ?

Yos, thase requefemanis stould also apniy 1o eoleclive services subdject o the fodlowirg
«  Thi eniry process lostng perdormed for eloctive senvices should be specdic 16 [he
SEmicen Divngg laken by the maikel parlcipant and tro spechic nsss that thess

SOCGCes Fresen] i e smart malenng infrastruciure

« e amount of fnancal secunty fo be provded should increase ora rata i the vaiue
i e gliistivo sery cas faing 1aken



Question 20 Do you agree that the SEC should set out ma ndatory procedures for thé
provision of an offer of tarms for elective communleation services by the DCC and
with the mandatery procedures proposed? Do you consider that any additional
procodures should apply? What do you consider are the appropriate timescalos
within which an offer of torms should remaln opan?

¥Yes Wo agree lhat procedural sleps far the provison of an offer for elecivg senoces should
np eal oul n the SEC However, we are unable to comment further on 1ne mardatony
procodules untt such fimes as [hese procecufes have Daen pablished by tne Gavermment

Wi Beliee s moonins would be an appropnaie timoscale for an olter of leems G reman
pner, of earher if thani 5 ary matesal changa if CrCUMSIANCeEs (e g loine UK corparaban
taw arrangemenis)

Sama considerabon nesds o begiven b CAses whers an electve senice far one user might
afpr Ude FEw Core of aleciive sendices beng made avalable o athers

Question 21: Do you agree that commercially sensitive terms and conditions
associated with elective service provision, which might include the type of
communication service that is being provided, performance standards associaled
with the provision ef that service and tho price assoclated with that service, should bo
confidential between the DCC and the party or parties receiving the service unless the
party or partics feceiving the service consent or unless requested by the Authority
pursuant to the DCC Licence?

Yo We ggroa 1nal approprate terms and condiions assotiated with oleglive seraces
chauld reman confidental betwesn the DCG and tho recening parly ! parbies unbess
atherasse ggreed. allnaugh consderation should be gen as Lo @ tirma it for confidentiahbly
{suffican? 10 BRcaurane mnavation out shor enough 10 allawy thi DOC funchonalty 10 Do
woduly understood)  Any confidenial lurchions would need 10 be disclosed whan f&-
tendenng the DCS fole as compabrg  Rew podders  would nesd o know owhal tha
snacificalan was

Thore may ales need 10 b confidenlyilty eceplons whele such an eecliva Saryica
precludes seroces bang offered 10 other users a5 it may not ba sasy 1o resolve the conflcl
withaul tne parhopants krowng at soar lavel wehat 15 Baing laltond aboul

Question 22: Do you agree that the SEC should contain provisions requiring that tho
OCC motifies SEC Parties of the timing of the implementation of changes to its
systoms?

ey we mgres thal the DEG should potify SEC Parbes of system changoes and 1o
agsoc ilad imp ementabicn SmeEa 9

Question 23: Do you agree that the pCe should enly be required to affer terms far
clactive eommunication services from a specified date, and If so, what do you
cansider that date should bo?

Wi gures Lhat DOC showld o8 reguited o olter farms for elechy COMMLMEETION SEMICES
Troamm o 5 G [ad date e do ol fade o vy Al r_*rr:S.-*J"ll arn Wit Ihal dals should B Ve

La]



would sugoasl that o may be appropreade for the SEC Panel to decide on Lhe data in
consultalion with SEC parties

Chapler 9 - BDCC chargos

Question 24: De you think that the proposed approach for DCC charging Is
reasonablo?

DCC estanlishmart

We would relerale our previous concems at the suagestion |al paragraph 204} that Lhe LCa
will be perm lted fo recharge s miermal cosls to market participants ahead of go-live. While
wu agree that costs dirgctly associaled wath SEC adminstrolon should be recoverab’a, we
da not Lelese that th costs diractly relaled fo estabhishong the OCC should bo recoverible
anead of DCC goelve. since thswoud reduce the incenlve on DCC 10 incur costs aficantly
and avaid delay  We would, inerefgre; strongly urge the Government io reconsidar 115
paahon an fhs

W wiould expect that dunng the DCC Licence award process, prospechive apphcants will be
requred 1o domonstrate ther financial stabilty This would su(g8st that the succossiul
appheant wil he in a reasonable position to make some up-front investment i1 the anterpnse

Pihicng

Vo contnue o supoer the panople of postage-slamp pnoing weth regard 1o the core
wirvice pravison tn domeslc premses (paragrapn 212) We also recognise thal as
competton aready exisis for sucn senscos 0 the non-domeshic arena. i would nob be
appropnata to offer uniforme proing 1o Lhs sector of e market

Wir alsg agreo wiith Ime prnopla of comBining fized and wolumetnic elaments o the core
service charge (as oulred «n paragraph 213, a5 this will belh roflect usage and roduce the
rend for fulure recavery through the prce contrel mechanism

