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Executive Summary

Smart DCC Ltd, known as the Data and Communications Campany ar DCC, welcomes the
opportunity t¢ respond to ‘a Consultation on New Smart Energy Code Content and Related
Licence Amendments’ released on 25 Febroary 2016,

DEC holds the licence, granted by the Department of Energy and Clinmate Change (DECC), to
establish and manage the data and communications network ta connect smart meters to the
buslness systems of energy suppliers, network operators and other authorised vsers of the
network.

DCC broadly welcomes the propasals in the consultakion and broadly suppaorts the proposed
thanges o the Smart Energy Code (SEC), subject to spocifie areas bar further consideration,
which are set out in the sections which follow.

PLE Fpruses its response on the consuftatlon guestions which invite a response on new legal
drafting in the SEC. We have not provided a response to the questions in Chapter 3 {Rollout
Strategy] and In Chapter 5 {User ta asn-User Chum} as they focus on changes to the Supply
Licence Conditions.

If you have anv nirserlane rawaed g any part of this response please contacl
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2 DCC responses

1.1 Communications Hubs

Guestion 4: Do yeu agree with the proposal and assoclated legal drafting to reflect matiers
related e the installation and maintenance of Special Installation Mazhk Communications Hubs
{5IM CHs) in the SECT Please pravide a rationale for your vlews,

In reference to the proposed changes in FS, F& and F7, we agree with the legal drafting.

Questforn 5: Do you agree with the proposal and associated lepat drafting to reflect mattars
telated to Network Enhancement Plans Tn the SEC? Please pravide a rationale for your visws.

In reference to the proposed changes in 7,18, F7.19 and F7.20, DCC agree with the legal drafting.

1.2 Enduring change of supplier

Cuestion 7: Do you agree with the ‘minded to’ position to align the start af the Feasibility and
deslgn af the ECas prodess with the Blueprint phase of CRS with the aim of linking the design
and build of the ECoS system with CRS development? Please provide a rationale for your views.

DCC suppoert the proposal to allgn the decign and build of the ECoS system with CRS development.
As the CRS and ECoS systerm developrment both have a bearing on switching, DCC conslders that it
waould be advantageaus to link them.

Howewer, our suppart is subject to the conslderatlans below:

»  DCC bpelerstand that the detailed design work required for ECoS is not expected in 2016,
DCC asks that the dmescales are confirmed and that this worl s planned for 2017 at the
earllest. DCC must ensure that the delivery of its core functionallty through [t firet twe live
releasas, R12 and AL.3, are completed first, and that DCC i3 required ta support the
development of ECas anby after the delivery of B1.2 and R1.3.

+ (RS develapment ts being doven by the need for a2 new switehing pracezs that is reliable,
fast and cost effective. The switching process Is significanily diferent when using the ECoS
process in place of the TCoS process. Therefore sprme of the benefits of 8 new CRS may he
different when using the ECoS process in place of the TCoS process.

+*  The reguirement to move seamlessly irom TCoS SMEI certificates to ECoS SMEI certificates
will requlre Further design, which should form part of the same development.

+  Key exchange processes have the potential ta cause oajor smart servlce failures if they are
poarly designed

Question 8: Do you agres+ with the ‘minded o' proposal for supplfers to take reasonable stape’
to start to use ECos from the point at which [t becomes avallable? Pleasa provide a rationale for
YOuT views,
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LOC suppert the proposal for suppllers te take reasonable steps to skart to use ECoS fram the
point at which it becames avatlable. DCC notes that It is essential that all suppllers have the
eapability to use ECOS arrangements when they are made available or It may restrict Supplier
chaice to the custamer.

DCC considers that the move to using ECoS will deliver 3 number of benefits:

» It has the advantage of reducing the number of TCoS SMK| certificates that are deployed
onto Devices as part of the roll-aut.

= Wl start suppliers development to use ECoS SMEK| arrangements earler and thareby
reduce risks invelved in leaving untll near the deadline.

