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Smart Meter Implementatian Team - Regulation Team
Department of Energy and Chmate Change

3 Whitehall Place

Loandan

SWI1A 2AW

01 June 2012
Dear Sirs,

Re. Smart Metering Implementation Programme: Consultation an the Smart Encrgy Code {05
April 2012). Reference: URN: 120/034.

Electralink welcomes the opportunity te respond to DECC's consultation on the Smart Energy
Code. As the central provider of regulated data transfer services to the retail electricity market
and a pravider of code administration services to both the gas and electricity industries,
Electralink has focussed its response on those areas we believe will be most important to DECC
in determining the eptimal structure and content of the SEC and the options for the DCC
GCateway.

Electralink supparts the approach in the SEC Cansultation for the procurement of the DCC User
Gateway cansidering it consistent with the averall precurement strategy for the DCC. Electralink
has previgusly communicated to DECC the cost, security and risk benefits af using the Data
Transfer Network {DTN) to deliver DCC User Gateway services. These benefits have been
supported by a report produced by independent consultants analysing the enduring rele of the
DTN past DCC ‘go lve’. Our response below owtlines a DSP engagement and contract model for
DCC User Gateway services which will deliver Option 2 a5 set out in the consultation,

Our proposed regulated delivery madel for the DTN to support DCC Gateway services |s far
Electralink to operate the existing Data Transfer Service ('DTS°] and DCC User Gateway services
{contracted with the DSP) ever a commen Infrastructure. This approach, supparted by the DTS
User Group, would realise significant cost savings with elear cost allocation between DTS and
DCC users, unambiguous governance and the facilitation of innovatian by the DSP. The proposed
model has been shared with bath Ofgem and DECC.

The delivery af DCC User Gateway services over an existing infrastructure, already funded by
industry, and which is required in any event to support the DTS beyond 2014, would deliver ta
the DCC the most cost effective and secure salution for the DCC User Gateway solution whilst
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reducing implementation and cperational risk. Electralink would recover directly {rom the D3P
the incremental costs of providing DCC User Gateway services an the commaon DTN
infrastructure, The propased governance structure would ensure that the DCC User Gateway is
poverned through the SEC with automatic flow down of change requirements, The mirrering of
Core and Elective service options would ensure innovation could be driven and delivered via the
DCC User Gateway both from the tap down (SEC) and the bottom up [D5P).

In light of this proposed regulated delivery model, Electralink’s engagement with the DSP
hidders will be undertaken on the same regulated basis as the DTS e, cost recovery. The DTS
User Group has agreed to suppoert Electralink’s engagement with the D3P bidders during the
Invitation to Submit a Detailed Sclution (1SD5) phase of the DSP procurement. During 1505
Electralink will engage with all DSP bidders an a bilateral basis to outline the capabilities of the
DTN, facilitate innavatian and provide indicative costs for DCC User Gateway services for
inclusion into their bids to DECC.

Should DTN based services be taken farward inta the Invitation to Submit Final Tenders (ITSFT)
phase of the DSP procurement as part of the DCC User Gateway design, Electralink waould need
to commence a formal procurement process in order to pravide the best possible pricing far
inclusion into the final DSP bids, The DTS User Group is of the view that any costs incurred by
Electralink to undertake this formal procurement process in support of ITSFT should not be
recavered fram current DTS Users, rather they should be recavered from the future users of the
DCC. Electralink will engage with DECC at the start of ITSFT to consider how Electralink’s
incremental costs for supperting this phase of DSP procurement, should this support be required,
arg to be dealt with,

Electralink considers that the role of SEC Code Administrator should encompass three main
drerds:

»  Sprretariat suppaort;
¢ Code administration; and
s  Delivery af the assurance framewark.

In each instance these should be commensurate with the requirements of the Code
Administration Code of Practice.

Eloctralink’s Gavernance Services team already delivers these key companents across a broad
spectrum af gas and electricity market codes through a number of arms length contracts which
are KPl and incentive remunerated.

DCUSA is the newest of the industry codes and reflects best practice in governance including self
governance and light touch regulation. SPAA, being a registration code, contains a nu mber of
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assurance, compliance and reporting requirements and the introduction of MAMCoP, governing
best practice in metering, will further extend the assurance component of that code. The DTSA
(the agreement that poverns the delivery of Electralink’s regulated service) reflects the
cperational and systems requirements far delivery aof the DTS in support of competitive
electricity supply market.