Mareg) Share
Tho condoc suggasts (paragraph 217§ thal tHe ‘pots’ would be “dhided bolwoer Ha Darkes
hased o the npumbor of smart metenng syslems enrodied ) the DCC previously plus
Mase forocast o be enrdied in the DCC | (thal s relalod to marke! sfare] We agrea wilh
s defintion of marset shars wiin the provisa (hat the number ef melers forecast to ke
enrolled @ the DCC shou'd De based on [he suppler's rollout plan for the reldsant pancd
by cantrast markel share were defired in terms of 10tal numaoer o rieters (smart and dumil
tris woutd urfa iy advaniage Suppiers wlh mole Aggressina deploymenl plans o supplars
wha had been ab'e 1o agree a higher wolume ol adophons 1han {heir competitors Therafare
wen think o 1% aporapnate that suppler costs are allocated i duect proportion to the numbas
of melenng systems each fas ether enrolled with the DCC in the past or has idirndifiesd 1m 5
rollaat plan for the relevant penicd

Forgcasting

Selling e price o0 @ year ahead o' enable tne OCC to promale greatar certainty in the
rrarkel However folicaing bha corrplation af roll b wa would propose thit sattng of prcas
i5 calandod to five years ahead

A methadoiogy woon esladl shes each partcpont's share of tho Costs accardihg 10 @
farecasl posbon should also taxe account of subsaguent shifts v markat shates. as 17is
cou'd matenally repact a suppler with substanhial net customer |osses 1n a given pencd Ta
minmsa such risws, Fnal charges sbould Bebased on [ha mmeasured market share i1 ira
midoaet af tha rolevart charging penad - or as close as pass-blo to that pord



Comipansabion for bragsh ol SLAS

W nole that Paragrapn 228 stales Jn any event, ) s proposed thal a user’s remedy o7 M
ovont of DOC senvca fadure will be 5 reduction in charges. and nol compensalion far
ACORWTIG (055 Fhal & user may saier ay a resull of sech fallore.”

Allncugh nat strctly ana’oqous, wa alsa role Ofcom's rev.ew of the SLAS and SLGs
imposed on QOpenreach’ in 2008, which propased tha fefaw ng principles for compensation

«  whenagreed senice leve s are not met, make provison lof compeansation to bo
macde hased on a pre-estimate of an averags CF 5 loss,

o onsurd (hal CFs are enbillad 1o make a claom for additional loss;

s pay COMPpensalion on d per even] bas:s,

= gnsurd (ol tNefe 358 S0 SO05 on Compensolon; and

s gnsurd thal componsabon paymerls ara made proachively

Triee prnciples of Ligudaled Darpages (LDs), which Bave been based on o Genuire Pre-
estimale of Lass (GPoL) are a long standing feature of tne engrgy industry LDs would offer
a drect pedformance incentve on the DOC imal is mose trarsparant to users and more
efiective than a simple redoeclion o charges  OF coursa, it may be that the magnitade ol 1ha
I s jo0 smoll 0 jesblfy swch an approach, or that the cost of managing Lthe compensat-an
process wol'd oubsaigh the senelils  Nevertheless, f would s8dom sonsbia 19 fetan the
opton fer LOs in cosas whene such an approach can be shown 1o be appropriale

ibmately tha most important thirg s lo o cslablsh a cormpensalosy. mechamsm 1hat
incentwises DCC gorfermance. Woe woed'd generally préfer more commercial routes o
Comoaensalan. such as reduced charges n tha fulure — wo cerlanly woa'd nol expect o pay
for o service we did nel receyas (0 Ihe past Howewer. lhe mongpely nature al the DCC
sergse also demands that some bacsstop be provided, o ensure that i3 cannol bo more cost
eHective for the DCC 0 simply sccepl sl rovendas than address problems, as customars
kb srmiel mebers aepect ine assocated henefils o be consisiently deliverad

Emergoncy Fiindirig

Whilo wo would agree win 1he prncple of emergancy funding, we wou'd propose thal it ba
so'iely at the discretan of tho Authanity. W recognise 1nal thes was prabably Lne intent of 1he
drafing m he consuilabon decdamanl, the relevan) text [paragraph 223) rmaes of appear fo
e bl he doscration of 1he DEC Oor 19 Auibio iy

CQuestion 25 Do you consider that the “pay now dispute later™ approach is consistont
with the envisaged DCC regima? If you disagren please set out the reasons for your
preferred approach.

