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Traffic Insights’
Annex C
2nd Refinement Consultation responses
About this document
This document contains the full non-confidential collated responses received to the MP273 Refinement Consultation.

Summary of responses


Refinement Consultation
SECAS received 4 responses to the Modification Report Consultation. 4 believed that the modification should be rejected. One respondent noted that the New User obligation could better facilitate SEC Objectives(a)[footnoteRef:1] and (b)[footnoteRef:2]. Another respondent believed that the modification does not better facilitate (b) and goes against (e)[footnoteRef:3]. [1:  facilitate the efficient provision, installation, and operation, as well as interoperability, of Smart Metering Systems at Energy Consumers’ premises within Great Britain.]  [2:  enable the Data Communications Company to comply at all times with the General Objectives of the Data Communications Company (as defined in the Data Communications Company Licence), and to efficiently discharge the other obligations imposed upon it by the Data Communications Company Licence.]  [3:  facilitate such innovation in the design and operation of Energy Networks (as defined in the DCC Licence) as will best contribute to the delivery of a secure and sustainable Supply of Energy.] 
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Question 1: Do you agree that the solution put forward will effectively resolve the identified issue?
	Question 1

	Respondent
	Category
	Response
	Rationale
	SECAS Response

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	No
	Electricity North West do not agree with the proposed solution for the following reasons:
1. Lack of suitable business rationale with User sanctioned accompanying evidence for DCC forecasting of user traffic to be significantly impacted the DCC capacity. DNOs have collectively challenged the DCC forecasting of DNO user traffic which underpins evidence for this modification and SECMP218. At a recent DNO/DCC Workshop - DCC Capacity Forecasting for DNOs on the 5 March, the DCC agreed their forecasting was based on an unlikely assumption (that 98% of smart meters receive a daily SRV for 4.8.1/4.8.2 and 4.10). The DCC agreed this assumption has a high impact on forecasting agreed to readjust and include other scenarios which are more likely based on consultation and feedback collectively from DNOs users. DNOs are awaiting that readjustment in the evidence base. Any readjusted evidence should be shared with all SEC parties and attached as evidence to any associated modification (MP273 and MP218) before any decision is made by the responsible SEC Change forum.
· Lack of inclusion in this report of the concerns raised by DNOs (ENWL) at the SEC Change Issues Group on the 5 February, referred to in the first bullet above, which was supported by other non DNO SEC parties. These concerns resulted in the workshop mentioned in the first bullet above taking place between DCC/DNOs. 
· Whilst the DCC have made some changes and the legal text since the last consultation to the proposed MP273 solution that has provided some more clarity and adjustments; there is still too much ambiguity. ENWL request more clarity on how the DNO would use the DCC Total System Traffic volumes being reported quarterly by SEC parties:
· DCC planning, forecasting and management of capacity 
· DCC consequently next steps if SEC parties report volumes exceeded the thresholds (5% and 10%) outlined in the legal text and the Traffic Management Mechanism Document – for example, what if there is a 50% increase? What would be a likely outcome in this scenario?
	

	UK Power Networks
	Network Party
	No
	UK Power Networks do not believe that putting a formal obligation on notification of increased usage effectively resolves the identified issue. It has been proven historically through MP116 ‘Service Request Forecasting’ that user forecasting is ineffective. In addition, the argument that the DCC does not have visibility of SEC Users plans and forecasts is in our case not accurate. As per the DCC User Guidance document, we have weekly meetings and monthly reviews with the DCC to provide input into the forecasting process, with full transparency of our plans and future use cases.
	

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	No
	It is reasonable to expect the DCC to anticipate future user needs and seek input from customers so they are able to meet demand. However the solution lacks clarity. It is unclear how provision of forecasts will enable the DCC to meet demand when service performance has already been subject to customer complaints, without improvements being possible due to the contracts in place with service providers. Network constraints have resulted in patterns of usage that were not expected at outset, increasing the volumes of service requests in order to reduce message size. Network capacity limits remain unclear to users. Considering forecast volumes without message sizing estimates appears to be a flawed approach. The DCC have failed to explain how the 5% and 10% capacity limits are calculated and visible to users.
	

