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	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?

	No

	Rationale: Siemens believes that the overarching business context and associated scope for this project should be focused primarily on a faster transition to a smart grid.  Despite OFGEM outlining a £4.5bn benefit case for Mandatory Half Hourly Settlement recently, it is clear that Elective Half Hourly Settlement has not developed in the way that the industry would have liked.  Any proposed context and scope for further developing a Target Operating Model (TOM) needs to be mindful of the messages that it is sending to market in order to encourage investment, innovation and deliver improved time to market.
Faster settlement processing, more accurate settlement processing and the need to process larger volumes of interval data are all important considerations.  However, Siemens would suggest that they are less important than OFGEM, Elexon and the AWG making it clear to wider industry that they will be looking to the market to develop innovative solutions to facilitate the smart grid transition, rather than creating any uncertainty over the roles and functions created by the new TOM and associated Reference Architecture.
Having recently invested in its own highly scalable elective half hourly service with a range of complementary analytical services, it is clear to Siemens that the domestic half hourly market is yet to blossom.  We estimate that less than 4 in 1,000 smart domestic electricity meters, that are operating in smart mode right now, are being settled half hourly.  To encourage continued investment in this market, OFGEM, Elexon and the AWG need to ensure that any reference architecture model does not turn into another centralisation programme which hinders competition, whilst being hugely costly and slow to deliver.
Even with the advent of Faster Switching, Siemens questions whether the central assumption of a 5-fold increase in the volume of industry data exchange is valid, particularly as energy suppliers look to develop energy as a service offering with longer tie ins.  That said, we are supportive of modern infrastructure to support a faster smart grid transition, just one that makes it clear that it will be looking to the market to support innovation, which lowers cost and improves time to market.
The Market Model proposed by in the recommendation paper highlights Elexon’s future role delivering a Market Data Service, assuming responsibility for what was NHHDA and HHDA.  Furthermore, it highlights, quite rightly, further responsibilities for the Load Shaping Service and the Volume Allocation Service.  That said, it does not highlight the scope as custodian of disaggregated data, nor what appears to be its proposed new role as the Event Broker, should the recommended Event Driven Architecture approach be fulfilled.  
If the AWG are indeed proposing that Elexon should perform the role of Event Broker, then Siemens would suggest that this role needs defining, both within the Market Model and TOM.  Furthermore, the scope of the Event Broker role and the associated function as custodian of disaggregated data needs elaborating and consulting on, particularly given later references to Big Data, Data Lakes and microservices.
In its ‘Suitability Summary’, Elexon and the AWG state that their proposed Event Broker approach supports a ‘cost effective ingestion, processing and distribution of large data volumes’.  If Elexon are to assume this Event Broker role and the industry is serious about a timely transition to the smart grid, Siemens believes that the market should be left to develop competitive data services and Elexon should simply be the facilitator of communication between industry parties.



	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 

	Rationale: Siemens agree in principle that data integration is the appropriate architecture style to realise the MHHS TOM requirements.  Siemens also agrees, in principle, to the choice of EDA for the transport mechanism, as this will offer a flexible, cohesive and decoupled architecture.  However, there are concerns:

A hybrid model of an event driven approach and an existing request driven approach appears to present challenges and impact the overall benefits of what will amount to be nothing short of a significant investment for industry.

The data integration and EDA should facilitate choice in the market as it does now and provide no more than is necessary to facilitate the ongoing role-based operation and new service opportunities.  For example, the technologies to be used for connectivity.  A vendor neutral technology should be chosen for such things as connectivity, pub/sub, encryption, security etc.  

The flow of messages is also likely to change to support the data architecture and EDA with the potential for some messages being retained as traditional DTC and some being “real-time” EDA, which could cause coordination issues.  As there appears to be no information available on industry SLAs it is not possible at this stage to comment on the coordination that may be necessary to align the processing of the DTN flows with the “more dynamic” EDA data.

Since 1998 the messages have been pipe-delimited files with a significant investment in systems that have implemented the processing of these flows as predominantly batch.  There are many market participants for whom the introduction of EDA and the potential for “real-time” messaging will have a significant impact on systems that have grown over the past 20+ years.