« Wil recues the kendency to choose betwesn ECoS and TCRS arrange ments.

DCC woudd highlight that there will need to be a planned mipration from TCeS te ECoS, and that
the migration will take some Hme given that the TCoS certiflcate on each device will need o be
replaced with that of the current registered Suppller by the TCoS function, Therefore this will nesd
to be a planned and phased transition, ta manage the associated risks and avold any trafiic surges
on the DEC nenworks.

Question 9: Do you agrae with the principle of suppliers completing the move to ECoS within &
rmanths of the end of roli out i.e. 2020 or earller? Pleaza provide a ratlonale far your views,

DCC agres with the principle that the period of switching berwesn operatlon of TCeS and ECos |3
minimited. Hawever, our support is subject to the detalls of the migratlon fram TCaS to ECoS
being agreedy confirmed. In partcular, whether the migratlan will be mandated from a particular
date or credentlals can start to be changed #arly on an eptional co-erdinated basis thus reduding
the total certiflcates to be changed by the end of rollout, This clear approach will enable OCC to
start analysing the impacts and determine how long it will take to change TCoS Deviea Sacyrity
Credentials on existing rolled out Devicas, DCC notes the number of Devices impacted can be as
high as circa 100 milllon and therefors the impact could be significant.

We would ask that detalls of the migratlon from TCo% to ECoS are agreed) confirmed prior to this
cohsultation belng cancluded, as 1t should inform the timescales fer moving to ECoS.

Question 10: Ba you agree with the praposal for DECC to establish an industry working group
undar the transitfonal arrangements that will subsegquently transfer to industry at a point to be
agreed g5 part of the wider transitonal arrangements? Please provide a rationale for your

Viaws.

DCC supparts the establishment of an industry working eroup under the transitional arrangemants
with subsequent transfer to Industry, The proposals form a pragematle and timely solution to
establish an ECo% warking group.

1.3 DCC Additional Support
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CQuestion 11: Da yot agree with the proposal to extend the scope of H14,33 to allow the DOC 1o
also provide Testing Partfcipants with assistance with [ssues ralated to User Systerns and
Davices and alfawing this assistance to be provided durlng or aftar testing?

DEC supports with the proposal to extend the scope of H14.23 to allow DCC ta provide Testing
Participants with assistance with Issues refated to User Systems and Devices, during and after
testing, DCC's support 15 subject to the considerations balow:

I. DCEC will only be able to provide additional support where It |5 avallable.

The current drafting states that ‘0OCC shof, on reguest by a Testing Porticlpont, offer
reqsonoble aaditiens! support’. 'We are concerned that the existing draling requires DOC to
provide suppert, irrespeciive of whether the necessary resources are avaifable. The level of
demand far the additional suppart Service will depend on the wolume of lstues axparlancad by
Testing Fartlclpants. This makes it exeremely difficult to forecast demand and prezents DCC
with a challenge with respect to rescurcing. In the event of a large number of Testing
Particlpants requesting additlenal support at the satme time, réefuiring the same resources,
DCE may not be able to ‘offer reasonakle additional support” to ali Testing Farticipanis.

OO reguests that the Secretary of State considers amending the proposed text in H14.33 to
read ‘DO shall, subfedt to the availobility of the relevant resources, on request by o Testing
FParticlpont, offer reasonabie ooaliiomal support”.

2. 'DOC's warking assuenption ks that it will have a reguirement te stand up the additional
support Service from the commencement of End to End Testing.

In its February 2016 consultation decument, the Secretary of State did not specify a date from
which the additional support provisions would be brought In to legal effeet. DCE requests that
the target destpnatlon date for the proposed additional support provisions [ made ¢lear as
500n a5 possikle, and that in any event, such target designation date is no earlier than the start
of End to End testing.

Quastion 12: Do you have any views on how Additlanal Support services shautd be charged for?