	British Gas
	Large Supplier
	No
	Proposals for existing DCC Users
We don’t think that the revised approach for existing SEC Parties will resolve the identified issue, or be practical.  
Even with a threshold (5% of the overall DCC traffic or 10% of an individual SP), as a “Large Supplier” we would still need to do considerable work each time to calculate whether or not we were potentially over the threshold.  
And, as previously experienced, asking individual SEC parties to forecast volumes has not worked – see mod report discussions on MP116.
Proposals for new DCC Users
We do however think the proposals for new DCC Users could be useful - particularly with the move towards greater data sharing of customer’s energy data with third parties (Consumer Consent Solution, proposed Smart Energy Data scheme, MP219, MP234 and MP235).  
The data volumes here are harder for the DCC to forecast, and we would welcome something along the lines of the following section on page 9 of the draft Mod report:
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Question 2: Do you agree that the legal text will deliver MP273?
	Question 2

	Respondent
	Category
	Response
	Rationale
	SECAS Response

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	No
	We disagree for the following reasons:
1. Refer to our response to Question 1
1. Lack of inclusion that the DCC would be sharing consultation responses (marked non confidential) on change management of the Traffic Management Mechanism Document
1. Lack of inclusion that the DCC should state clearly and demonstrate if they have acted or not on consultation responses, and where they have not and give a business rationale. 
1. Use of the term ‘reasonable’ as it would be at the DCC discretion if they consulted on not with SEC parties
1. lack of sight of the initial version of the Traffic Management Mechanism Document which should accompany this legal text for agreement,

	

	UK Power Networks
	Network Party
	No
	UK Power Networks do not agree that the legal text would deliver MP273. As there is no stipulated timeframe for when the breach would need to occur in order to trigger the obligation e.g. in the next week, month, year, does it have to breach for a whole month or is just one day enough?
	

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	No
	It isn’t possible to give a fully informed view as the original Traffic Management Mechanism Document and the track changes need to accompany this legal text in order to provide assessment to allow for full review and agreement.
	



Question 3: Do you agree with the proposed implementation approach?
	Question 3

	Respondent
	Category
	Response
	Rationale
	SECAS Response

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	No
	Please refer to our response to Q1.
	

	UK Power Networks
	Network Party
	No
	UK Power Networks do not agree with the proposed implementation approach, a Microsoft Forms submission is not an acceptable way to submit a SEC obligation. We do not believe this will provide the required level of audit – what validation/security will be in place to ensure that the submitted form is from who the DCC think it is. How would a DCC User know if their forecast is going to breach one of the threshold percentage values, as if the DCC provide a value for the last quarter, and everyone increases their usage for the next quarter, the percentage threshold could change and the user may not actually be in breach – unless the logic is that the percentage thresholds will be fixed in respect of the prior quarter. If this is the case then the explanation of the thresholds will need to be updated, as such an arrangement could as we outline above see a situation where a party notifies based on prior quarter thresholds, but in the actual quarter where it increases traffic, its actual share of overall traffic from its enacted changes is less than the specified thresholds. The proposed implementation approach also does not cover the scenario that the DCC user may already be over the threshold e.g. if a user has notified the DCC that they are 8% of total DCC traffic and then it is further increased to 10% or potentially other users reduce their traffic which could increase their percentage if the volume remained static. Would the user need to notify given they’re already over 5%, or is it only the delta that counts?
	

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	No
	Insufficient detail on practical implication, how the 5% and 10% thresholds would be measured and communicated, how message size versus volume of service requests affects forecast capacity.
	