Electralink would envisage for SEC a standard risk management approach to the assurance
framework, which would evolve during the phases up to and after rollout completion. This
approach would be transparent and logical, and accessible to all parties. There are still a number
of delivery options that should be considered, and challenges to address e.g. the availability of
information on risk probability and impact (especially before the processes have been performed
in a live enviranment), judging risk appetite of parties and what level of sanction the assurance
regime should carry.

It would be prudent for validation and manitaring to be included in system design and
autamated fram the outset as far as possible to avoid ad hoc enhancements having to be
developed that may nat be consistent with the averall assurance system.

Electralink waould suggest the Code Administrator should be expert in the SEC and DCC processes
ta enable the appropriate level of suppart to be provided to the Panel and parties in analysing
the data and identifying trends and the materiality of errors. Additionally this expertise can be
utilised to flag where the obligatians should be changed to reduce complexity ar eliminate errar.
Qur experience has shown that technalagy can be usefully employed to support an assurance
framework and reduce costs as well as mitigating against human errar, for example SPAA use
online web based tools for compliance reporting.

Education and support (best provided by the code administratar) can be key to mitigating
parties’ lack of awareness and resources, system constraints and human error. Engagement with
parties can also facilitate their input inte defining the risks and applying realistic
probabilityfimpact scores,

ElectraLink sees advantages in autsourcing delivery of assurance techniques to experts, for
example secunity, but overall responsibility for delivery of the assurance framework should
remain with the Code Administrator. 1t is critical that enough knowledge should be retained “in
house” ta previde a centre of excellence within industry, and ensure continuity in delivery of the
assurance framework as it evalves.

Decision making powers will sit with the Panel and the Autharity, with the SEC processes being
open and transparent. This openness and oversight, coupled with a clear service delivery role,
will ensure that the Code Administrator delivers a service which is independent, subject to
continued industry scrutiny through qualitative and quantitative performance reporting and does
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not contain the ability to influence the outceme of change. The Code Administrator will pravide
expert advice an the application of the SEC processes but will neither be able to raise a
maodification ar vote on a modificatian,

It is right and proper that the Code Administrator should be wholly independent of the DCC
licencee given DCC's reparting ebligations to SEC and the SEC assurance framewark obligations
an the DEC. Equally it could be argued that this independence regime should apply to the D5P
and C5P main contractars, althaugh it must be recognised that the DSP and CSP organisations
will not be SEC Parties and as such they will have no direct participation in the modification
process,

ElectraLlink would question what risks, real or percelved, exist which would require the extension
af the independence regime to sub contractars of either the DSP or CSP. WE believe that those

- risks to independence can be wholly mitigated through the processes and structure of the 5EC
and the service definitions within the Code Administrator's contract. Such an extensian of the
independence regime would seem unnecessarily restrictive and hkely to limit competition. For
the same reasans it is Electralink's view that there would be na conflict between delivery of the
Code Administrator role and delivery of energy support services e.g. data aggregatian, 1o a
subset af DEC Users

Electralink has provided comment on two key areas with the code: constitution and
independence of the Panel and the prapoesed change process.

Electralink considers that there are a number of challenges associated with constituting a truly
independent panel and would recommend that further consideration is given to the creation of a
“representative” panel. This will ensure that Panel vating is fully open and transparent and that
the views of those impacted by the change have a voice and influence in determining whether a
madification should pregress or not, The representative nature of the DTS User Group has
warked efficiently for the last 14 years as has the DCUSA Panel construct since its inception in
2006. Our thoughts an this are set out in our response to question 28.

With regard to the change process, given the specialist and technical nature of much of the SEC,
Electralink does not believe that the standard modification process as set out in the consultation
document is appropriate across all elements af the code. Further consideratian necds to be given
to options for a separate change/modification process for technical and procedural elements of
the SEC that allows the {lexibility for proposed amendments to be enhanced, rather than
alternatives propased, as they progress though the change process.
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Equally, the ability for industry to vote on changes, subject to the inclusion of a number of
safeguards and controls to ensure there is no dominance by one or a group of parties as well as
protection of smaller parties, warrants further exploration. Both SPAA and DCUSA allow for
industry voting and include a suite of necessary safeguards including Authority determination,
This is supplemented by a willingness in the Authority to exercise its powers (o reverse change
propasal autcomes where it cansiders that the outcome does not deliver the abjectives af the
code,

Electralink remains committed to supporting the SMIP and waould be happy to discuss any
element of this response in mare detail with DECC as required.

