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Dear Sirs,

Consultation on New Smart Energy Code Content and Related Licence Amendmants
July 2015

Thank you for the epportunity to respond to the above consultation. You will find our
rasponses sat out in the annex,

Should yvou wish to discuss anv asoect of this rasoonse olease do not hesitate to contact mo
i ;
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Annex
DCC Enrolment M ate — Chapter 3

Q1 Do you agree with the legal drafting of the proposed amendment to the eloctricity
and gas supply licence conditions? Please provide a rationale for your viows.

Yas, lhase are broadly as expected,

02 Do you agree that this legal duty should take effect when DCC's enrolment
services are first avallable? Please provide rationale for your views.

Yas, we agree that the duty needs to have effect from whenever the DCC is able to enrol
such meters.

DCC Enrolment and Communlcation Services — Chapter 4

Q3 Do you have any comments on the proposed drafting in theso new subsidiary
documents?

We currently have no commanis on the drafting

04 Do you have any specific comments on the proposed revised approach to dealing
with Post-Commissioning Obligations including the proposal to delete Sections M7
and M2.87

We do not currently have any specific comments on the proposed approach, Howaver, we

agreo that it is helpful that the DCC records where suppliers hava not fuifilled their post-
commissioning cbligations.

Conseont for Jolning and un-joining Consumer Access Doavices — Chapter 4

05 Do you have any commants on the proposed approach’

\We agree the SEC would ba a more appropriata instrument than the licence for this purposa,
as it already provides the governanca for tha joining of Davices. We also welcome the

exception for circumsiances where a Device is being joined In complance with a licence
obligation.

Consegquential Changes to Sections F2, G, M2 and A - C r

Q6 Do you have any comments on the proposed drafting changes to Sections F2, G,
M2 and A7

Wa have no comments at this time.



Q7 Do you agrea with the proposal to move seme of the technleal details in F2 [nto a
subsidiary document in line with the approach taken in relation to Sections H4,5 &67

Yes, the precedant having already been astablishad with Saction H, we agree that a similar
approach may be followed here,

SEC 5 i ting = Chaptar 5

Q8 Do you support the proposed changes to Section T to ensure that the testing
objectives raflect a more up to date verslon of the SEC?

Yas, wa think this offers a pragmatic safution that should obviale any further noed ta realign
the SEC and the testing objectives

Q9 Do you agree with tho proposal that the DCC should offer a testing service for
prospective Non-Gateway Supplicrs?

Yos, we agree with this proposal,

Q10 Do you intend to test only Devices (and not User Systems) against the DCC
Systems? If so, how and when do you intend to do this? Is it your intention to:
become a SEC Party and establish a DCC Gateway Connection; rely on other partios
to interact with the DCC for the purposes of testing Dovices; or another means (e.g.
direct connection without being a SEC Party)?

As a supplier, we are already a SEC Party. and are in the process of establishing a DCC
Galeway Connection. Thereafter, we will expect to undertake all test phases required lo
become a DCC User in each relevant robe. As such, we will follaw tha timelable set out by
the DCC regarding SMKI and Repository Entry Process Tests, User Entry Process Tests
and End-to-End Testing.

As part of End-lo-End Testing we will use Devices in testing our Systems against DCC's
Systems, but the focus of such tests will nat be the Devices themselves: rather it will be on
the end to end process and on the integration of the Devices with our systems. For the

purposes of tasting Device interoperability, however, we expect to rely on the services of the
SMDA

Public Koy Infrastructure - Chapter &

Q11 Do you agreo with the proposals, and associated legal drafting in relation to the

EIHHI Recovery Procedure Guldance document? Please provide a rationale for your
view.

We are respending separately to the DCC's consultation on its SMKI Recovery Procedure
document. However, we agree with the Govemment that the SMKI PMA's approach to
decisions on operating the SMKI Recovery Procedure must be as transparent as possible
and that SEC Partios must be consulied on the criteria.



Q12 Do you agree with the proposed drafting on how changes to the SMEI Recavery
Key Guidance are managed, or do you think it should be a SEC Subsidlary Document
and open to the SEC medification process? Please provide a rationale for your
responsa.

In the Interests of inclusivity, transparency and good governance practise, we think it is
assential that the SMKI Recovery Key Guidance document is subject 1o normal SEC
Medification processes, This is bacause nol all participants wall ba reprasented on the SMKI
PMA and the decisions on any Modifications will be measurable against clear objectives.

Q13 Do you agree with the proposals, and assoclated legal drafting in relation to the
SMKI| Recovery Procedure Liabilities? Please provide a rationale for your view.

