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	Respondent information

	Your name
	Seth Chapman

	Your company
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Callisto Data Limited

	Type of company
	Party Agent

	Contact details
	0191 2013612
	

	Confidential Y/N
	N



Please:
· Email your response to awgsecretary@elexon.co.uk by 08:00 on 24th May 2021, using the subject line ‘MHHS AWG Consultation Response’.
· Use this Word response form where possible to make it easier for the AWG to identify and summarise views.
· Provide supporting reasons for your answers to help the AWG understand your response.
· Identify clearly which, if any, aspects of your response are confidential. We will not publish any information marked as confidential or share this with the AWG. However, Ofgem will see all responses in full. We encourage you to provide non-confidential responses where possible, to inform the AWG’s discussions.

Email Elexon’s MHHS team at awgsecretary@elexon.co.uk with any questions. More information can be found on the AWG webpage.

	Question 1. Do you agree that the business and non-functional scope as set out is consistent with Ofgem's business case, target operating model development principles, the agreed TOM and subject areas considered by the CCDG?

	Yes / No

	Rationale:  We agree the scope is correct.



	Question 2. Do you agree that data integration is the appropriate architecture style to realise the MHHS TOM requirements rather than a more process centric architecture such as process automation or centralised business rules processing? If not, why not and what would be the most appropriate architecture style?

	Yes / No

	Rationale:  We agree that a data integration is the appropriate architecture style to enable the MHHS TOM in what is likely to a cost effective way.



	Question 3. Do you agree that Event Driven Architecture is the most suitable data integration style to realise MHHS and should be taken forward to the next stage of design? If not, why not and what would be the most suitable data integration style to realise MHHS.

	Yes / No

	Rationale: We agree that an EDA is good style of data integration for MHHS. However we are mindful of the how the early designs for the DCC had to change significantly and become more complex when the detail was worked out, particularly the security requirements. We see that some of the apparent benefits of an EDA (publish/subscribe), particularly for settlement period data, may reduce or disappear if a security assessment determines that data must be encrypted so that it is only readable by the intended recipient.  



	Question 4. Do you agree that a new data integration service is required to satisfy the data volume and frequency requirements mandated by the MHHS TOM? If not, why not?

	Yes / No

	Rationale: We agree that MHHS will mean a step change in the volume of data being transferred for settlement. Consequently changes will be required and an event based approach is how this integration would be designed in today’s world.



	Question 5. Do you see any other benefits to industry of having an EDA for data integration available?

	Yes / No

	Rationale: Neither yes nor no. We can see that if an EDA for data integration was available for settlement data it may well be used when future changes to industry processes are required.



	Question 6. Do you have any other comments?

	Yes / No

	Rationale: The next stage of design should include consideration of all the other data integration systems already in place between the same parties and look at what can sensibly be used from what has already been developed. 
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