DCC cansiders that additional support should anly be charged for on an Explicit Charge basis.

Broadly, BCC has two options for recoverlng the costs assoctated with the provislon of the
additional support Service, The associated costs can be:

1, 5ocialised across all SEC Parties through Froed Costs; ar
2, Charged directly to the party requesting the additlonal support, through an Expllcit Charge.
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PEC believes that smearing the costs assoeiated with the additional support Services across 2l
Partles {through Flxed Costs) may confiict with the Charging Objectives fspecifically, the Third
Relevant Policy Dbjective). Sociallsing the cost of this Service may unduly discriminate agalnst
thase Parties that have Invested heavily in ensurng they have Internal resaurces and controls in
place to address any issues that mnay arlse In relation to their Lser Systems or Devices.

Smearlng the cost among Parties alse glves rise 1o competition concerns. Commercial service
praviders (e.g. |T consultancies) seeking to provide suppert sarvices fo the snergy Induwstry may
cohsldar that DCC |s restricting competition in thls particular market by obliging parties to pay for
2 support service that they may etherwise procure through a third party.

By charging the Testing Participant that requests the additional support Service through an explicit
charge, DCC provides the industry with & choice of service provider. This will prevent
discriminatlon against Testing Participants that have not planned to utilise DOC's additional
suppart Service and will ensure competition in Commerclal Actlvitlas |5 not restricted.

BCC intends to consult on the necassary changes to its Charging Statement, subsequent to the
Secretary of State’s concduslons aon the additional suppart provlslons, Stech a consultation may also
solicit Parties’ views in relation to the provision of the additisnal support Service itzalf,

1.4 Further requirements on testing

Quasticn 13: Do you agree with the proposal and assoclated legal drafting to 58t a tmandatory
requirament on the DEC to provide a Pre-LEPT service and a GFl zervice? Please prnuide a

ratignale for your views.

BLC agrees with the stabed intenticn to provide a Pre-UEPT and GFI Testing service, We make the
followIng observations regarding each:

Pre-UEPT:
Fallowing Turther analysls, engagement with Service Providers, planning and having raised this
with industry, DCC propases that Pre-UEFT is delivered in two stages.

Stage 1: fram 18 Aprtl 2016: Early UIT Cannectivity.
Early UIT Connectivity will enakle & Testing Participant to establish and validate their connection
1o the UIT environment fwhich is used by Testing Participants for UERFT and End-to-End testing}.

We conslder that this actlvity will bring tlgmificant denefits, will be fmon-trivial and will effectively
validate network connectivns and security (DCCKN) hetween a Testing Participant and the DCC.

The prirnary reason for delivering this part of the Pre-UEPT sarvice earlier is to dellver the benefils
af resulving connectlvity problems whilst galning inceeased ¢onfidence that the D5P and CSF
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simuiator solatlons are detlvered and appropriately testad far this Inftial perigd of testing with
Testing Particlpants

cyage 2: from & bay 2018: SR processing.

SR Pracesing will fallow an from Early UIT Connectlvity and will add wvalldaklon of a Testing
participant’s ability 1o carreckly construck service REqUESES and process Service Retponses. This
inclades DSP validation of messages received in accardance with TLIS and enables 3 Testing
Particlpant te yvalldate that they can yerify MALC [ SIEnatures applled by khe nCc.

the Service Reguests initlally supported wiil ke in line with the caryipe Requaests delivered at
Release R1.2 and will increase in dine wlith the release stratepy fi.e. when R1.3 s deployed the
solutlon will support those}. A Lmited number of Service REspanses will have valid GBLS payload,
with all akhers reTarning rdumy’ GBE: paylaad.

