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MP122B ‘Operational Metrics – Part 2’This document is classified as White in accordance with the Panel Information Policy. Information can be shared with the public, and any members may publish the information, subject to copyright. 

Refinement Consultation
Responding to this consultation
This is the Refinement Consultation for MP122B ‘Operational Metrics – Part 2’.
We invite you to respond to this consultation and welcome your responses to the questions set out in this form. To help us better understand your views on this Modification Proposal, please provide rationale to support your responses. In order for us to set out the business case we ask that you provide any information you can on the costs and benefits of this modification to you. This can be a rough order of magnitude and can be marked as confidential.
To help us process your response efficiently, please email your completed response form to sec.change@gemserv.com with the subject line ‘MP122B Refinement Consultation response’.
If you have any questions or you wish to respond verbally, please contact Joe Hehir on 020 7770 6874 or email sec.change@gemserv.com.
Deadline for responses
This consultation will close at 17:00 on Friday 3 September 2021. 
The Proposer may not be able to consider late responses.

Summary of the proposal
What is the issue?
Issues with transparency of reporting and relevance of the measures contained within the DCC Performance Measurement Report (PMR) have arisen. In its monthly review of the PMR, the Operations Group has found it increasingly difficult to report to the Smart Energy Code (SEC) Panel on the issues within the report. 
As a result of the issues encountered, the Operational Metrics Review (OMR) was undertaken to better understand the PMR measures, consider amendments and recommendations of new performance indicators. Through workshops and User surveys, it is clear that Users want to see reporting that reflects the business processes that the DCC supports.

What is the solution?
To realise the full set of reporting sought, changes are needed to the DCC Systems and Service Provider contracts. To ensure the reporting elements that did not require these changes could be delivered sooner, the original modification was split into two and progressed under MP122A ‘Operational Metrics’. MP122B seeks to progress the DCC System and Service Provider changes to improve reporting on several business processes as well as improve the timeliness of the PMR.
Note, the reporting of Smart Metering Equipment Technical Specifications (SMETS) 1 Device firmware is the only area under this modification linked to Ofgem’s Operational Performance Regime (OPR).

Will I be impacted?
MP122B is expected to impact the following SEC Parties:
DCC
Indirect benefits for all other SEC Parties using the proposed reporting
Full details of how this modification may impact you can be found in the Modification Report.

DCC costs
The DCC has raised five Change Requests to implement the full Proposed Solution. 
The DCC’s Service Providers have provided a rough order of magnitude (ROM) cost for each Change Request, and the breakdown of these costs, including the implementation timescales, are set out below. Systems Integration Testing (SIT) and User Integration Testing (UIT) is out of scope of the DCC’s Preliminary Assessment, but Pre-Integration Testing (PIT) is included where appropriate. Note, these do not include additional Application Support costs or costs to factor for contractual changes. These remaining costs will be assessed as part of the Impact Assessment.
In addition, the DCC has, where possible, referenced and included costs for cheaper alternative solutions utilising the TOC.
	Breakdown of Preliminary Change Request costs

	CR
	IA cost
	IA duration (max)
	Full impl. cost (est.)[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Implementation costs include Design, Built and PIT only.] 

	S1SP impl. cost breakdown (est.)
	Impl. timescales
	TOC alt. Impl. cost

	CR1418 ‘Throughput of Alerts’
	£8,702
	30 days
	£300,000- £450,000
	N/A
	3 months
	£100,000

	CR1438 ‘Throughput of Alerts’
	£202,579
	60 days
	Up to £1,660,000
	£600,000-£1,000,000
	12 months
	

	CR1420 ‘Incident Reporting to Support Revised PMR’[footnoteRef:2] [2:  CR1420 was dropped in favour of the alternative TOC solution.] 

