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Dear Sirs

Smart Metering Implementation Programme — new Smart Energy Code content and related
Supply Licence amendments

Thank you for the epportunity to respond to the above consultation. This letter should be treated
as a consolidated responsa on behalf of UK Power Networks' three licensed distribution
companles: Eastern Power Metworks ple, London Power MNetwerks ple, and South Eastern Power
Netwaorks ple. The content of our response is not confidential and can be published on the DECC
website,

\We have provided answers to the consultation questions in the appendix to this letter and hope
that you will find our comments helpful. If you have any questions, please do not hesitale {o
contact mo.

Yours faithfully
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Appendix

Smart Metering Implementation Programme — new Smart Energy Code content and related
Supply Licence amendmants

DCC Enrolment Mandate

Question 1: Do you agree with the legal drafting of the proposed amendment lo the electncily and
gas supply licence conditions? Please provide a ralionale for your views

We have no comments on the legal drafting.

Guestion 2: Do you agree thal this legal duty should lake effect whan DCC's enrolment services
are first available?

Yes, we agree that this legal duty should take effect when DCC's enrolment services are first
available. This will benafit:

» MNetwork Operators who will be able to send and receive data to enhance customer senvice
and incorporate Into planning and smart grid models, and
= customers and their agents who will be able to access the full range of services set outin
the Smart Energy Coda (SEC),
It will also minimise the number of smart meters that need to be migrated to DCC services,
DCC Enrolment and Communication Services

Question 3: Do you have any comman(s on the proposed draffing in thoso now subsidiary
documaonts?

We have no specific fendback at this stage, bul would welcoma the oppartunity to comment on the
final draft text, when available.

Question 4: Do you have any specific commants on tha proposed ravised approach lo dealing with
Post-Commissioning Obligalions including the proposal to delele Seclions M2.7 and M2.87

Wea note that in the previous drafting. Parties suffering losses from any breach would be able fo
recover their costs without imdation. It s not clear from the revised drafting if a Network Party
would be able 1o recover losses, for example, in the event that a Supplier persistently failed to put
the correct Network Party certificate on a meter. We would appreciate clarity on this paint
Consent for joining and un-joining Consumer Access Devices

Quesltion & Do you have any commenis on the proposed approach ?

We have no comments on the propased approach as we do net percelve an impact on Network
Parties.
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Consequantial changes to Sections FZ, G, M2 and A

Question &: Do you have any commants on the proposed drafling changes to Sections F2, G, M2
and A?

We have no comments on the proposed drafting changes.

Question 7: Do you agroe with the proposal lo move some of the lechnical details in F2 inlo a
subsidiary document in line with the approach taken in relaltion to Sections H4, 5 and &7

Yes, wa agrea with this proposal. We are supportive of the principle that technical details should
be contained in SEC subsidiary documents rather than the SEC,

SEC amendments to support Smart Metering Testing

Question 8: Do you support the proposed changes to Section T to ensure that the tasting
objectives roflect a more up to date version of the SEC?

Yes. We are supportive of the proposed changes and of the ongoing work to develop the basaline
documantation that will enable SEC Parties to finalise thelr lesting plans and test documentation.

Question 9; Do you agree with the proposal thal the DCC should offer a tesfing soervice for
prospactive Non-Galaway Supphers?

We agrea that the Non-Galeway |nterfface must be tested and therefore a test instance should ba
made available. The provision of such a service should be in propartion to the chticality of the
service being offered, to ensure that additional industry costs remain under control,

Quesfion 10- Do you intend to test only Davices (and nol User Syslems) against the DCC

Syslems? If so, how and when do you intend to do this? s it your infention to: become a SEC

Party and establish a DCC Gateway Connection; rely on other parties to interact with the DCC for

gm p[.l'.l'?pﬂ.':'ﬂ.'f of testing Devices; or anothar moans (e.q. direct connection without being a SEC
arly)

As a SEC Party, UK Power Networks intends to test User Systems against the DCC Systems.
With regards to the participation in testing of non-SEC Parties, we are supportive of the proposal to
remave the requirement on the DCC to provide testing services to these parties, as this will

streamline the testing process. An organisation that intends to test only Devices may accede to
the SEC or collaborate with a SEC Party,
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Public Key Infrastructure

