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Consultation 1 Stakeholder Engagement Session 5

Date: 05/11/2021 Location: MS Teams
Start:  10:00 End: 11:15

Participants

Attendee Attend/Regrets Attendee Attend/Regrets
Helen Stack (HS) - Centrica Attend Steve Cox (SC) - ENWL Attend
Stephen Browning (SB) - Attend Laetitia Wamala (LW) - NGESO  Attend

Electricity Efficiency
Vicky Allen (VA) - NGESO Attend Frank Kasibante (FK) - NGESO Attend
Kirsten Shilling (KS) - NGESO Attend

Minutes Recipients

Industry - Published on the WSTC website

Agenda

1. Introductions
2. Presentation of Slides & Discussion

3. Closing Remarks

Discussion

The discussions held during the meeting are summarised below:

1. Introductions
Introductions were done as recorded above.

2. Presentation of Slides & Discussion
During the presentation ofthe WSTC slides (Oct/Nov), the discussions summarised below were held.
The full slide pack can be viewed here.

2.1. Introduction (Section 2)

HS: I don’tthink we particularly are calling for any changes, butl can understand what NGESO is doing andthe
argument for that. Whenever we've discussed itin the pastin terms of merging the codes, but we weren’t sure of
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2.2.

exactly what value it would add. | have heard diSCusSions about getting more consistency between the Grid
Code (GC) and the Distribution Code (DC) which would probably be a good thing.

LW: Am I rightininterpretingthatyoudon'thave any issues with using the technical codes withinthe work where
youare and within your business?

HS: I'd say, generally not. Idon'tthink there are any issues that would be solved by merging the two codes.

LW: OK, thank youfor that, because at leastyou're agreeing with the complexity and we hopeto simplify them
as part ofthis project.

HS: Yes

SC: Interms ofreading and digesting the technical codes, | agree with HS as | don'tpick up lots of user problems
with accessing the codes and understanding them. I think the primary challenge is the cumbersome governance
arrangements around the GC modifications. One of my concernsis thatit's a very cumbersome project.

Whilstthe GC touches relatively large number of users to the system, the distribution code touches millions of
users.

I think the challengeto setting asingletechnicalcode, is the ability for that code to be sufficiently agile for whatis
arapidly changing technology landscape especially in the distribution networks. The agility of modifications on a
singlecodewould need to be agile at the DC level, notat the current GC level, which justwouldn't be fitfor
purpose.

HS: Our biggestproblemwith GC and DC is followingthe change and havingthe resource to do thatourselves.
Wherewe have had an interestin particular modifications, they often seemto progress really slowly. In addition,
the processis neither transparent nor effective.

LW: We've picked up your concernaround agility and the pace ofchange. Some stakeholders feel thattheir
businessis very agile (e.g., with Electric Vehicles coming) which requires themto be quick with code changes.
They feel that the DC changes are slow, and they knowthatthe GC changes are much slower. Therefore, pace
of changeis something thatneeds to be well thoughtthrough to make sure that whatever we do, we're not
making itworse.

KS: Interms ofthe process, ifyoulook atthe trajectory that GC administratoris moving at, you'll see that
process is moving much quicker than ithad been previously. We are really constrained by the convoluted and
complex governance processthatis justout ofour control. Thereisthe Energy Code Reform (ECR) consultation
that has closed recently, that will form part of moving towards afaster and better way of dealing with code
changethatis more inclusive.

SC: I'm very conscious ofthe constraints thatthe GC administrator is under and you are, to some extent,
shackled to the arrangements. | think it's a general commentthough thatneeds to be incorporated in this work.
Unless we have morefit for purpose governance arrangements the agility thatis required down atdistribution
level would be heavily affected.

If you consolidate the two codes, it's likely thatthe governance arrangements will have to level up too because
it's justnotan agile governance arrangement. Thatrisks significantdamage and loss of opportunity to users with
new technologies and new products thatthey wish to connect.

Itis very importantthatthe relatively small benefitthat can comethrough code harmonization needs to be
balanced againsttherisk ofthe loss of agility for tens of thousands of users.