Wa da not suppart 1he “pay row dispate |ater” proposals which. could Jadve users facing
unbmited costs A passiple alternatve meagel bo to app'y o cap, wheredy a party would be
pormtied o owithnoid paymenl e e of the resplution al a dspate breaching o
predetermrad matenally threshold  Howeser the crux ol this issue s Tkely o ba ine
e cisncy of [ho ciEputis IFDDRSS itseelf as b in esseniol that any suzn disputes are reso v

uchly

hrebide e b it abitrisg ittt sk R eI peie page @



Quostion 26: Do you accept that bad debt should be soclalised explicitly within the
current charging period across all DCC service users? If you dispgree ploaso sel out
the reasons for your preferred approach.

il e vial far DGO to put in place an efective crédit maragement reqime that serses 1o
aunimise the OCE and ds usess’ exposure to unpaid debls of defaultng pa-tes (Pleaze alsg
cep our response 1o Qusestan B)  Alhough i may be approprials o sociahse bad debl cosls
se alea pelieve thal DCC show'd be ncerlbvised 1o minimise bad debl and shauld therafona
sk some af the fiss

Chapter 12 - The SEC Panel

Quostion 27- Do you agree with the proposed functions, powers and cbjoctives of tho
SEC Panegl, as set out in Boxes 12A and 1287

e oroadly suppat ine allecaton ol funclions, powers and objechives lo the SEC Panel

Howewer whi'e we cansider It & appropriate (hat ine SEC Panel overseos Ing performance
af lhe Code Admemstralor we are less persaaded that tha Paneal shousd bo respansble for
1s apoonleont ¢ 1ne sl place Instead wa think 1his copld oe A fuschion of the OCC,
perhaps win a Pancl nght of velo, It may, nowever, bu teasonablo for the SEC Panal 12
mare ditecty appaint 15 own Secrefanat i such funghon is hald o be discrele from code
admimistration, although we itk the contracting entity should st be the DCC

Wil v ornciple, wo fave no redl obpecbon g the sama gnlity pravidng botn administrabion
and secrelarial survices. we oo seo advantages in these services being separated, 1o avond
canflicts of inlerest with regant 1o procuremiont 85c

Quostion 28: Do you think that a fully Independent panel is the appropriate modeal for
the SECT Please glve reasons for your answer.

¥es, wa agree win the Govarmmarit s prooosals @ thas reg ard

Comples Ty

Represenlatve vating arangemants cun D¢ both complex 1a manage and obscute lo e
parbicipanls, howeyer ney car b made o Witk oo view, e mora mpadan! quesbon &
whethar Lhay ara hkely Lo prove ihe mast pfectve in this parculir caso

Y¥olng

Given the scope and diversity af the paric pating (pass biy com peling) inlerests in the SEC
wer betlipwe achiysg a truly ropresentative Panes could prove 10 be difficul  Consbiuency
yolirg], moreaver 15 Nat necessanty the best mechanism ta reflect the wiews of all. as 1he
opmons of indwidua! constituents can necome marginalised Therefore, an independent
Sarol s N our wiew the Basl agproach la schleving the abjectives of tho SEC

Iniie pender] Panel

I s imparar] that e worknga o 1he SFC Parp! are open bansparent and inclusive. Panst
meahrgs shoold offer a sudadls foram foe frans and horesl debate to onsure good
qavernance  and the cnair howese! heshe o appointed, shauld encourage roundod
cens deratian ot all o tne argumerts ahead of any vating Vo peheve an indepandant Pane!
b e more Ly o delve® on Ress reguttmEnis

E



Question 29; Do you agree that the proposed SEC Panel composition set out in Box
12C is appropriate? Please give reasons for your answer, Alternative proposals for
the panel composition are welcome.

Wi broadly agres with the proposed SEC Ponal composition 83 st oul in 1ne consullation
daciumenl

Howayar, while we are satisfod wolh Lhe pomople of the chair Beng apbenied by tha
Segthorily, wo do nod believe 1Pal 17 chaie shawld b afforded woting nghls (nciuding a
casltng vota) Thiswall allow Ofgem lo choose rom o widor field of candidiates with logs nsk
inat fmar ndependance would be called nto gqueston I wou'd also avoed the sifuation
whaora a parly may be prevenled fram appealing a modification dacis:on o the CC solely as
i resJlt ol the chairman's casting vote”

e nole the proposal lo leave the appointment of e Olher User calegory of Fanel
membeft by the discrebcg of tha char WWhig nol opposed to such an approach, wa would
Wish 0 see clear quidelines pul moplace o provide assurance hal oaly sulabiy gualfad
nidividuidls wauld be considared far such A mle

Ve dre nol persadded hat e Goverrment should ba alforded a seat on the SEG Panel but
inthe eveni thal nis, would ogree 1nat any such representatve should have no waling fighls

Cuestion 3. Do you agree with the proposed division of veting and non-voling
mgmbars, and in paricular do you believe that the DEC should be a non-voling
membar in respect of any or all aspects of panel business?