Question 11: Do you agreo with the proposals, and associaled legal drafting in relation to the SMKI
Recovery Procedure Guidance document? Please provida a ralionale for your view.,

We agree that it may be beneficial to decide not to use the Contingency or Recovery Key. We also
agree that the SMKI PMA Is the correct governance body 1o make that decision. |n the interests of
an open approach to such a potentially costly decision, we agree with the proposals and leqgal
drafting in relation to the SMKI Recovery Procedure Guldance decument,

Queslion 12: Do you agree with the proposed drafling on how changes o the SMKI Recovery Kay
Guidanco are managed, or do you think it should be a8 SEC Subsidiary Document and open to the
SEC modification process? Flease provida a rafionale for your rasponse,

Wo support the general principle that wherever passible, documents are subject to the SEC
modification process. This provides visibility and encourages SEC Parties’ engagement in change.
Haowever, for this type of document, we believe that the change process proposed in the
consullation (see paragraph 73) provides a suitable level of governance,

Question 13: Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting in refation fo the SMKI
Recovery Procedure Liabillies? Please provide a ralionale for your view.

Yes, we agree with DECC’s proposal and the associated legal drafting. These provide clanty in
raspect of when costs may be recovered and the process to be followed.

Question 14: Do you agree with the proposals, and associaled legal drafting lo uso 1K for
communicabions over tha NGI and in refation to TAD? Please provide a rationale for your view.

Yes, we agree with Lhis change, The original intention of the IK| was ta allow communications over
the MG and in relation to TAD.

Question 15: Do you agreo thal it is necessary for the PMA to be abla to require Parties fo
nominate Key Custodians? Please provide a rationale for your responsa.

Yes, we agree that it is necessary for the PMA to be able to require Partles lo nominate Key
Cuslodians, There is a risk that Parties will not valunteer, as they may perceive the commiiment to
be too onerous.

Question 16: Do you agree with the proposals, and assoclaled legal drafting to make clarificatory
changes lo the SMKI Certificale Policles? Please provide a rationale for your view.

We agree with the alignment of the Certificate specification with industry standards and with the

other minor medifications to the policles. However, we would require additional expertise in
certficate formatting specifications in order to comment on the accuracy of the specifications.
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Question 17; Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting fo allow the DCC fo
become an Eligible Subseriber for cartain SMKI Organisation Certificates for the purpose of signing
Reagistration Data? Please provide a rationale for your view.

Yes. We appreciate the need to provide secure communications for RDP data and the proposed
approach is a sensible way to achleve this.

Quastion 18: Do you agree with tha lagal drafting to oblige Netwark Cperalors lo establish their
Organisation Cerlificales prior lo DCC Live? Please provide a rationalo for your view.

We support the intent of the legal drafting which requires Netwark Operators to establish
Organisation Cerificales prior to the start of Enrolment Services. However, it Is not clear how far
in advance of Enrolment Services the Organisation Certficates should be established. We would
appreciate clarity on this point,

Queslhion 19; Do you agree with the proposal and legal dralting in relalion fo the miscellansous
changes fo the PKI conlent? Please provide a rationale for your vigw.

We broadly agree with the miscellanecus changes 1o the PK| content, on the basis that these align
with the programme developmant, We have no comments on the amendments to provision LB.T,
regarding Device Certificate Subscribers, as Network Operators do not expect lo request Davico
Cerificates

Security Independence Requirements

Quastion 20: Do you have any commaents on the proposed drafting regarding the CIO
independanca requiramants?

We support the principle of the CiO demonstrating independenca and the role of the SEC Panal.
\We also recognisa that the SEC Panel may need to appoint ancther person to perfarm the role of
the CIO. It is our view that the proposed drafting supports these requiremants.

Ro-use of previously installed Communications Hubs

Quastion 21: Do you agrea with the proposals, and associaled legal drafting (including the
proposed changes 1o the CHIMSM at Annex 0), which would permit Suppliers to re-use
Communicalions Hubs that they have removed lrom consumar pramisos in cordain clircumsiancos?

