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	Respondent information

	Your name
	Phil Bryan

	Your company
	Lidcast Data Limited

	Type of company
	Systems Architecture Consultancy (largely to the Energy Industry)

	Contact details
	Phil@lidcast.co.uk
	

	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

	There are some detailed areas that need to be explored further, but there is sufficient content in the recommendation to have ample confidence. 



	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

	Data integration allows for a less constrained and less restricted operation than process integration, for the following reasons: 
1. Data definitions are less likely than process definitions to be subject to modification over the course of the lifetime of a business solution, and changes that need to occur can generally be achieved by additive means that are non-braking.
2. Process definitions that allow for every permutation of processing path are extremely difficult to create at design time and subsequently are difficult to maintain. Unforeseen circumstances, arising from the like of human interventions or unexpected changes in customer behaviour, can easily frustrate rigid process designs.
3. In theory processes can be centrally orchestrated or choreographed. In practice the former is achievable only by an invasive central control mechanism serving a limited number of actors, while the latter relies upon data integration in-place as a prerequisite and introduces the additional complication of temporal integration.



	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

	However, it must be recognised that EDA will require the rigorous definition of immutable data elements, including globally unique identifiers. It appears from the recommendation supplementary documents that legacy data items and definitions may simply be taken forward into event definitions. Consideration should be given to the refinement of data definitions and where necessary the provision of an appropriate, flexible approach to migration.      



	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

	This is a significant departure from existing industry services and should be provisioned ground up.



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

	Yes

	The provision of an EDA will be key to the modernisation of an industry integration architecture that is now over 20 years old, which was designed primarily to support both automated and manual processes. 



	Question 6. Do you have any other comments?

	Yes

	Rudiments of what is now labelled EDA were considered when the current industry arrangements were formed before 1998 but were rejected at that time. Since then, EDA development standards and platforms have evolved beyond all recognition and are now sufficiently proven and mature to fully justify their adoption.
Careful consideration must be given to procurement of any EDA services or infrastructure to ensure that the specific apposite technology platform is mandated, appropriately “open”. 
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