YWe broadly agrea with 1ne proposad divison of woling and ron-voting members and wilh e
proposals concormng Ine DOC s Aon-voling rofo on the SEC Panel However, as explained
" aurresponse o Question 2%, we do nol agree thal the char skauld have vohing rgrls

Question 311: Do you agree that the proposals for the independence, appointment and
tarm of office of the panel chair are appropriate? Please give reasons for your answer,

We are satisfied with 1he princ ple of ine char be:ng appointed by the Authonty wein a 1erm
of offco ol geceedng 3 yoais Howesed a5 gap andd moouf rodponse to Quesbion 29, we
30 nat agreg that the charr shoald hawe vatirgg nghls But if thay do have volng ngnts, theasr
s of appoenbmaen | sPoald Ba clear that I-"r_'1l,r anE erpedied oo vole i an E‘,"['I'.ITEJ:"
indepandenl Dasis

Question 32: Do you agree with the propesed arrangemenis for panel member
elections and appointments?

W are largely supoortive of The Gosornment's propossts for panel membes elechions and
appirrniments and accep! the reguremenl for a0 approach thal imils the icloenca of any
idiedual corparation by restnching vodng nghis ioone wple per cocporate group As noled in
pus raspense o Questor 249, clear gudelines should be pul i place o gove assuranco Lhat
oty sudably gualhed indivduals con be appoirled @5 8 panel memaer n 1ne Other User

calegory

Fadaes camnot nonmathy appoal o codo miodifcaton proposdl which Bas been approved By both

CM et gaind e cods parl



WU are also less persuaded of lhe argumant for mairtarirg continudy by staggenng thae
t'ection or appainiment of irdoviduals, which could ke parcesred 10 be Both urwieldy and
ikany 1o resull i disengagemen

Thera may bo a case for allow ng Lhe Panel o romove parsistant non-abenders

Questien 33: Do you agree with the proposed rules in rospect of proceedings and
docision making at SEC Panel meetings?

e think the proposals regarding SEC Panel meehnds appear sensibla 11 paricular, we
suppor an approach inal onsures Pangd members @0 ndependenty and impartally Wa
would welsoma Tl publication of 178 vales cast by the individuals concerned, alang with
SUppohing rationals. 10 ehabl’e transparency and soruliny

Question 34: Which of the two options for remuncration of pangl members do you
prefer, and why? In parlicular which of these options do you believe would bo most
aligned with each of the eplions for the panel to be cither an indopendent or a
represonlative body as a whole?

Wi are supportive of Cphion 1

Witi'o panel members shauld not receve paymenl, we reccgrise thal cosls gisocated wain
mdvodudls altending maeetings wil reed to be reimbursed

Chapter 13 - Code Administrator and relaria %

Question 35: Do you think the Code Administrator and Secretariat chosen by the SEC
Panal should be contracted through the DCC or through a SECCo?

In our wiew e Code Adminstialor and Secretanal should be eonlraciad oy tho OCC

Question 36 If a SECCo was established what should its funding arrangements, legal
structure, ownership and constitutional arrangements be?

i it suparate SECCO were 1o be establisned 1 fhe code, we suggest it should

= Do dwholly owned subzidiany of the OCC

¥ befunded wa cost recovery

= have the SEC Parel a5 15 board,

» providd secretanal servcos (possibiy including procunng the sonices of 4 separato
coda adminsirator]

Thie DCC would be incentiv sed 10 secure reasonasle pedormance levels from its subsd ary
Day to day oversight of tha secretand! would resi with the SEC Pane!, whieh could then
escalile uny concerns wiln i§s perormance o sither tho DCC or the Authonty. (This lalter
escalation radle wauld oter tha Authonty on opporunty Lo considos s parormancs in
aaltng any subsequent RDCC arco conirods |

L the DCC the secretatial could e a thin crgansation. which then coniracis wilm a thied

Faty toe provide Fands an' cods gdeministtatan serasos In this way 1813 n the DCC's
Plefasls o ensare the pesformanca of the secratarat and the secrolaral s intorast fo ensure

11



Lhe performance ol 1he code admuonslrator. Meanwhile the cade administralar wil be subject
19 narmal campélitive pressure 1a perferm agansl its contract and tha user commurty is
abile o gan assurance from the avarsight of lho SEC Panel

An-altermnative could see tho SECCa as o separale commercial organisalon, perhans
provding secretara] and code adntiristrabon seraoas, bul we do nol think that this wou'd
lend dsuil to sutficiant'y ngerous Panel Qwirsaghl

In nether case do we envisage tne SECCo bang an enity owned collectivaly by lhe SEC
Parles, as this would requirg yel anather complex governance modal, involving a panal or
board with complicalod voling rights for all SEC Paries, of whch there coutd Be o sigrificant
rumbar

Chaptor 14 - Modification process

Question 37: Do you have any views on the proposals regarding which parties should
be entitled to raise SEC modification proposals?