While we agree with the approach in prnciple, we are less comfordable that the current
design of the operational framework for Smart Maters facililates identfication of the
breaching Party in all circumstances: .. we do not believe it is clear which Party would be
considered respansibla if, during the CoS Objections process, a key was to be found lo be
compromised. Given the unlimited nature of the liabilities, we are naturally keen to see such
ratters clarfied as scon as possible.

Q14 Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting to use IKI for
communications over the NGl and in relation to TAD? Please provideo a rationale for
your view.

Yes, we agroo with the approach and the legal drafting.

Q15 Do you agree that it is necessary for the PMA to bo able to require Parties to
nominate Key Custodians? Please provide a rationale for your responsao.

Yes, we agrea with this,

Q16 Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting to make

clarificatory changes to the SMKI Certificate Policles? Please provide a rationale for
your view.

Yes, we agree with these proposals and legal dralling.

Q17 Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting to aliow the DCC
o becomo an Eligible Subscribar for certaln SMKI Organisation Certificates for the
purpose of signing Registration Data? Please provide a rationale for your view.

Yes, wa consider the approach to be a practical one.

Q18 Do you agree with the legal drafting to oblige Network Operators to eslablish

thelr Organisation Certificates prior to DCC Live? Please provide a ratlonale for your
view.,

Yes, It is Imporant for MNetwork Operators’ Organisation Cerificales lo be available lo
suppliers so they can be placed on devices following installation/commissioning



Q19 Do you agree with the proposal and legal drafting in relation to the miscellaneous
changes to the PKI content? Please provide a ratlonale for your view.

Yes, those appear consislent with the reguirements as thay have been daveloped.

Security Independonce Requiremants — Chapter 7

Q20 Do you have any comments on the proposed drafling regarding the CIO
independence requirements?

Given the nature of the work lo be underlaken by the CIO, the search for exparienced
candidates is unlixely 1o furnish any that do not also have commercial relationships with ong
or more SEC Parties; making it necessary to allow some latitude In the assessment of
candidales’ independence. In our view, requiring the SEC Panel to satisfy iiself that there
are no conflicts of interast might offer the enly pragmaltic and cost-effective solution.

Re-uso of previously Iinstalled Communications Hubs — Chapter 8

Q21 Do you agree with the proposals, and associated legal drafting {Including the
proposaed changos to the CHIMSM at Annox D), which would permit Suppliers to re-
use Communications Hubs that they have removed from consumer premises in
certain circumstances?

In our view, re-using non-defective Communications Hubs might halp to reducea future costs.
Monetheless, we would be concemed that, without means 1o updale the Gas Nebwork
Party's security credentials (held by the Gas Proxy Function}, it will ba necessary to rasirict
the redeployment of such Communications Hubs to premises on the same Gas MNebwork
Pary's network. We also note thal consumption data recorded by such Gas Proxy Function
will need o be removed, balore the Device may be redeployed, to preven! a breach of
privacy.

Obligation for Ena

Communications Hub Support Materials = Chapter 8

Q22 Do you agree with the proposal, and associated legal drafting, for an obligation
for Supplier Parties to respond to any reasonable request from the DCC for
information pertaining to compliance with the CH Support Materials and for a
reciprocal obligation to be placed on the DCC?

Yes, we think this is reasonable.

23 Do you agroeoe with the proposals, and associated legal drafting (including the
proposed changes to the CHIMSM at Annex D), relating to visits by the DCC to
consumer premises?

We agrea with the procedure as propesed. Wa also agree with the associaled legal drafling,
although would highlight that there appears to be a typo at 7.2 {repeated words),



Failure of Partles to accept delivery of Communications Hubs — Chaptor 8

Q124 Do you agree with the proposal, and associated legal drafing, for Parties to be
liable for all reasonable costs and expensos Incurred by the DCC as a result of a
delivery of Communications Hubs being preventod from taking place in accordance
with the SEC, due to a breach of the SEC by that Party?

Yes, we agree wilh the principle and with the associated legal drafting. We would, however,
like to see reciprocity in these arrangements, whereby a Party might similarly recover any
cests it reasonably incurred as a result of a delayed delivery of Communications Hubs where
the DCC was at fault (e.g. where a haulage contracior failed to meet the agreed schedule for
delivery).

anges to the SEC for nit with the Communications Hub

Support Materials — Chapter -]

Q25 Do you agree with the proposals and associated legal drafting for the
consequential changes to the SEC arising from the Communications Hub Support
Matorials?