We have no comments on the proposed change as Network Operators are not invelved in this
process
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Obligation for Energy Suppliers lo engage with DCC queries on compliance with the
Communications Hubs Support Materials

Quastion 22: Do you agrea with the proposal, and assoclaled legal drafting, for an obligation for
Supplier Paries to respond to any reasonablo requas! from the DCC for information pertaining lo
compliance with the CH Suppart Materials and for a reciprocal obligation to be placed on the DCC?

We have no comments on the proposed change as Nebwork Operators are not involved in this
process,

Quastion 23: Do you agroe with the proposals, and assoclated legal drafting (including the
proposed changes fo the CHIMSM al Annex D, relating 1o visits by the DCC lo consumar
premises)?

We have no comments on the proposed change as Metwork Operators ane net involved in this
process,

Failure of Parties to accept delivery of Communlcations Hubs
Question 24: Do you agree with the proposal, and assoclaled legal drafting, for Parties lo be liable
for all reasonable costs and expensas incumed by the DCC as a result of a dolivery of

Communications Hubs being prevenled from taking place in accordance with the SEC, due fo o
breach of the SEC by thal pary?

We have no comments on the proposed change as Metwork COperators are not involved in this
procoss,

Consequential changes to the SEC for alignment with the Communications Hub Support
Materials

Guestion 25 Do you agree with the proposals and associaled legal drafting for the consequaontial
changes lo the SEC arsing from the Communications Hub Suppor! Materials?

We have no comments on the proposed change as Nebwork Operators are not involved in this
Process,

Miscellanecous Communications Hub Issues

Question 26: Do you agree with the propoesals as descnbed under the heading of *“Miscellaneous
Communications Hub Issues” above and the associaled legal drafting?

We are supportive of the proposals as they clarify the issues addressed during the commissioning
process,

Incident Managemant

Question 27: Do you agree with the proposed changes lo Incident Management? Please provide a
rationala for your views.

Yos, we agree with the proposed changes. A single Incident Management process should benefit
all Incident Parties and the DCC.
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Governance of Error Handling Strategy

Quostion 25: Do you agree with the proposed approach lo provide more fexible governance for the
Error Handling Strategy, sel out above?

Yes, we agree with the proposed approach. Aligning the documentation will provide clarity for
Parties on the activities they need to undertake when dealing with errors,

Further Activation of the SEC Modification Procoss

Question 29: Do you agraa with the proposals in relation to the timing of the furthar aclivation of
the SEC Modification Process? Please provide a rationala for your response.,

Yes. The proposed approach moves in a contralled manner towards the point at which the SEC
Fanel takes full contrel of the modification procoss,

Question 30: Do you agreo with tha proposals and legal text in relalion to the mannar in which the
SEC Modification Process is further activaled, including the lemporary performance of cortain
anduring Autherly funclions by the Secretary of Stale? Please provida a rallonale for your
rasponsg,

With tha exception of one point (see below), we agree with the propesals and legal text in refation
to the mannar in which the SEC Modificatien Process is further activated. The changes provide
clarity in respect of the Interim Modification Process. Furthermore, we support the temporary role
assumed by the Secretary of Stale to prevent dual governance (by the Autherty and the Secretary
of State)

We propose that the Secretary of State should no longer have the powers 1o suspend or cancel
Modfication Proposals. The DCC should be suitably resourced to carry out impact assessments,
and those Impact assessments, together with reports from the SEC Panel, should aliow the
Secretary of State to reach an informed decision.

Scope of the Threshold Anomaly Detection Procedures document

Question 31 Do you have any commants on the proposed drafting regarding the scope of the
Threshold Anomaly Detection Procedures?

We have no comments on the proposed change

Appeals of Panel declslons relating to SMETS non-compliance

Question 32: Do you agree with the proposed additional tex! to F3 to provida affected Supplier
Parties or the DCC with the ability to appeal (to Ofgem) SEC Panel decisions relating lo davice
non-compliance with the Technical Specifications and any associatod remedial plan?

Yes, we agree with the proposed additional text
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Section A Definitions

Question 33: Do you agree with the propasal, and associated lagal drafting in refation to amending
the definitions in preparation for the future introduction of technical specifications into the SEC?
Please provide a rationale for your view,

‘¥es, we agree with the proposed change. This should improve the clarity of the SEC and related
documents.
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