The objeclives proposed for 1he SEC are beng imposed on cefan markel participants via
cence conditons. It s important. therefore 1hal madification of the SEC be restrcled o
turthenng tnesa folovant objectives’, i erder 19 reduce the level of regulatony nak

DEG

DEC woll have & considerable investment in the activites governed by Ihe SEC and we
Inefetote, agree that i shou'd also have a right lo propase code modifications. althowgh is
Senvice Provders should simply ro'y on their conlraciua’ relatonshup with 1he DCS o
Origress any such mallérs on thair bhalf

SEC Parties
We consder it appropnate for 0l SEC Parties te have the nght 1o rase modifications to the
Coda

chrier b gy goesignated by Qg

The consu'tason proposes Lhat ihe Authonty should also be parritied g designale clher
Eadios for the purpase of rosing codo modifications. However we considar that the Aulhonty
aready has suthcoent means through which 1| can promote code madification and thal this
adgibioral, and seamingly unrestcted . power wall simply serve 1o increase regulalary nsk
and, . potentidlly  hamper myesimeant

Consuier Bod-.o5

W nate ine proposal that any approprate body 1hal represents the snferests of conscmers
il o greins [he nghl 10 rase mod bealons o the code Howewer, in the absence of g
cansumer based code objoclve, we would suggest inat thae nght to rause codo modficalans
shouhd Ler restricled 1o those consumer gQroups entitled o nominale A consumer Pamel
mambar We oeleve such Pane! nominabicn snoud be restricted 1a 1hose congamier groups
oporaling under stalulory Drovisions

SEC Panal

We agrieo thal the SEC Panel snould have the nghl 1o raise madificalions but we believe 1his
fght snould be rgsiricted fo modifications ralssd in gecerdance with the soth Relevant BEC
Qbyectve (8 10 facditale thie efhciert and transparent adreinistration and implementabicn af
thet SEC] Wao ggtoe that fnere shaald be ns other resincbon on the greas of 18 code that
May o subject fod modihcalion thal bas bean duly raised by any party granted roadilication
FsinG powers arder the SEC



Wa suggest that DECC should further cansidos iné nijhts to propose change lo such aspocts
ol f=& code 1hal are subsidary o 1he mun document (e.g agroed proceduras elc)

Question 38: Do you have any cemments on the proposcd slandard progression
paths for diferent categories of modification?

We broadly sgree with Lhe standad oregression paths proposed n fhi consuliation
document, although we would have lked to seo furbes explanatign af the proposed
futhonty Duecled’ paln

We would suggest that the progresson path for Authonty Direcled modificabiens should
mefror thal appled Lo thoso for Authonly Approval

CQuestion 39; Do you have any comments on proposed criteria that the panel would
apply to judge whather a proposal is non-matarial and so lo determine which path
should be followed?

Wi pelieve 1 s mperative (nal lhe Panel also gives some consideration Lo the malenaity of
any impact on SEC Parties {including the DCCY, as we considar s s the hkelest cause of
any appenl against a madificabion decis:on 13 woud also be polontially damagqing 1o the
repulation of the SEC Panel f a sel.governance modification wias overtutned on this basis

Furinermars we wiod'd note thal a rmodilication must salisfy all of he entena hsted before i)
watfl fg posidered for tho sellgovemance path

It may bo useful to consder whothes corfechion of mandast and lechncal orrors 15 0 separala
category of modilcaton Ina1 can oe dealt wilh by self-gavernance |n some cases, the
srronenus provision codld have matenal impacts, if taken terally

Question 40: Do you think it is for the panel or for the Authority to decide whether a
maodification proposal should bo considered urgent and determine its timetable?

W consider 1 should B e responsibil by of the Auihenty 1o determiro the prosaty o A
Moddicoton 1ol owing consultatan vt the SEC Panel

Lirgent treatment of any modif calon nesds 1o be carefully thourghl thrawgh as b will almasl
corbnly mean a shortening of the assessmenl tmetoble. résulting ina possible curliiment
of the analysis undertaden

Question 41: Do you have any views on whether any nen-standard maodification rulos
and procedures should apply to any particular parts of the SEC?

PR e 2 nod corsider d nesessary 1ooniroduca oddibonal means §i e, beyond Lhe wrgend
arrargerents decussed abovel by which secunty standards modf{cators may ba
proqressed. wo do recognse that o grenter degree of specialist kngwledge than 15 gaserally
at the dispasal of the SEC Panel membsrslip may somebmes by fequired 11 may be more
affective o delegate such maters Lo o slandng secufily commlles mara up of recagrised
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Horwewer, we woutd nol carside: b pppropiate for such @ commilleo 1o make decisions on
miodif catans 1a the SEC isell We pelieve any code changes shauld ba the respons:bitity of
fhe SEC Pung, ard whers relevant lake account of recommendatons from tho. socunly
o iee

Question 42: Do you agree with the propoesal that responsibility for making final
decisiens or recommendations on SEC modification proposals should atways rest
with the SEC Panel and that this power should nel be capable of delegation?