Yours sinceroly

Chief Executive Officer
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Questions and Responses

Questions and Responses

The categories af parties identified at the outset seem appropriate. As highlighted, these party
categories may need to expand in the future to reflect changes in the scope of SEC e.g. migratian
of energy registration services, invelvement of metering organisations.

Electralink considers that metering organisations are best placed to answer this guestion.
However, Electralink woutd highlight that if it is considered that Options B & Cdeliver the
necessary benefits and solutions to the issues identified then commercial arrangements autside
of the SEC shauld not allow for impediment or dilution of such access.

Electralink considers that metering arganisations arc best placed to answer this guestion,

Yes, as highlighted in the consultation this is an existing issuc within the market place, mare soin
the gas market than the electricity market. The increased value of smart assets will only heighten
the commereial risks asseciated with nan-trackable assets. Work is under way in the market to
seck 10 address the current deficiencies threugh changes to legacy arrangements. The
centralisation of registration would pravide an ideal opportunity far this issue ta be resolved
through the recognition of the MAP 1D within registration Systems and the necessary access of
MAPs to such registration data, The associated SEC governance regime will need to ensure that
the access to the data is not impeded. Equally any governance arrangemcnts will need to ensure
it does not inadvertently create conflict in com mercial arrangements between metering agents
and supplices nor duplicate responsibilities and liabilities in such arrangecments,



If suppliers were to be responsible for communication hubs, including their ownership, then a
similar issue af asset tracking will apply for such assets. Suppliers, and their agents, will need to
track any movements in such asscts and/ar retirement of assets, This scenario would not apply
where C5P's were made respansible given their regianal monapoly status.

The proposal is consistent with that adopted by other codes and does not seem overly onerous.
Infermation captured at this stage should be kept to a minimum. Any additional financial
information could be captured as part of DCC service entry processes as it at that peint financial
and service commitments will be entered into.

Electralink agrees with the principle of an accession time limit, but when determining an
approgriate limit, consideration should be given to the expected time for completion of entry
processes bath for SEC and ather cedes that a new licensee would be obliged to complete before
gaining customers. Is & months long enough to complete entry assessment and begin trading?

A5 a technique within the assurance framewark, entry processes could be treated halistically,
with any risks followed through with the new party into engaing compliance monitaring.

There is precedent in other areas of the industry for related entry processes (e.g. B5C & MRA],
but these could be even better co-ardinated between DCC and SEC.

One [ssue currently experienced in industry, and which might become more prevalent, is
consultancies and agencies starting up skeleton companics and taking them thraugh industry
qualification processes, then selling them on ta new awners who had very little experience of the
pracesses and are therefore vulnerable to failing to be caompliant.

The scape of the DCC's and SEC Code Administrator’s involvement and obligations ta suppart the
“entry processes” will need to be clearly defined. SEC should be responsible for the SEC accession
process with DCC responsible for the technical assurance processes to allow take an af DCC
services. SEC entry processes should canfirm that an entrant has the ability to comply with the
regulatory regime while the DCC entry processes should seek to demonstrate the technical and
systern capability to support market operation and are fit for purpase.

¥es, once acceded, parties will take on the liabilitios and abligations within the Code and as such
should be able to participate in gavernance arrangements subject to the following:

» Al acceded parties should have the ability to raise modifications but consideration should
be given to what happens if, fellowing accession, a party does not become an active
participant and is expelled, Should any modificatians raised be withdrawn, or the aption
far another party to take ownership, be provided?

s Further coensideration is required an whether it is appropriate for non-active 3EC Parties
to nominate, vote or hold SEC panel seats or act as alternates. Electralink would not
cansider it appropriate for non active parties to participate in the SEC Pancl.



Information captured during the accession process should be kept to a minimum with anly
essential infarmatian being captured. Electralink, in its role as Code Administrator for DCUSA is
required to capture and process the following infarmation during accession:

* Business legal name and contact details e.g. contract manager details;
»  Company registration information — company number and registered affice address;
* Class of party;
Market domain ID; and
*  Date icence applied for [/ granted.