	British Gas
	Large Supplier
	No
	See response to Question 1
	



Question 4: Will there be any impact on your organisation to implement MP273?
	Question 4

	Respondent
	Category
	Response
	Rationale
	SECAS Response

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	Yes
	As a DNO that has not yet performed any significant uplift to their volumes this modification has the risk of becoming a barrier to future activity in the absence of assurances how the DCC would use these reported volumes if a SEC party were to exceed the threshold or clarity on DCC being required to consult and act on feedback to change management of the Traffic Management Mechanism Document or sight of the initial version. 
One consideration not captured by this modification report is the potential risk to SEC parties due to lack clarity of how exceeding the thresholds might be used and viewed by the DCC (and potentially SEC PAB) and if this would have a dis-incentive on SEC parties to develop their data provision as expected by Ofgem and DESNZ for innovation purposes.
	

	UK Power Networks
	Network Party
	Yes
	UK Power Networks would be impacted as we would need to monitor traffic to and from the DCC and then compare this to overall DCC traffic and to specific Communication Service Providers (CSPs). This was the basis for the removal of this type of activity under SECMOD MP116, implemented in February 2022. The modification's problem statement indicated that the DCC was concerned about the accuracy of the forecasts being produced, as they did not meet the required level to produce useful data and would not enhance the management of demand on the DCC User Interface Services.
	

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	Yes
	As a DCC User the legal text will require us to implement new processes in place. No detail is provided so the effort required cannot be quantified. We have yet to increase volumes of service requests see the capacity limit could be a barrier, potentially disadvantaging the DNOs who have been more cautious and cost sensitive in their system investment decisions. It isn’t clear what the consequences are of providing a forecast that the DCC doesn’t find acceptable or cannot accommodate.
	

	British Gas
	Large Supplier
	Yes
	See our answer to Question 1.
	



Question 5: Will your organisation incur any costs in implementing MP273?
	Question 5

	Respondent
	Category
	Response
	Rationale
	SECAS Response

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	ROM costs of less than £100k
	In absence of an initial Traffic Management Mechanism Document or reporting mechanism/requirements have given a figure but has potential to change based on guideline provision. Assumption made we would need to develop an internal business report to produce the first 12 months worth of traffic data and also cost risk projection due to delays in planning and implementing any uplifts to support our innovation projects because of lack of clarity on how exceeding thresholds will be used and viewed by the DCC (or potentially the new SEC PAB).
	

	UK Power Networks
	Network Party
	Less than £100k
	Whilst the costs will be in the lowest available bracket this would be meaningful as there would be time spent collating and enhancing the previously mentioned forecasts, comparisons and then submitting the details to the DCC. An unknown cost is the additional engagement needed with the DCC if we were to breach the proposed thresholds and the knock-on implications of any delays in being able to implement the changes which we were looking to make that had given rise to the forecast increase in traffic.
	

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	
	Yes, but unknown. No details instructions on how the process will be implemented.
	

	British Gas
	Large Supplier
	Yes 
	See our answer to Question 1.
	



Question 6: How long from the point of approval would your organisation need to implement MP273?
	Question 6

	Respondent
	Category
	Response
	Rationale
	SECAS Response

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	Rough estimate 6 months
	We have no confirmed plans for uplift in place to apply this to but would need support and 2 way feedback on initial 2-3 submissions and first 12 months worth of data so make sure process is fully embedded and correct from both a User and DCC perspective.
	

	UK Power Networks
	Network Party
	12 weeks
	UK Power Networks would require 12 weeks to setup the required internal processes and monitoring of traffic to DCC to fully comply with the obligations that are outlined that are actually far greater than just submitting a Microsoft Forms to the DCC.
	

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	Unknown
	Detail of level of forecasting and effort required not clear.
	

	British Gas
	Large Supplier
	Unknown currently
	Would require new processes to be put in place – not yet impact assessed.
	