Yes, Whie wo da consdder it aporopnate lo delegate respensility for delenminalions o
coda subsidhary mattars o relevant sub-commitlaes, wa are of the opsnan Lhat responsiiity
for making decisions or recommondalons on mod hicatizns 1o the SEC dsalf shoald res
wolh the SEC Paned

Question 43: Aro there any further matters refating to the medification process which
you would like le comment on?

We agree inat non-5EC Parbes should Bo able [0 rase ssues where the SEC Ras a malerial
mpAac! an 1nem

W would @50 suggest that merebersh pof any standing sub-commitien of tha Panel should
b oy Parel appamiment. bul based on nomination by one or mona SEC Partes This is
hecause engag ng the (il preadsn of SEC Parbas in an election process far such a pumpose
is higaly 10 prove d Hous .

W wiou'd also suppod the prrcipls hat such sub-committeas be allorded decis:on making
pavwars oyot Subsdhary matters (e g proposa’s o change business process level
documartss, provided that tns oters an oppeal routs 1o the SEC Panel and, utimalely, the
Autroity. For code modicalons noseyer he SEC Panel should mase any decsons o
recommendalicns

Chapter 15 - Roporting

Cuestion 44; Do you agree that that the SEC should place certain obligations on the
SEC Panel and, possibly, SEC Partios with regard to the production. pravision and
publication of certain intermatian and reports? I so, what do you believe these
should be?

t would appear redsarpble foe tne SEC 1o be oble to place sama roporting obogations on the
SEC Pahe! [hounh e are pot n lavaur of unnecessary repods: In terms of SEC Parbios,
wi ik 1nere coad be Benefits especally as non-deonsed Paries will not Do subyecl to

Cfcam's normal nlarmalon powers  Any such requiremaents need Poaever 19 ba rigorously
(ustled pganat ther berel 15 and "better regulabion” crlena

Chapter 16 — Complance and assurance

Question 45 Are there any particular aroas of risk that you believe should be
addressed by appropriate compliance/assurance techniques under the SEC?

M Pons der e eelusan of 3 Complarce/hssuranse regemie [o be central v the successiul
sparil oo ol the SEC amangemerls 1 consdenng (he man areas far incluson in [he SCOpe



of such a regme wa Pawve dlenbbied tho fo'lowing arcas (allhough we do nol cansider thes
sxnaustive)

s Cembicabon
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= [ola Accoss ard Privacy

=  Secutily Standards

#  Tochnical Assurance

Ve believe the requirements fod intoroperability and Interchangeability. a= dafined oo tha
SMIPs Irleroperab ity Testng Working Group's findings document, to oe of paramaoun
imparance 1o ne compebiive felal oncogy markal, no that nteroperabiity woll enable a
smaother cuslomor swlching expenence, whie inlerchangeatility wall ensure thal tha
Crerneserci’ goniracks of afe suophor de not mpingo an thase of another  We also think tha
certification wi'l pramaole greater stakenalder confidance inal the marke] @l pal ancounter
subsoguent problems weth the nleroperabilily of sman metenng systems  which maght
DIMENISE Mg rga dunng corttpelitiee aclivity in Be relald cnergy markel

Ascd requisile for effective cerltfcalon, we beleve Ihat angoing lechnlcal assurance
fetc]ed b e tha markal comfort Lhal cerlibcales which have been awarded conbinua o
b relevar b Inrounh the mantenarce of agreed standards

senlatly, security standards also resd o be set down in tha SEC However, wo bolovw
maondanng of these should be thy respodsibilly of a standing secunty commities, which
st b il of Lhe wider pssuranco’ compliance frameaork,

W role the separale consullation on Data Access and Privacy. whech runs alongside this
consultabon on the SEC arad o which we have responded separatety. We are af the op naa
thal thet SEC s Ihe righl vehicle for he purposo of renforcing market particpants’ obligatans
wilh regard te tried pary datn access and dala prvacy

Faralabon

The SEC wil ocHer a suitably opsratana! siew of marke! aclwities, weilh the proposog
assurance/comalance framework provicirg 8 mechansm for escalaton [hal s appropriate
1o i lowel ol Breach I the case of unhcensed partsas, the escalation route would stop at
e SEC FPanel and for boensed parbes such escalphon swould end win an Aulhoniy
celermination, by way ol the 3EC Pansl Inoither case, we regard the ultimate sancion as
earulsa frosm the SFC

Quostion 462 Do you have any viows on the mest approphaloc governanco
arrangements for any complanece/assurance ramework under the SECY

W Lhirtk such governasrce may best ba addnessed through 1he eslacliskmant of a snigia
comphanca committes compnsed of memosars drawn frorm SEC Parties (pleasa also see gur
remnon s 0 Question 435 Howdwdr, INero may be specialst areas 1nal regure a narroyer
shill a4 (han mhd ordnanly oe foumd among SEC Partes (g secunly), requnng tha
astabstment of comm Bees with sgocdic resdons:bdies for such richa Araas

Coven the possiois compaaly-of malers such as secunly, defegaling deosions o o relevant
comrrites GF aeudy sapiets iy b e whilst remaining undas tba meerall conltgl of
Ine= SEC Pane



Chaptar 17 — Obligations and liabilities

Question 47: Do you have views on the options for the croation and enforcament of
liabilitles between the DCC and service users described In this chapter?