	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	£100,000

	CR1430 ‘PMR Reduced Timescales’
	£227,500
	40 days
	£1,160,000
	£328,000
	12 months
	N/A

	CR1423 ‘Comms Hub Firmware Image Data’
	£199,059
	50 days
	£1,450,000-£1,750,000
	N/A
	12 months
	£180,000

	CR1440 ‘Update Firmware SMETS1 Process’
	£70,000
	50 days
	£1,450,000-£1,850,000
	£1,300,000-£1,500,000
	12 months
	£100,000 + any costs to secure data

	Total
	£839,796
	
	[bookmark: _Hlk50365594][bookmark: _Hlk64903851]£6,020,000-£6,870,000
	£2,228,000-£2,828,000
	
	£480,000 + any costs to secure SP1SP data



Respondent details
	Respondent details

	Name
	Click and insert your name
	Organisation
	Click and insert the name of the organisation you are responding for
	Phone number
	Click and insert a phone number we can call you on with any queries


	Parties represented

	Party Category
	Click and select your Party Category
	Parties represented
	Click and insert the name(s) of any SEC Parties you are responding for


	Confidential information

	Does your response contain any confidential information?

	Response
	Click and select your response
	If ‘yes’, please clearly mark all confidential information (e.g. in red font).
Any confidential responses will be shared with the Change Sub-Committee, the Change Board and the Authority under a Red classification in accordance with the SEC Panel Information Policy.



Consultation questions
Modification solution
Reporting Alerts
Solutions available
There are three solutions available that seek to enhance DCC reporting on Alerts:
Progressing CR1418 alone:
A Data Services Provider (DSP) change that would enhance the reporting of Alerts in the Communications Services Provider (CSP) South and Central Regions only. This option would fully meet the business requirement recommended and sought by the OMR for Alerts in the CSP South and Central Regions only.
Progressing both CR1418 and CR1438 together:
CR1438 would provide additional enhanced reporting on Alerts in the CSP North Region and for the SMETS1 Service Providers. This option would fully meet the business requirements recommended and sought by the OMR.
Progressing the alternative DCC Technical Operations Centre (TOC) option:
This option would measure Service Requests as a proxy for Alerts. Specifically, this involves measuring the time in the Wide Area Network (WAN) Service Requests and dividing the Round Trip Time by two.
	Question 1

	Do you agree that the solutions put forward for reporting Alerts will effectively resolve the identified issue?
Please provide your rationale, including which solution you believe will most effectively resolve the issue.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response



SMETS1 impacts
CR1438 would provide reporting of Alerts as recommended by the OMR for the SMETS1 Service Providers as well as the CSP North Region. The SMETS1 Service Providers have provided a rough of magnitude (ROM) cost of between £600,000 to £1,000,000 to develop the reporting sought for SMETS1 Alerts. We seek views on whether the reporting of SMETS1 Alerts is required.
	Question 2

	Noting the impacts on the SMETS1 Service Providers, should enhanced reporting for SMETS1 Alerts be progressed?
Please provide your rationale.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response



Speed vs success rate of Alerts
Note, Power Outage Alerts (POAs), Power Restoration Alerts (PRAs) and AD1 ‘Power Outage Event’ Alerts are out of scope of MP122B, with enhanced reporting on their timescales instead being progressed under MP096 ‘DNO Power Outage Alerts’.
We seek your views on whether, for Alerts generally, you are more interested in the reporting of the speed of Alerts or their success rate.
	Question 3

	[bookmark: _Hlk529864203]Should the speed or the success rate of Alerts be measured?
Please provide your rationale.

	Response
	Click and insert the rationale for your response



Time critical Alerts
If Parties believe there is benefit in measuring the speed of Alerts, we seek your views on which Alerts you deem to be time critical and so should be measured.
	Question 4

	Which Alerts do you believe are time critical?
Please provide your rationale.