The above information would be sufficient far SEC. Any additional financial information, e.g. VAT
registration number, billing details, can farm part of the formal DCC service entry processes.
Information about planned business aperations can be useful in identifying any risk a party poses
ance live and how it might be treated in the assurance framework. As part of the entry procoss,
infarmation regarding a party's reliance an external suppert to achieve accreditation should be
assessed, Equally a party's plan for transitioning this external expertise to in-house expertise
shauld be considered.

There should be no abligation of the acceding party to provide any form af security ar deposit
when acceding to the SEC, This may hawever be different with regard to DCC and the receipt af
LEMVICES,

W Jrk ]

Electralink supparts the approach in the SEC Consultation far DCC User Gateway censidering it
cansistent with the overall procurement strategy far DCC. We are confident that elements of the
DSP's DCC User Gateway requirements can be provided on the same data transfer network {DTH)
infrastructure that currently supports the Data Transfer Service 1075}, a service which has been
delivering successfully secure and low cost data transfer to the UK electricity industry for the last
14 years. If the DCC User Gateway was to share the DTN with the DTS it would be bath cost
effective far industry and, by utilising existing interfaces and connection processes, would reduce
the overall risk of the SMIP, A report preduced by independent external consultants in 2011!
detailed the rationale for this infrastructure sharing approach for the DCC User Gateway and
pravides some initial estimates of the incremental costs to industry af Electralink enhancing the
DTH to provide such services.

Electralink has been proactive with the DTS Users {i.e. the Tunders of the DTN} to assess their
appetite for offering this infrastructure to the DSPs for use as the DCC Gateway. In contra ctual
terms we propase a regulated approach which waould invelve the DSP becaming a party to the
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Data Transfer Service Agreement (DTSA). This would allow Electralink to offer two services aver
a single infrastructure whilst minimising the risk af eross subsidisation between DTS and DCC
users. Furthermore such an approach would allow Electralink ta recaver anly its casts. This
regulated approach (as the basis for Electralink to affer DCC User Gateway services to the DSP
bidders) was agreed farmally by the DTS User Group, 15" May 2012 and has been shared with
both Ofgem and DECC,
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DXC Services (inel. DCC
Gateway Core Services]
Goyernance

Ralevant £ greemaent = 5EC
takes precedent

DCC User Gateway Core Services

The preposed structure detailed above will deliver the requirements of Option 2 as outlined in
the consultation, namely responsibility for DCC User Gateway sitting with the DCC and delivered
through the DSP procurement, with governance sitting in SEC and costs flowing via the DSP.



Electralink intends to propose to the D5Ps bidders that they contract for DCC User Gateway
services with an extended Data Transfer Service Agreement ("DTSA ME2™'). This agreement will
reflect the continuation of key characteristics within the current DTSA which govern the DTS e.g.
user driven gavernance, Authority oversight, defined charging principles etc. This contracting
model will allaw regulated DCC gateway services to be supplied to the DSP running in parallel to
the DTS over the shared DTN infrastructure.

Although the proposed DSP contracting model will be an evolution of the DT5A, the governance
arrangements for the DCC User Gateway, Including service definitions and the change control
process, will sit in the SEC. The SEC will be recognised as a “Relevant Agreement” in the DTSA
Mk2 meaning that any changes made to the DCC User Gateway, agreed by the SEC panel, will
autamatically flow down to the DTSA without impediment, The DTSA also contains pravisions for
its parties, including the DSP in this case, to request Electralink to undertake bilateral
developments on an Elective services basis.

There is significant commaonality between the likely DCC Users and the existing users of the DTS
and this should ease any patential gavoernance issucs between the DTS and DCC User Gatoway
services provided on the DTH,

The praposed DSP contracting model would therefare allow far the delivery of Core services by
the DCC and wauld also facilitate the DCC's rollowt of Elective services. The arrangements will
mirrer the requirements of the SEC to ensure that top down [DCC Wser and DCC) and battom up
(DSP) innavation is facilitated.

In light af this proposed regulated delivery model, Electralink’s engagement with the D5P
bidders will be undertaken on the same regulated basis as the DTS i.e, cost recavery. The DTS
User Group has agreed to support Electralink’s engagement with the DSP bidders during the
Invitation to Submit a Detalled Selution (ISD5) phase of the DSP procurement. During 1505
ElectraLink will offer to engage with all DSP bidders on a bilateral basis te autline the capabilities
of the DTN, facilitate innovation and pravide indicative costs for DCC User Gateway services for
inclusion into their bids to DECC.