The table below sets out which Testing Participant capalilities are yalidated at each stage-

Capability Verifled Early urt  Pre-UEPT (5R
Connectivity Fracessing)]
1. DLCC Gateway Coanneckion Y Y
2. DLCHI L Y
3. Interface to each Web Service ¥ hi
4, 'nterpretation of DS for each seryice Request N ¥
supporied
5 Recelpt of Service REesonses N ¥
5. ueer Verification of MAC { Sgnatures n ¥
= yerificatian of Camelate M ¥
g, Werification of GBCS Payload H Y

neC notes that £R2.5 has been incorrectly adviged by DCL as being inclhuded in scope of Rl [k s
dellvered at R1.3) and requests that this refecaned 1% rernoved from Section ¥8,3 [a) [iv).

Ipterlm Devlee [GFL] Testing:

The consuliation carrectly states that QOC i considering 2 configuration of GFl working in tandemn
with Tast communications Hubs. pDCC has been conducting further analysis with our Service
providers and we have heen investigating Twa pptions: 1} anhancing GFL alone to mimlc the GPF
funcilonality within a Cornmunications Huyb; 2) enhanting GFl and Test Communicatians Hubs such
that GFI provides GBLS content using the Test omimunications Hub 25 the HAMN mandger-

oCC conslders that enhancing GF alone {option 1, aboye) is tnare iikely t¢ be achlevable in the
reguired tirnefrarnes considers that this is an appropeiate route. We ronsider that option 2 may
still e achievatle wut unlikely before the start of Epd -to-End testing \we consider that [t weguld
be appropriale to return 1o TBDE with further anatysis of spiion 210 determing whether there will
be value in deliverlng zach solution n ditferent timnescales.

DCs Public page T of 14



{\( Lommunications
Company

We cansider that we can comply with the draft legal text,

Question 14: Please provide your views on the dreft diraction for the insertion of 8 new X and tha
propoasal to:
«  fring the new X& Inte afact on18 Aprll 2016 or as soon a3 possible tharaatter),
* require the provision of the Pre-UEPT sarvica from the date that X9 | effectve,
» raguire the provision of the GFl service ag soon as reasonably practimble, bt in eny event no
later than the start of End-to-End testing,
« provide that the Pre-UEPT and 5A service will epd when Settion ¥ ends, noting that the
Secratary af State has the abllity to direct an earller end dats?
Flease provide a rationale far your views,

[HCC ogrees with the proposals but reguests clarity regarding the duration of these services to
fadlitate efflctent contracting for the provision of these services.

DCC notes that SRE.S has been incorrectly advised by DCC as being Included in seape of R1.2 (it is
delivered at R1.3) and requests that this reference Is removed fram Sectlen ¥9.3 {a} (iv). DCC has
previgusty communiceted this to DECE and Industmy.

Question 13: What are the benehits of providing Pre-UEPT services beyond the go live date for Release
13 functionplity? Pleass provide a rationata for your viawe.

DCC belleves that [t 15 approprlate for potentlal vsers of the servica to comment on the benekit of praviding
Pre-UEPT services beyond po [ve for R1.3,

Questlan 16: Do you agrés with aur proposed amendments far additianal ST, Interface Testing and SRT
Testing? Please provide a rationale for your visws,

DCC agraes with the proposak for Additional phases of testing for §IT, Interface Testing and SRT.

We waeeld like to work further with DECC to ensure that revislons to relevant testing approach documents
align with the develaping policy.

With regards to the SIT Approach Oocument and [T Approach Dofument we plan to de-scope functionality
not dellvered at R1.2 by referendng Annex B of ¥1.3 {or such later version) of the Testlng Baseline
Aequirement Gocurment and agree that the objective of Addittonal phases of testing will relate to those
warlations.

Questien 17: Do you agree with our praposed mﬁundmem {or the length of the End to End Testing
Feriod? Flease provlde a ratlonake for your waws,

DCC agrees with the polley Intenl of the duratien of End-to-End Testing.