We remain broacly i favour ol the aiishing measuras establishod in other codes, whira tha
selovont framowork agreements imt parles’ oxposuse o hatelilies incurred Throwgh their
nleractions wilh anp anotnar  Hawover, the eslablishment of an awlensve, complex ard
unwieldy process of managing hguidated damages would be unwalcoms

The Lmiation of Bablbes would appear to ba paricularty apphcabie in 1he interaclans
batwaen ndadual users and the DCC iself. most especially from a securily breach of A loss
ol service, Howowver, we disagroo win the view oxpressed in the consUitalon documeni
reqarding the LG s rale 0 e corficabon/assuranca of smarl malenng syslams, wlnch we
wou'd expect io ba Lha rasponsinility of tha SEC Panel

Question &8; Do you agree that there should be a cap on liability for specific typos of
treach botween the DCC and service users (including sccurity breaches and physical
damage)? If so, what do you bolieve the appropriate level of these caps to ba?

As papla nod in our responss 1o Question 47, we are amena ple to the introducbion of a cap
ar labisty for specific lypes of breach botween the OCC and servce users amd would agrea
inat these shauld inglude securily breaches and physical damaga

With regard 19 the approprate lovel for such a cap we belizve it s 100 early 1o sel such &
value, bul recngnise thal 4 will need to be 10 place belgre the SEC noes liva

Quostion 48; Are there any other specific types of Gabllity betwoon the DCC and
service users that should be addressed in the SECT If so0. how should these bo
treatod 7

Ro e canrod diend By anyg furthar Lokl Ty Types

Question 50: Do you have views on the eptions for the ereation and enforcement of
obligations and liabilitles between SEC Parties (excluding the DCC) described in this
chapter?

Consdenng the proposed oplons fof adoressing matters betwenn SEC Parties. we would
muahie 11 Tollowing obsenvatons § commants at this time

Oiplon 1 Eaciysson of Fabilityy

Broad y. #e take ne view thal duplicaling cnsting stalutory, requlalomy of contractual
carchons 17 ihe SEC would offer IHe valug  We would inerefare. be wary of incarparating
oblhgaticns and tabfibes that potentially overtan win, for example, 1he Data Proleclian Actor
Consumer Prolochon Act

Opran 2 (Diregl orforceablily Pelveen SEC paties)

e pelioye | s mora all-ziend o mearporate enforeaable ablgalons within 1he SEC rather
than n Licences, gwen escalalbon routes 8l o code level can offer a mord proporbanate
respse o address mincs of lecnn cal breachas




Ir1 such cases, we agroe wih the prnciple of miroducing exclusions alongside contractual
olfigalions such thal parties can seex redress Inrawgn 1he SEC only up to a capped valua
We alsa note 1he concemns over parios being indiwidually able to mest large scale losses
mCurred by atrer pares, such as maght atse frem a secunty breach. Howesor, we are lpss
persuaded of the idea nal the DCC could meel such liabdties and then smoly socialise any
casis il canncl recover dirgelly fram tha alend ng party. We thnk it is contral to g partly s
credil worlhiness 1maf Ihey have sufficont caver (porhaps habilly insurance) 1o maet [s%es
to ihe value of tha cap. and wou'd suggest his s addressed throwgh credd cower
arrangermants

Dpton 3 (Enforce ofigations theowgh a Comphanco/assyrance framework )
Although wa slrongly support the establishment of a complance/assurgnee framaaerh, we
dix naf Baleve tmis would be gn apprapndte use of such a framework We 1ink s would
lean 12 0 costy and dispropationato re pomng burden beiryg placed on partios

Grven 1ne firmited scopo for direct interachon botween parlos under lhe SEC wa vl
preter 10 see the dsputes machamsm used .n croumstances whare the percensd nan-
compliance of ore pady has resulted in a maleral impad on anather

Ciptagr 4 iCos: [ECi oy armangemanis|
Yo have no parscular comments o8 Lhis five and awal the Goverrment's modg detaled
proposain

Question 51: In your view, da any of the potential matters between parties described
in this chapter [or any other such mattors that ¥ou are aware of) merit the inclusion of
obligations or liabilitios that are directly enforceable between parties under the SEC?