Should DTN based services be taken farward into the Invitation to Submit Final Tenders (ITSFT)
phase of the DSP procurement as part of the DCC User Gateway design, Electralink would need
to commence a fermal precurement process in order to provide the best possible pricing for
inelusion into the final DSP bids, The DTS User Group is of the view that any costs incurred by
Electralink to undertake this formal procurement process in support of ITSFT should not be
recovered from current DTS Users, rather they should be recovered from the future users of the
DCC. Electralink will engage with DECC at the start of ITSFT to consider how any incremental
casts fer supparting this phase of DSP procurement, should this suppart be required, are to be

dealt with,

The high level regulatary, legal and service roadmap far delivering DTN based DCC User Gateway
services to the DSP through the DTSA Mk2 would be:

s Gas & Electricity Suppliers, DNO's, GTs will be required by Licence to be a 5EC Party as will
ather non-licenced ATPS,

* SEC will require all SEC Parties, including DCC, who want to transfer data to J from DCC to
use the DOC User Gateway.

s [CC User Gateway will have multiple connectivity options to DCC, including potentially
the DTH.



SEC would descnibe the DCC User Gateway services (data dictionary, processes etc).

SEC will include the governance arrangements, including change cantral pracess, for the
DCC User Gateway.,

For the DTH component of the DCC Gateway the SEC would take precedent aver the
DTS4 Mk2 with any changes thereto automatically flowing down without impediment.
DT5A Mk 2 would include DCC User Gateway aperative provisions covering dual fuel
service,

DTSA Mk2 would mirrar the arrangements in SEC for provision of Care and Elective
SErvices.

All charges for the use of the DTH for DCC User Gateway wiould be channelled via the DSP
back to DCC Users with no charges being made directly by Electralink to the individual
users of the DCC.

Electralink believes the provision of DTN based services in suppart of the DCC User Gateway
services thraugh an extended DTSA arrangement will deliver best value for industry and will
reduce the risk of the SBIP. In summary therefare Electralink would propose the following way

forward ¢

The D5Ps will decide what the mast effective solution is for DCC User Gateway.
ElectraLlink will engage with the shortlisted DSPs during the 1505 phase of the DSP
procurgment in order to allow them to complete this analysis.

Electralink’s engagement with D5Ps will ensure that the end to end costs of DCC User
Gateway options, including industry client side costs, are properly assessed.

Electralink will offer the use of the DTN to the D5Ps on a regulated basis —we beleve this
approach will provide the best outcome for industry;

o The costs af Electralink’s provision of services to support the DCC User Gateway
using the DTN infrastructure {in so far as they can be separately identified from
DTS related costs) will be charged on a cost recavery basis ta the D5P for enward
charge to the DCC. DECC have confirmed this single party charging structure as a
walid assumptian,

o The SEC will become, along with the MRA, BSC etc a “Relevant Agreement” within
the DTSA Mk2, Changes to the DCC User Gateway, managed via the SEC change
process will automatically flow dawn witheut impediment. This will ensure that
SEC takes precedence on change and governance of DCC User Gateway matters.

o DTN based services provided in support of the DCC User Gateway will not be
considered an extensian of the DTS services provided pursuant to the DNO
Licernce Condition 37,

In light of the competition between the DSPs, Electralink's engagemaent with the D5Ps
during the 1505 phase will be on a bilateral basis. The objective will be to facilitate
innovation assisting the D5Ps ta reduce the averall cost and risk of their detailed
salutions.

Tha estimated, incremental cost to Electralink of supporting the DCC User Gateway
companent of these DSP solutions will be made available to the relevant DSP for
submission to DECC,



There are a nember of benefits to industry and the SMIP programme of using an existing data
transfer network to suppart the DCC User Gateway. In summary these benefits are:

The DTN is already cannected to 100% of suppliers and network operatars trading in the
domestic electricity market and 55% of gas suppliers that are expected ta require
connection to the DCC.

In 2011, the DTN infrastructure, including all servers, network, applications and databases
underwent a full technelogy refresh, resulting in a modern, robust service capable of
supparting the requirements of the DCC User Gateway.

The DTN uses the latest real time MPLS netwark technology available in the market and is
capable of delivering all the traffic protocel and latency requirements to support smart
metering including near real time message transfers.