We support the govemment's proposal that the DCC should be required to resclve any SM
WAN coverage incident within 80 days of being requested ta do so and that this requirement
should ba met at lzast 9% of the time,

Haowever we also nole the excoption where DCC considors access to consumer premisas |s
necessary and the consent of the consumes cannol be obtained. While we very much
welcome the Panel's rola as arbliter where the DCC and Partles dispula whether such
access is actually required, we are concerned to ensure this does not become a defaull
approach, aimed at delaying the start of the 90 day period, and would therefore like o sea
some monitoring of the incidence of such events.

We ogree thal the ‘Communications Hub |nstallation Support Matenals’ and the
‘Communications Hub Maintenance Support Materials' should be consolidated in a single
‘Communications Hub Installation and Maintenance Support Materials’ (CHIMSM)
decument. Wa also agree the Communications Hub Fault Diagnosls should be included
within tha CHIMSM, rathar than forming the basis of a separate subsidiary documenL

Miscellaneous Communications Hub issues — Chapler 8

Q26 Do you agree with the proposals as described under the heading of
“Miscellaneaus Communications Hub issues” above and the assoclated legal
drafting?

The proposals seem broadly sensible: the provision of WAN Vanant Communications Hubs
on the SM WAN Coverage Database is ikely 1o save both time and cost in the rollout, so s
something we fully support, and there will clearly be circumstances whera Parties need to ba
abla to ‘interfere’ with Communications Hubs.

We also agree that Parties need lo know whal REegion the DCC is allocating premizes 1o,
However, while it |s also important that DCC cannot subsequently reallocale premises,



errensaus allocations do need Lo be calered for and we would like any disputed allocation 1o
be subject to Panel determination.

The legal drafling appears salisfactory.

Incident Management - Chapter 9

Q27 Do you agree with the proposed changes to Incident Management? Pleaso
provide a rationale for your views.

Yes, we agree with the removal of a specific Registration Dala Incident Managemant Policy
and the general broadening of scope lo cover 'Incident Parties’, rathar than Users, is mare
practical,

VErnance rror Handling Strategy = Chapler 9

Q28 Do you agree with the proposed approach to provide a more flexible governance
for the Error Handling Strategy, set out above?

\We supporl changing the status of the Error Handling Strategy document, such that it will no
longer be a Code Subsidiary Document. However, wo think the new text proposed for
Section H {i.e. Tha DCC and each User shall each comply with the applicable sections of the
Error Handling Stralegy) might afford little room to benefit from the flexibility of learning
lessons, envisaged in the consultation,

Further Activation of the SEC Modification Process — Chapter 10

29 Do you agree with the proposals In rolation to the iming of the further activation
of the SEC Modification Process? Please provide a rationale for your response.

Yos. With the Secretary of State stll very much at the helm of the SMIP, wa would nat
expact her to cede confrol of the Modifications process to the Authority before the DCC has
demonsirated its operational stability

Q30 Do you agree with the proposals and legal text in relation to the manner in which
the SEC Modification Process (s further activated, including the temporary

performance of certain enduring Authority functions by the Secretary of State? Pleaso
provide a rationale for your responso.

Yes, the gradual approach proposed in this consullation should deliver a smooth transttion to
the enduring arrangements. when the time is right, and we are generally satisfied thal this
will meet tha requirements of all concermad.

Se tha Throsh i duras decoment — C 1

Q31 Do you have any commants on the proposed dralting regarding the scope of the
Threshold Anomaly Detection Procedures?

Mo, the drafting broadly aligns with our expectations



1] ns relating to § non-compliance — Chapter 11

Q32 Do you agree with the proposed additional text to F3 to provide affected Supplier
Parties or the DCC with the ability to appeal (to Cfgem) SEC Panel decisions relating
to dovice nen-compliance with the Technical Specifications and any associated
remedial plan?

While we agree with this approach in principle, it is difficult to imagine the Autherity
overturning any such Pane! decision on a lechnical basis, Moreaver, given the obligation on
the Panel to have regard fo all the circumstances of the case and to any representations
mada by a Competent Autharity or any Party, it is equally difficull to envisage a compeliing,
nen-technical, rationale for any such reversal,

Section A Dofinitions — Chapter 11

Q33 Do you agree with the proposal, and associated legal drafting in relation to
amending the definitions in preparation for the future introduction of technical
specifications Into the SEC? Please provide a rationale for your view.

Wa agree with the proposed approach and are satisfied with the legal text as drafted,

ScoltishPower
September 2015