We make two obsarvatkons:

1. Itls not entlrely clear that the draft fegal text rellects the pality inbent that End-to-End Testing wril
continye for 12 months sfler the start of End-to-End Lasting with the full ervirenment' as it
appears to be silent on Full envlronmant’ f Ratease R1.3,

2. It may be baneficial Lo 2et out what Tull environment’ means « if a Modification ar ether change
wers 14 be rited the scope of Full environment' may inadvertently inglude that scope, meaning
that “full environment” for End-tp-End Testing purposes may never be achleved,
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Question 18; Do you agrae with aur propased amendments far additional pheses of Semvice Reguest
testing? Flaasa provida & mtionale for your views,

DCC agrees with the policy intent of Tasting kn respect of Additional Relaase Services,
POC considers that further clerty around SEC Section X1.17b may be bengficlal,

We conslder that this clause alane could fead to a Testing Participant becoming a valid User of Service
Requests that do not fall nte Additional Refease Services — and by Implication nat & vafid User of the
Service Requests that do Rl inte Additipnal Relesse Services.

Question 19: Do yoau agree with cur proposed amandmants to the reléwant versions of the SEC far testing
purposes? Please provide a ratbonala for your views.

DCC agrees with the proposed amendmenis,

1.5 SEC Pansl and DCC Live Criteria Assessment

Question 20! Do you agree with the proposal and assoclated legal drafting? Plesse provide a
tationale for your vigws,

We agree with the proposal and legal drafting. We suppert the need for a formal process to
estaizlish DCC live for the pumposes of the Implementation Mllestones. Wea are currently In Ehe
process of developing the DCC Live Critedia and wa are keen that the DCC Live Criteria are: simple,
unamblguaus, flexble, propactionate, materal, and do not duplicate other IM criteria.

We plan to issue 3 further consultatlon on the remalning Implementation Milestones in Spring
201G,

1.6 Securlty

Cuestion 21: 0o you agree with the proposed appreaxch and legal dratting that seeks to ansure that only
disputes associated diractly with tha [ssus of compliance with 5action G are determined by Ofgem, with
cther dispubes follawing the "rormal™ path for resolution?

In reference to proposed chanpes in 1.8 & G619, DCC agree with the legal drafting.

Question 22: In relation to the need for DOC to test and rmonitor the security of Cryptographic
Credential Tokens, da you agrae with the proposed appraach and legal drafting?

I reference to proposed additlon of the new definitlan of Crypbographic Credential Taken in
Section A, DCC agree with the drafting and also note it is proportionate and consistent with the
current version of the SMEKI RAPP.
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In reference to the addition of clauses G2.36, G2,37 and G2.38, DCC are satfcfled that the drafting
requires praportlenate controls for the protection of the hardware and software that are issued in
accordance with the SMKI RAPR,

Questian 23; In relstfon to the removal of Manufacturer Release Notes from the CPL and the
associated requirements for secure starage, do yol agree with the proposed epproach and legal
drafting?

DCC has ne comment to make with regards to the remaval of Manufacturer's Release notes from
the CPL as we do not currently store this Information centrally.

DCC would like to nate that It would be advantageous te develop a formal speclfieatlen and
ECYernance arrangerments for the CPL. DCC placas rellance on the CPL and DEC has automation in
place to process the CPL extract that s provided to DCC. The lack of a formal specification and
governanie arrangement means that changes to agreed format and data structures may be made

without fully assessing the Impact of those changes. Any such changes will have an impact an DEC
Systems,

Question Z4: In relation to the [ncluslon of systerns used to generate a UTEN within the scope of
the User System, do you agres with the proposed appreach and legal drafting?

M. agrees with proposed definition.

1.7 Privacy and Explicit Consent

Question 23: Do you agrea with the praposal to incdude a definTtion of Explicht Consent and do
you have any comments an the proposed drafting? Please provide a ratfonale for yeur views.

DCC agrass with the definition and the proposed lepal drafting.

1.8 Changes to Section H [DCC Services)

Question 256: Do you agree with the proposal and associated legal drafting to consult with
Partles and Registration Data Providers prior to changes to DCC Internal Systems or the Relgase
Management Strategy? Please provida a rationale for your views.