There is an enduring requirement for the DTN to suppert the DTS post DCC “go live’ in
2014 as a consequence of the continuing requirement to suppart existing industry
processes, including those in suppart af the Green Deal.

Cannectivity te the DTN is based on an established set of processes currently affering
three types of connection based on user requirements including a low cast VPN based
entry aption ideal for use by ATP's.

The DTN already uses an ‘Open Standards’ interface to connect to the network,

The use of an existing data transfer interface will significantly reduce client side risk and
cost for industry participants as they will not be forced to redevelop further interfaces to
a new ‘greenfield” netwaork.

The use of the DTN's existing data validation functionality in the DCC User Gateway wauld
reduce system testing time for the DCC.

We agree with the praposals, provided that when defining the detail of the tests, they are
praportional to the potential risks a new party poses 1o both the DCC and the wider industry, and
are therefare not overly onerous or seen as a barrier to entry.

Under a number af existing gas and electricity codes, risks are managed via a cambination of
entry processes and controlled market entry, which limit the activities of new entrants until
systems and processes are proven in a lve operational enwiranment, This appreach may be
appropriate under SEC. It is critical that the respective roles of DCC Licenses and SEC Code
Administratar in managing and assuring compliance with the entry processes are clearly defined
to ensure there is na averlap er cause for confusian or unnecessary duplication of cast.

Electralink agrees with the principles that are detailed within the con sultation documentation.



A new licence condition is proposed for suppliers to grant rights of access to their enrolled
moetering systems to the DCC. It is appropriate that the detail of this obligation, including
cantractual rights, is drafted in the SEC.

Electralink agrees with the principles that are detailed within the consultation decumentation.

Electralink agrees in principle with the group classification. However, depending on the dacisions
taken with regard to provision of access to DCC for meter operatars, a further classification may
be required. If meter cperators are granted access rights to DCC under either of the proposed
eptions B or C and the level of access to be granted is different to that of the supplier a further
categary will be required, The flexibility to allow ‘cut across’ different service types in specific
instances e.g. alarts s a necessary flexibility.

Electralink consider suppliers are best placed to answer this gquestion,

The scope of the Smart Energy Code is wide ranging and will include areas such as:

= General abligations and definition of 5EC governance arrangements;

» Technical specifications for smart meters, and cammunication se relces:

» [CCcharging regime set out in the Charging Methodology:

e Business processes for bath DEC and service users with regard to communication
seryvices; and

= Compliance, assurance and data security regimes.

The drafting for each of these areas will be very different in nature. Some areas will require
drafting of legal text, other areas will take the form technical definition decuments e.g. file
farmats, data definitions ete. and in some arcas the drafting will require a more descriptive form
to define process and procedural steps,

Given the rather specialist and technical nature of much of the 5EC, ElectraLink does not believe
that the standard modification process as set aut in the consultation document is unlversally
appropriate across all elements of the code. At a minimum there should be a separate
change/madification process for technical and procedural elements of the SEC that allows the
flexibility for proposed amendments to be enhanced, rather than alternatives proposed, as they



progress though the change process. Also, due ta the technical nature of such changes, it would
be more efficient for decisions regarding these changes to be delegated to a SEC Panel sub-
cammittee of technical experts who would be better placed to review and understand Issues and
comments raised by parties and consider the impacts of these on proposed amendments prior to
voling.

With SPAA, a two tiers and streamlined change process exists to deal with technical changes to
Market Domain Data. This process ensures that the appropriate skilled industry experts deal with
such technical matters and changes are progressed in a timely, costs effective and efficient
manner.

Electralink believes that such an alternative change/modification process is required to deal with
amendments to the core communication services. The list of services will include technical
specifications of each service, along with any precedural reguirements, Amendments to the list
will require equivalent amendments to these technical definitions and associated business
procedures, Using the standard modification process to manage amendments in this area waould
be unlikely to deliver the most effective solution whilst making efficient use of SEC and SEC Party
resources.,

The creation of working groups supperted and advised by a SEC Code Administrator who is an
eapert in the SEC processes would deliver the necessary framework to facilitate development of
any modifications. These two care resource channels can be supplemented as and when
required by expert resource &g, security experts. The wo rking group would make a
recommendation, supported by documented rationale and evidence, to the Panel who would
then be charged with decision making, leading ultimately to a reco mmendation to the Authority,

Electralink would also recommend that the change process in codes other than the BSC are
cansidered far the SEC e.g. DCUSA. The DCUSA process allows for material and nan material
changes with Autharity consent required for the former with the latter being determined
through self gavernance, A number af safe guards exist within the voting process including voting
caps to stap single party dominance, 2 stage voling hurdles to protect smaller players and
referral to the Autharity where single party blocking vates are apparent, These safeguards
coupled with an Authority willingness to reverse the decision by industry means that the process
ensures that the objectives of the code are fully achieved.