	Response
	Click and insert your response and rationale



Reporting of Incident Categories 3, 4 and 5
After investigation, the DCC has found that its own internal Remedy Systems already hold the required data to report on Incident Categories 3, 4 and 5. The subsequent reporting will be produced by the DCC TOC. The Working Group agreed this will meet the business requirement recommended by the OMR. The DCC will therefore provide its own reporting to SECAS for Code Performance Measure (CPM) 5 and CPM 5A. Although this data will not be reconciled or validated by the DCC’s Service Providers, it provides a more cost-effective solution and one with a shorter DCC lead-time. In addition, this solution will not require any Service Provider contract renegotiation.
	Question 5

	Do you agree that the proposed solution put forward for reporting Category 3, 4 and 5 Incidents will effectively resolve the identified issue?
Please provide your rationale.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response



Reducing the SLA of the Performance Measurement Report (PMR)
SEC Section H ‘DCC Services’ 13.4 requires the DCC to produce the PMR and any associated TOC reporting within 10 Working Days from the end of the measurement reporting period. The DCC has stated that this is not possible and Ofgem has granted the DCC a derogation against this obligation until 30 November 2022. Until then or the implementation of MP122B, the DCC shall produce the PMR against the previous service level agreement (SLA) of 25 working days from the end of the measurement reporting period.
After extensive investigation under this MP122B, the DCC has advised that it is not possible for it to produce the completed PMR along with the TOC reporting 10 working days from the end of the measurement reporting period. However, the DCC found it would be possible to adhere to a 18-working day SLA with increased Application Support and contractual renegotiations. Note that the CSP South and Central is a blocker to reducing this time further to 14 working days. The CSP South and Central could reduce its SLA to 18 working days at no cost, but anything less than this would cost £15m. The Working Group deemed this unreasonable and requested the DCC try to re-negotiate the cost of an SLA lower than 18 working days. However, the DCC later advised the Service Provider would not reduce its costs.
As a result, the pursuit of an 18 working day SLA remains the only viable option.
	Question 6

	Do you agree with the proposed 18 working day SLA for the DCC to produce the PMR?
Please provide your rationale.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response



Reporting on Communications Hub firmware
There are two solutions available that seek to enhance DCC reporting of Communications Hub firmware updates:
Progressing CR1423:
A DSP and CSP change that is dependent upon the firmware tracking mechanism being implemented by SECMP0007 ‘Firmware updates to IHDs and PPMIDs’ in the November 2021 SEC Release. This would involve the CSPs utilising the interface built in SECMP0007 for reporting the status of the Communications Hubs firmware updates.
CR1423 also has some cross-over with (but is not dependent on) SECMP0024 ‘Communication Hub Firmware Management’. SECMP0024 proposes to introduce a new DCC Alert upon successful activation of Communications Hub firmware images. SECMP0024 could be delivered as a standalone change and is not dependent on CR1423. However, the business requirement in SECMP0024 is covered under CR1423, which has additional CSP impacting requirements. Therefore, whichever is implemented the first, the other should decrease in cost. Subject to it being approved, it is highly likely that SECMP0024 will be implemented before CR1423 and is targeted for the June 2022 SEC Release.
Progressing the alternative DCC TOC option:
This would involve the DCC obtaining data from CSPs and SMETS1 Service Providers. This data would be used for Communications Hubs to match the firmware updates (SR11.1s) to the firmware activations (SR11.3s) and provide a time to activate and a success rate of activations from updates.
This option could meet the original business requirement recommended by the OMR.
	Question 7

	Noting the costs, do you believe CR1423 or the alternative DCC TOC option should be taken forward further and progressed to DCC Impact Assessment?
Please provide your rationale, including which solution you believe will most effectively resolve the issue.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response