DCC agrees with the definltion and legal drafting.

PLE would like to note that the guestlon refers ta the "Release Management Stratepy®, our
understandlng is that the [ntent i$ to refer to the DCC Release Management Potley,
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Question Z7: Do you agree with the proposed change to remove the requirement on RDPE ko
ralse an incldant where the issue can be resclved hy the transmission of an wnsolicited
registratlon data refresh file? Please provida a vationale for your views.

DCC aprees with the propesed amendment.

Juestlon 28: Do you agrae with the proposals and assoclated legal drafting 1o the recavery and
data loss abligations In regard to a Disester? Please provide a ratlonale far your views.

DCC agrees with the proposals and legal drafting.

1.9 Rectifying Errers in Relation to Device Credentials

Question 22: Do you agres with the proposal to clarify that Users are permitted to send the
relevant Service Requests? Please provide a rationale for your views,

DCC s concemed with the propesal to amend H3.6 and add the following text:

“fsove thot a Lser may send o Service Reguest in circumstances where it 15 not on Ellgikle tser In
order to ractify sevors, o8 further described in the Service Request Praresslng Cacument)”

If & Wser is not an Eligible User for a Service Request then the OCC Systemns are designed to Reject
these Service Requests In alignment with the relevant provisions in the SEC and the Eligible
Services Schedule. DCC understands that the intent of Clause 7.1 of the Service Request
Pracessing Document was te facilitate Parties working together to resolve |ssues {ralating to
rectifying errors) bi-laterally and the Party whose Credantlals have erronggusly been placed on the
Device would send a Service Request te update the Device Security Credentials. The proposed text
for H2.E Is inconsistent with the requlrement in Clause 17.1 of the Service Request Processing
Dacument for Parties to cooperate to rectify the posltion. As we have noted, a Serviee Request
sent by a User whe is nat an ERgible User will fall In the OCC systern as they are net the Party
whose Cartlflcates are on the Dovies. DCC nates that if a change to the DCC system is required, a
change request will need ta be raised. We would ask that this is consldered after succecsful
completion of R1.2 and R1.3,

1.10 Panel/IKl Subscribers

Cuestion 30: Do you agree with the proposal and assaciatad legal drafting to permit SECCo to
become a Subscribar far 1Kl Flle Signing Certificates for the purposes of Digitally Signing the CPL
a5 set out above? Please provide a ratfonzale for your viaws,

DCC apree with the praposal and legal drafting,
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111 Status of Assaciated Devices

Questlon 31: Do you agree with the proposals to ramove the reguirement for BDCC to modify tha
SMI Status of a Device in dreumstances whera the statys of a Device with which 5 azsaciated
changes, and to clarlfy by when suppliers must ensure that the appropriate Device Security
Credentials are placed on a Device¥ Please provide a ratlonale for your views,

DEC broadiy supports the proposals, The proposed change to Clawse 3.1 of the Inventory
Enrolment and Withdrawal Procedures needs further clarification. The use of the term Sarvice
rRequest needs to be darified. The SEC defines two types of Service Regqueosts, Device and Non-
Device. DCC would ask for clarity an whether the proposed change to Clause 3.1 is to cover both
types of 2ervice Requests ar one of the two,

DCC notes that treatment of Device and Non-Devlee Service Requests is not the same in the DCC
systemn. While it is technlcally possible For some Non-Device Service Requesis to be sent to the
DEC {In relatlan to a Smart Moter or Type 1 Device) prier to each Trust Anchor Cell an that Dewles
belng populated, there are currently no direct validation checks In the DCC system ta prevant this.
For exarmple 5R12.2 Device Pre-notification or SRA.Z Read Inventary. IF the proposed change is
intended to cover Non-Device Service Requests, BEC will need to add validation checks in the DCC
system. DEC would ask that any changes ta the DCC $ystems are considered after successful
completion of R1.2 ang R1,3.