It is eritical that the Autharity clearly defines the quantum and type of data which it must be
supplied with to enable it to make a decision as to whether to accept or reject an appeal. There
can be no ambiguity inwhat is required as this will only delay ehange and likely stifle innovation.

Yas, this provides additianal flexibility and will deliver innovation and efficiencies. A comp arable
process exists within Electralink’s DTSA and comm ercial contracting environment allowing for
DTS Users to cantract, individually or as a subset, for service enhancements ta the Data Tran sfer
Service in the electricity market or commercial Value Added Services in the gas market. As
detailed in Q9, Electralink would replicate any Core [ Elective service framework within SEC into
its cantract with the D8P for DCC User Gateway.



Yes, requiremcnts far the provision af DCC cemmunication services should be consistent
regardless of whether those services are core ar elective.

Electralink agrees with the principles that are detailed within the consultatian documentation,

Electralink agrees with the principles that are detailed within the consultation dacumentatian.,

Yes, consideration should be given to the implementation af a standard release schedule and
whether this could be aligned with those used under other codes.

The benefits identified in the smart meter business case will only be achieved through the
successful rall out of smart meters and the associated management and support systems. This
should be the primary facus of DCC and elective services should only be made available ance DCC
and its service providers have achieved a rabust and stable operating platform and 2 significant
prepartion of the roll out of meters should have been achieved by suppliers e.g. 25% aof cxpected
final enralment numbers. Metrics can be developed to assess the stability of the platform such as
continued delivery of KPI's, no eritical bugs or fixes outstanding etc. Electralink would envisage
this to be sometime in the second full year after Go Live, Added Value services should anly be
cansidered ance the core services are fully stable and a downturn in Elective Services is forecast,
The focus must remain on supparting the smart metering system.

Electralink supparts the proposed charging regime and considers it reflective of the underlying
costs structure of providing these services. It is critical that, to eliminate velume and/or price mix



risk within DCC, the structure of DSP and CSP charges is matched with the requirements of the
DCC Charging Methodology.

Equally, early reselution and clarity of how DCC will deal with material va riances to expected roll
out forecast and actual roll outs and the consequential impact an its profitability and cash-flow is
needed.

There are benefits to adopting such an appreach. The funding principle is that all Parties should
contribute to the cost of funding the end smart metering system. Any delay in providing such
funding will place a burden on other parties and may, in extremis, threaten the financial stability
of the DCC. An alternative appreach, normally adopted within commercial contracts is that only
the disputed value |s withheld with payment in full being made for any undisputed charges
however this complicates matters and could lead to unnecessary payment delays.

I bath instances it is critical that a clear and expedicnt disputes procedure is in place with
specific arrangements for disputed charges as opposed ta general party to party or SEC disputes.

Yes. Bad debt reflects the failure of a party to contribute its share of the overall smart metering
system cost. The bad debt will reflect a combination of direct service costs plus an
apperticnment af the DCC and SEC costs. The DCC charging regime should include incentives to
ensure bad debts are minimised but should not penalise the DCC Tar bad debts where all
appropriate steps have been taken,

Breadly we agree with the powers and objectives of the SEC Panel. We would recommend
consideration shauld be given to a further objective around management of costs e.g- That the
Panal conducts its business in an efficient manner with due regard to costs.