Reporting on SMETS1 Device firmware
Note, this area of reporting is directly linked to Ofgem’s OPR.
There are two solutions available that seek to enhance DCC reporting of SMETS1 Device firmware updates:
Progressing CR1440:
A change that impacts the DSP and all of the SMETS1 Service Providers. The DSP will build a firmware tracking mechanism that records and reports the firmware distribution status of all SMETS1 Devices. This tracking shall be in line with the SMETS2+ firmware distribution tracking mechanism proposed under SECMP0007 and CR1423. The SMETS1 Service Providers will then provide status updates for the SMETS1 firmware updates.
Note while the DSP changes are incremental on top of SECMP0007, for the SMETS1 Service Providers this is a completely new, standalone change.
This solution will fully meet the business requirement recommended by the OMR as well as measure Ofgem has in place for its OPR.
Progressing the alternative DCC TOC option:
Similar to the alternative TOC solution for CR1423, the DCC would obtain data from the SMETS1 Service Providers and Communications Hub updates, match the firmware updates (SR11.1) to the firmware activations (SR11.3), and provide a time to activate and a success rate of activations from updates. This data could then be split this by the CSP, Communications Hub Manufacturer, firmware version before and after update from. However, in light of the updated requirement, the DCC would instead use the TOC to measure the success rate of SR11.3 for SMETS1 Communications Hubs only. Further detail on this alternative will be provided via the Impact Assessment if the Working Group chooses to progress it.
However, the TOC solution does have limitations. Note that the TOC solution would only allow the measure of firmware updates to SMETS1 Communications Hubs, not SMETS1 Electricity Smart Metering Equipment (ESME), Gas Smart Metering Equipment (GSME) or Prepayment Meter Interface Devices (PPMIDs), irrespective of the method used. SECAS has since made Ofgem aware of the TOC solution limitations and believes it does not meet the OPR requirement, given it only measures SMETS1 Communications Hub firmware.. As a result, the TOC option could be dropped if Ofgem deems it does not meet the OPR requirement.
	Question 8

	Noting the costs, do you believe CR1440 or the alternative DCC TOC option should be taken forward further and progressed to DCC Impact Assessment?
Please provide your rationale, including which solution you believe will most effectively resolve the issue.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response



Implementation approach
There are two possible approaches towards implementing the solutions under this modification:
Single implementation approach
Phased implementation approach
The single implementation approach would result in all the Change Requests and/or alternative TOC solutions implemented at the same time on a single date. SECAS is provisionally recommending an implementation date of 2 November 2023 (November 2023 SEC Release). Certain Change Requests may be removed from the scope of this modification and this will likely impact the DCC implementation timescales and therefore the implementation date for a single implementation date. 
Alternatively, a phased implementation approach of each Change Request is also possible, considering that each of the Change Requests have varying implementation timescales. Each Change Request could be implemented separately in the soonest possible SEC Release. It is also expected that the alternative TOC options could be implemented far sooner than the Change Requests. The DCC will provide these timescales for the TOC solutions as part of its Impact Assessment.
	Question 9

	Which implementation approach do you prefer?
Please provide your rationale.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response



Impact assessment
	Question 10

	Will there be any impact on your organisation to implement MP122B?
If ‘yes’. please state how you will be impacted, including both implementation effort and any on-going impacts. Where applicable, please state any differences between the solutions put forward.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response


	Question 11

	[bookmark: _Hlk529864069]Will your organisation incur any costs in implementing MP122B?
Please provide an estimate of your costs, including both implementation effort and any on-going costs; please exclude your share of the central costs. Please also provide information on any cost-savings you may achieve as a result of this modification and any costs you may incur as a result of the identified issue continuing if this modification is not implemented. Where applicable, please state any differences between the solutions put forward.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response


	Question 12

	[bookmark: _Hlk529864189]How long from the point of approval would your organisation need to implement MP122B?
Please provide your rationale, including the activities you would need to complete during this time. Where applicable, please state any differences between the solutions put forward.

	Response
	Click and insert your required lead time
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response


Case for change
	Question 13

	[bookmark: _Hlk529864091]Do you believe that MP122B would better facilitate the General SEC Objectives?
Please provide your rationale with reference to the General SEC Objectives.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response


	Question 14

	Do you believe there will be any impacts on or benefits to consumers if MP122B is implemented?
If ‘yes’, please provide your view on how consumers would be impacted by and/or how they will benefit from this change.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response


	Question 15

	[bookmark: _Hlk529864124]Noting the potential costs and benefits of this modification, do you believe MP122B should continue to be progressed?
Please provide your rationale.

	Response
	Click and select your response
	Rationale
	Click and insert the rationale for your response



Any other comments
	Question 16

	Please provide any further comments you may have.

	Comments
	Click and insert any further comments
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