Im oul wiov, obidabons Crncarming e anleroperaSiily and inlorc hangeability of smarn
Maienng Sysierms could real’y rrprove the prospects of suceessiul customer swilching and
il Ine ongoing costs of the simad arra noiments over the madi to long term In pnaciple,
e would welcame e nclusion of droctly enforceabe obl fabiens and habdities e this area

Question 52: Do you agree that it would generally be preferable to enforco party
abligations “centrally”, for example thro ugh an appropriate complianee or assufranco
framework under the SEC7T

Vo agress thal Inis wowhd be approgeate for mast of 1ha abdiations discussod in Chapler 57
Hvvover, wa consder thal a disputa resolulon framesork may ke mare appropaals than a
COMaAnceassurance ramework in s conteal

Question 53: Are there any scenarles where you bolicve that It would bo appropriaio
to allow for cost tecovery betwoen partios under the SEC? If 88, what ferm should
those arrangements take 7

T AENENL Wi dRInk Aol e best mechanism for recovenng such casts 15 va the DO
Flovewier, we loa= Torward 1o considerirg any spaclic proposals fram the Governmen| n this

A TER



Chapler 18 - Dispules

Question 54 What typos of dispute do you beliove might arise under the SEC?

Wa broad y agrae with tho Govornmant's vaaw that disputes are likaly 10 fall into commercial
lpchrical and fingncia’ caleganes os descnbed in ine consultalon document

Howsver we aould add the scenana where costs asa directly recovered between SEC
parbes. White wi fecogrse that the Government's posiion on such direct cost recavery has
vel 10 pe Tully developed we would caulan thal recovery oiner than through the DCC will
Ikl lead b o greater mumber of dispules

Question 55 Do you agree with the proposed framework for reselving various
ditferent categorios of dispute, a5 outlined in this chapter?

Yes Wegree wiln ne propesed framesork

Chaplor 19 - Dofault

Question 56 Do you have any viows an the suggested framowaork for dealing with
defaulls wnder the SEC, Including the evenls, conscquences and procoduros
described? In particular, do you agreo with the propased role for the SEC Panel and
have any view on what SEC rights ar services it would be appropriate to suspend in
thio event of a doefawlt?

Wi hroadly suppart the proposod approach lo maragng dafaults under the SEC and Lhe
rate antcipated ‘or the SEC Parel We would proposo that the dafirition of a matersial Dreach
15 extended jo nolude cumu'ativa breaches whera partes thal persistenlly find themselves in
mratenal nreach of The SEC. are subect la socmie ferm of @scalaton to Ofgem

Chapter 20 - Ceasing 1o be a party to the SEC

Question 57 Do you agree with the proposed rules and procedures governing
withdrawal and expulsion from the SEC described in this chapter?

Yas \We agree win tha proposed fuea and procedurés goverming withdrownl and expulsion
ol parties from tne SEC

Chapter 21 — Intollectual proparty rights

Question 58 In addition to the proposals above relaling to the suggested intollectual
property provisions to be included in the SEC, aro there any other Intellectual
property provisians which should be cansidered for inclusion within the SEC?

Ve oA na addihonal pomts to ade



Chaplor 22 — Confidentiality

CQuestion 53; What infermation should be classified as confidential under the SEC?

Wi consider thal all commercially sensdva informatan that 1s pravided by or o SEC Paries
ar nal s about SEC Parlies or thet reprosentativas or affitbales, should be treated as
conlidential unless oiFensso explotly s1ated in the SEC

Question &0; How should a balance bo struck between transparcncy and data
publication under tho SEC. whilst maintaining confidentlality?

Wi beleve this wodld need 1o be assessed on a case by case basis Ve wou'd prapose
Imat i may bo possible o render data anonymous to protect conlidenbality, which wousd thon
permil s publcaben However, such an approach mght met be sufficiently cffeclve in
rrisEing the dala source, making f necossary 1o mit publeatisn o aggregated data

Chapter 23 — Unforoseen events

Question 61: Please detail those events which you belleve would warrant the force
majeure previsions boing exercised and Indicate who should declare a force majeure
event.

We ares hal 17 sl of Force Majpure eyvents cannat be considensd exhaustive as s

uvinls, not considered at ne bmo of 17e code’s estabdishment, could ocour We believe,
abite possible. the SEC Panel should declare A force majeure avent to the Author Ly,

Question 62: Please provide your thoughts on the propesal that the SEC should
define a set of conlingency business process arrangements and associated service
lovels/obligations which will apply in the evant of a majer servico failure.

Wi Tully support the proposed approach fo conlingency arrangemsanis

Chapter 24 = Transfer of the DCC Licence

Question 6Y: Please provide your commaents on the proposals outlined fer the DCC
transfer and whethar there are any other specific provisions that you suggest need to
be covered within the SEC, in addition to the proposed novation agreement for the
SEC

W atum broad agreement with the propasals Mo further prawisions are required

ScoH shPowe

B iy 20132

14