Question 7: Do you believe that MP273 would better facilitate the General SEC Objectives?
	Question 7

	Respondent
	Category
	Response
	SEC Objective(s)
	Rationale 

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	No
	
	The proposed solution is underpinning by recognised unlikely forecasting for DNO which needs readjusting, did not resolve the identified issue/there was already a viable resolution in place and the accompanying legal text is lacking key requirements on consultation with Users and in absence of the initial the Traffic Management Mechanism Document.

	UK Power Networks
	Network Party
	No
	
	UK Power Networks do not believe this proposal will allow the DCC to operate 
more effectively or efficiently and therefore does not better facilitate the General 
SEC objective (b). We also believe it goes against SEC objective (e) as we feel this 
is not an innovative design to the problem identified.

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	No
	
	Lack of detail over whether the solution proposed will be deliver the outcome sought.

	British Gas
	Large Supplier
	No
	
	Proposals for existing DCC Users
We don’t think that forecasts from individual SEC parties would help the DCC forecast better – see all the reasons for the previous implementation of MP116.
Proposed requirements for new DCC Users
However, we do see some benefits for the requirements on new DCC Users to be useful.  This element (on its own) could support Gen SEC Objectives (a) and (b).  



Question 8: Do you believe there will be any impacts on or benefits to consumers if MP273 is implemented?
	Question 8

	Respondent
	Category
	Response
	Rationale
	SECAS Response

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	Yes
	Please see answer to Q4 – innovation disincentive.
	

	UK Power Networks
	Network Party
	No
	UK Power Networks do not believe this proposal will impact or benefit any of the consumer areas in any material way and therefore would be neutral against them.
	

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	
	Unknown, processes required have not been described by the DCC. It is not clear how the forecasts submitted will allow the DCC to meet increased capacity required or reduce costs to users where savings can be made due to efficiencies being delivered.
	



Question 9: Noting the costs and benefits of this modification, do you believe MP273 should be approved?
	Question 9

	Respondent
	Category
	Response
	Rationale
	SECAS Response

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	No
	Refer to our responses to Questions 1- 8.
	

	UK Power Networks
	Network Party
	No
	UK Power Networks view has not changed since the original submission of this proposal and do not believe these modifications address the problem in a manner that will resolve it, and even go against the General SEC Objective (e).
	

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	No
	Lack of clarity over cost and therefore benefits assessment not possible to conduct.
	

	British Gas
	Large Supplier
	No
	
	



Question 10: Please provide any further comments you may have.
	Question 10

	Respondent
	Category
	Comments
	SECAS Response

	Electricity North West
	Network Party
	We request the evidence which is being readjusted underpinning the business rationale for this Modification is shared and disseminated to all SEC parties as part of any decision making of this Modification and MP218.
	

	Northern Powergrid 
	Network Party
	More information required on the 5% and 10% thresholds the DCC are proposing.
	


Smart Energy Code Administrator and Secretariat (SECAS)

8 Fenchurch Place, London, EC3M 4AJ
020 7090 7755
secas@gemserv.com



Approve	
Large Supplier	Small Supplier	Network Party	Other SEC Party	Other respondent	0	0	0	0	0	Reject	
Large Supplier	Small Supplier	Network Party	Other SEC Party	Other respondent	1	0	3	0	0	No interest / Abstain	
Large Supplier	Small Supplier	Network Party	Other SEC Party	Other respondent	0	0	0	0	0	
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existing Service Reviews. A new requirement was for New Users joining the DCC to provide traffic
forecasts for the first 24 months. The feasibility of this was questioned and it has now been revised to
12 months reviewed in quarterly service reviews.

The DCC have inferred what would happen in the event that a DCC User was to exceed the
thresholds stated in the Traffic Management Mechanism Document but it will not form part of the
Legal Text. The DCC may exercise the option to throttle traffic in the event that a DCC Users traffic
levels are greater than the stated thresholds and likely to impact capacity levels.
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