One of the SEC abjectives contained within the DCC licence does state " to facilitate efficient
provisian, installation and operation of Smart Metering Systems.....” but we consider this is

meant ta reflect obligations around the processes and procedures that the SEC will govern,
rather than the aperation of the panel itself.,

The cansultation document indicates a preference for a fully independent panal on the belief
that such a canstitution would lead te a more effective decision making body as all members will
be working to a comman purpase rather than representing particular interests which, in turn,
would lead ta fewer deadliocks. It gacs on further to suggest that an independent pa nel is better



suited to discharging its functions, powers and objectives particularly these relating to sanctions
and disputes, '

In principle an independent panel could deliver the benefits described however, any panel
selected and appointed under the proposed terms set out in the consultation decument is
unlikely to be completely independent. Under the proposed constitution each seat is reserved
far a particular category of SEC Party or consumer body. For those seats reserved for SEC party
categories, members will be nominated and elected from within their category. Consumer body
coats will be reserved for Consumer Focus and a second member appointed by the government,

Clearly, members will have a natural affiliation to either the category of party that elected them
or, in the case of consumer representatives, the body whaose interests they are appainted to
pratect. This in itself will bring an element of bias as members will have a greater understanding
of the views of, and issues faced by, their party category and this will elearly influgnce their
stance when taking decisians,

A better option would be for the panel to be representative, where members openly represent
the view of their constituency. This would allow for a more transparent decision miaking procoss
with any affiliations made clear rather than implied. It would also allow for members ta co nsult
with their constituents in advance of a meeting, as apprapriate, in order to reach a censensus
view to take to the meeting, Without this step, rather than acting independently or as a
representative of a constituency, members are likely to be influenced by the views of their own
employer organisations, Consideration should also be given te ensuring that there are no
advantages given ta large suppliers compared to small suppliers.

If the SEC Panel were ta be representative the voting arrangements should be such that no single
catepery of party has undue influence over, or is able to control, panel decisions unless those
decisicns a2re anly relevant to that category of party, As currently drafted the SEC panel would
have 12 vating members plus a casting vate held by the chair. The suggested constitution gives
one categery of members 4 votes with all other categories holding either 1 ar 2 votes. This would
seem ta pravide an appropriate level of assurance, as for any panel decision to be ca rried it
would require the agreement of members fram at least 3 member categaries.

The cansultation envisages that anly non material changes will be finally determined by the
Panel with all other changes being subject to Authority determination. This is a critical safeguard
and the Authority, as is the case in existing codes, can exercise its absolute discretion and
independence and not act on the recommendation of the Panel in such instances whero it
considers the interests of the code and the end consumer would not be best served.

Electralink recommends that further consideration is given to the Panel arrangements ta cover
the transitional arrangements for the period SEC Go Active to SEC Go Live. During this period the

sealed down Pancl should have respansibility for:

* “populating” the SEC after Go Active;

= managing necessary change due to either policy decisions or fundamental deficiencics
identified in the trialling and testing period;

s procuring the Cade Administrator and such other necessary support services; and

« implementing the enduring panel canstruct,

Equally, consideration should also be given as to how the Panel will evolve, and possibly scale
down, once a rabust and stable smart metering system and 5EC is achieved.



The proposed constitution seems apprapriate, the allacation of seats is proportionate to the
anticipated use af DCC services, and does not give any single group cantrol of, or undue influence
aver, decisions made by the panel, It is eritical that smaller suppliers are not prejudiced in any
panal construct.

Electralink agrees that, as a service provider, the DCC should net have veting rights at the 5EC
Panel.

The appointment of an independent chair is consistent with the findings of Authority’s Code
Governance Review and would bring a degree of independent oversight and impartiality to the
panel. Also cansistent with the Code Governance Review Is the proposal that the chair should
hald a casting vate whare the decision of the panel would etherwise be tied.

Cansideration should be given to the level of previous industry knowledge and experience
required of potential candidates far SEC Panel Chair. Whilst a certain level of knowledge would
give clear advantages in understanding the detail ef the of the 5EC Panel agenda, it could bring
with it a certain level of histaric bias. Any candidate with relevant industry knowledge is likely to
have experience of at least ane SEC Party category therefore, when directing activities of the
panel or exercising voting rights it is possible that there will be a natural tendency for their views
to align with those of the category to which they have a historic affiliation. Whilst a generic chair,
with no previous industry knowledge, would clearly not have the same level of understanding of
many of the issues discussed at the SEC Pancl they would also not have the potential bias that
previous knowledge could bring. Electralink would censider that industry knowledge is vital to

this role.

It would seem appropriate that the term of office for the SEC Panel chair should be aligned with
the three year business planning cycle, as propased in the consultation,

Flectralink cansiders that the arrangements set out in the document are approgriate for a
representative panel but would reiterate its concerns whether a truly independent panel can be
achieved.