To mitigate these issues more information will be required.  This should include:
1) A clear definition of the changes that will be required to the messaging, this should eventually be a full mapping of the old to new and the creation of new messages, with frequencies, latencies etc.
2) The data governance that will be provided by the data architecture and EDA
3) The reasoning behind only incorporating new elements within the EDA approach with existing elements from the DTN
4) The detail of the new flows to understand their complexity and the business rules of these.  The current DTN flows oscillate between a simple transaction (acceptance of a registration, for example) to a more complex business rule (agent notification, MPAS instructions, for example). 




	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 

	Rationale: Although other data integration architectures, including the retention of the current Electronic Data Interchange approach, could be adopted to meet the interface requirements of the MHHS TOM we accept the argument that an Event Driven Architecture provides the greatest efficiency at the expected volumes and delivers a technology that enables modern development. It is interesting that existing “point-to-point” messaging will be retained where there is no, or little, change to an existing interface and question the longevity of this arrangement.
We recognise that the EDA will not necessarily be confined to MHHS processes giving greater flexibility to other services benefitting from a rich source of data that will help develop solutions to facilitate the transition to a smart grid.  Whilst broadly supportive of this approach we are concerned at how the service will be governed, in particular the importance of the Event Broker position.  This should not be a green light for this role to individually exploit data processing opportunities and we seek greater understanding of this position and its governance in the expectation that it realises a facilitation responsibility only.



	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

	Rationale: As highlighted in our response to question 1, Siemens have doubts over the assumed 5-fold increase in data volumes as a result of the transition to Faster Switching and further innovation in the market.  The half hourly transition will lead to a marked increase in file sizes, which will place greater processing demands upon industry.  That said, we recognise that data volumes and timeliness demands will see some increase. 

Siemens recognises that due to increase in volume and an increase in expectation for nearer real-time interaction there is a need to move to a more real-time capability such as EDA.  “Real time frequency” has implications, on the speed at which we will need to operate.  The combination of DTN and EDA could certainly lead to issues, with SLAs likely to significantly tighten.  

It is Siemens understanding that the industry will need to process consumption data to the market-wide service almost as quickly as the data is validated and this suggests that significant volumes of estimation may be necessary where communication with the Meter or between market roles is compromised.  This is the type of detail that we would like to see to be able to confidently assess the benefits that EDA will bring.  However, to fully understand the impact the following information is required:

1) The underlying rationale behind the 5 fold increase in data volumes  
2) The latency that is needed to be built into system design and, linked to this, how existing SLAs change to accommodate the desire for a faster turnaround of information being sent to central systems
3) Whether there will still be the receipt of batches of data or whether the data architecture will move to an individual basis, for example one message per customer.  Where batch has been the modus operandi for the past 20 years, per customer could have a severe impact.
4) The approach to volume and performance testing and what test data is available
5) The volume and performance testing to be undertaken as part of an entry process test with other participants and whether this will form part of the qualification process during the 3-year implementation period




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

	Yes 

	Rationale: Siemens acknowledges that a more responsive service will assist with the Faster Switching programme.  Beyond this, an EDA based approach could assist with behind the meter activities and any future peer to peer trading.  That said and to reenforce our opening points, these innovations must be left to the market to realise and not centralised as part of the wider Event Broker role



	Question 6. Do you have any other comments?

	Yes 

	Rationale: 
Siemens would like to make the following additional observations, which include some unanswered questions:
Timescale – The published timescale has market participants starting development in March 2022. There appears to be a significant gap between where we are (deciding principle architectural approach) to development-grade detail.
Elective phase – Linked to the point above, consideration needs to be given to those parties that have already invested in initial elective capabilities.  These organisations should not be penalised for their efforts to develop the market and help with the enduring transition to half hourly settlement.
Blend of DTN and EDA – What is proposed is a more complicated architecture. EDA is added, but nothing is removed. There are three concerns. Firstly, that the blend does not lead to remaining DTN flows carrying a significant uplift in charges due to lower volume. Secondly, that the option for complete EDA may be viable, especially with some inbuilt translation for rarer flows so all participants don’t have to build a translator each. Thirdly, that the integration and coordination between DTN and EDA information isn’t seamless and may cause potential issues in system design.
Subscription governance – A minor point, but if the system knows your MPANs and accredited roles then could it apply default governance as a starting point. This could reduce the chance of missing something in setup. Also, Siemens would like to understand what happens when an appointment enters a state of error where two parties believe they are appointed (this happens and is highlighted by D0235s). In these circumstances we question whether the system consider both subscribed/eligible. In essence, it will be important to understand how the governance aspects deal with error and resolutions.
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