1.12 Post Commissioning Reporting

Cuestion 32: Do you agree with the proposal to change the reporting obligations on DEC in
refation to Devices Commissioned between DCC Liva 2nd Release 1.37 Please pravide a ratianale
for your views.

OCC agraes with the proposal 1o start producing the Post Commissioning Reports fram Release 1.3
{with the First report induding data previously captured hetween Release 1.2 and 1.3) and that the
reports covering the 1.2 to 1.3 service audit sntries will only roport on attempls to execita the
required setvice request rather than whether they were successful or not,

The BLC did consider implernenting the success/failure status for avdit entries captured at Release
1.2 and alsa the option to bring forward the Post Commissloning Reporting to Releate 1.2, but In
both cases thls would not be possible without causing a sipnificant delay to the Releaze 1.2
dallvery plan.

1,13 Subscriber Ohligations for certain IKI File Signing Certiflcates
Cuestion 33: Do youl agree with the proposals to modify the subseriber ohllgations in relation to

Certificate Slgning Requasts generated by DLC-provided sofiware and to place an additional
ohligation on DEC fn relation to these in Section G7
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We agree that the intent of the obllgatlon |5 correct but the obllgation as drafted is not possible
{for the Eligible Subscrtber to mest

The drafting needs to recognlse the follawing scenarios:

1. Any Key Fair generated on the token and the assoclated CSR will be transparent tg the
Eliglble Subserlber. In the case of (K] tokens, the Ellgible Subserlber will be provided with an
Inltizllsed token that has the Key Pair and assoclated Key Pair, They will have no control of
the CSA peneration process and cannot ensure that the Key Pair was generated on the
software that is part of the token,

2. There is 3 type of IKI Certificate that the ascociated Key Pair is not generated on a token,
That type of IKI Certiflcate requires the Eliglble Sebscrber to generate their own Key Palr
and submlt an assoclated CSA, In this scenano, the nommal Subserlber Oblkgatlon In relation
ke C5Rs still applies.

1.14 RDF IDs and DCC Reporting under Section E
Question 24; Do you agree with the propesal not to maka transitional chaniges to the SEC to degl
with these matters and instead to rely upan RDPs and the Penel to work with CCC within tha
confines of its Systams Capability on a transitional basis?

DCC agrees with this proposal.

1.15 Miscellaneous Isspes and Minor Amendmeants to Drafting

Question 25; Do you agree with the proposal legal drafting amendment to €3.137 Plaase provide
a rationale for your view.

DCC supports the amendments to £3.13.

Question 35: Do you agree with the proposed legal drafting armendments to Saction E2? Flease
provide a rationale for your view.

DL supprarts the amenddments o Section E2,

Question 37: Do you agree with the proposal to ramave these documents fram the SEC and to
re-ntraduce tham [Encluding any enduring changes made using Sectfon X| by deslgnation under
Condition 22f5ection X5 of the SEC?

DCC agrees with this proposal.

Question I8: Do you agree with our proposal and legal drafting in relation ta Test
Communications HubsY Please provide a rationale for your rezponse.
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DL agrees with the propased amendments to the definition of Test Cormmunications Hubs.

Cluestion 39: Do you agree with the proposal and assodated legal drafting to align the wording
of chligatiens thragghout the SEC?

DCC agrees with the propased legai drafting for the purpose of allgning the wording of obligations
throughout tha SEC

Cluestion 40: Do you agree with the propased changes to the Incident Management Palicy?
Please glve reasons to support YOUT answer.

DCC broadly agrees with tha propased change. In reference to Clause 2.5.8 of the Incident
Management Polley, OCC suggest that the following text |s removed to align with the consultation
propasal that an incident does not have to be recorded In the [ncident Management Log;

“The Service Desk shall set the statug in he Incident Monogement Log to close™.
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