LW: I think for this projectto be a success the GC modification processshould become more agile. Hence this
consultation. We will take that feedback away, and we'll make sure it's fed into the scope so thatagility is attained
acrossthewhole system.

SC: Please don'ttake it as a criticismoftheteam. | knowtheteam is working extremely hard withinthe policies
at time ofa very demoralizing governance regime.

Potential Solutions (Section 3.1 Whole System Consolidation or Alignment)

HS: I'd just like to underline my supportfor the previous point that Steve made about needing to be able to be
nimble when you needed to make quick changes. You can consider thatfeedback coming within this slide.

SC: Thebit | struggle with in this questionis identification of whatthe key issues are, and what the lack of
alignmentis. Imade this pointanumber of times. | haven'tseen whatthe misalignment, orthe alleged
misalignment, is. It's very difficult to answer. How do you solve a problemthat you haven'tactually seen?

LW: In the consultation we've put 2 examples which were fed back by stakeholders, system security and
enforcing of compliance. Under system security, itacknowledges the fact that we started off with two
documents that address system security P2/7 and SQSS. They shared a common basis, but after they were
separated, the documents drifted apart. It's important because now we have more generation coming from
distribution than we did in the past, so things like system security should be given equal robustness and
attention on both transmission and distribution.

SC: So P2/7 is nota system security standard. | mean that pointillustrates a misunderstanding ofwhat P2/7 is.
P2/7 is a planning standard nota system security standard.
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2.3.

LW:

SC:

LW:

SC:

HS:

LW:

SC:

SQSS is a security standard and is notpartofthe GC. One’s an operational standard and theotheris a
design standard.

Whilstone may wish to have a new overarching system security standard to allow controlof resources for
system frequency issues and energy balancing, that's adifferentthing to aplanning standard. |don'taccept
that that is a code alignmentissue. | was concernedthatthatshows a misunderstanding of whatthose two
documents are.

| do supportthethird optionofan overarchingdocument. Ithink it's a worthwhile objective.

OK, so that's interesting because this is something that has been fed back by industry and developed
through bilateral meetings withinindustry.

Itll be interesting to knowwho's fed back on P2/7 because | chaired the panel that developed P2/7. On that
working group is Alan, who sits on the SQSS panel. Between us we probably have one ofthe closestviews
of whatthosetwo documents aretrying to achieve. | don'tthink those documents can ever be aligned
because they're completely different standards.

Thank youforthat. The otherone we had was compliance. Whatwe've had from industry is the fact that if
you have two units connecting, onein distribution and the other in transmission, complianceis enforcedin
transmissionand notin distribution, and that makes itan uneven playing field.

In terms ofenforcement, there is a modificationgoingthroughthe DC which has been out to consultationa
coupletimes. Pending that modification, the codes will be aligned. lwould agree thatthere was an
enforcementrequirement. However, itis importantto notice that, at distribution levels, the enforcing agency
isnotthe DNO, itis the authority who carries outthe enforcementaction. There's this specific legal
difference between the distribution license requirements on network operators and the license requirements
ontheTO, and the ESO.

The lack ofalignmentis a legal issuein the licence conditions, notonein thecodes. The codes reflectthe
legal obligations onthe parties. To align those two things would require primary legislationchangein the
form ofthe licence condition on eitherthe TOs or DNOs.

I think it'simportantthatthis doesn'tresultin creating unfair barriers to distributed resources participatingin
markets. There mustn't be a backdoor route to addressing system security questions. | think there are
differences thatexistin a range of areas. Distributed assets may feel thatthey're at a disadvantage.ldon't
want to create a barrier to the uptake oflow carbon generation or flexibility resources.

Thank youvery much for that. | think this is where we acknowledge that we will need industry subject matter
experts to help us push thesethings through once we have our scope. Because | don'tthink thatthe issues
can be easily fixed. They need to be well thoughtthrough.Ithink the key question here was where is
alignmentmissing? Whatare your views on a singletechnical code?

We have experience with users wishing to connectto our systems requesting amuch simpler userjourney. |
think the challenge, whichis more around digitalisation ofthe code, is for a given scenario to easily identify
all the relevantparts of the code sets that they need to comply with and whatthey need to do to move from
that initial connection conceptthroughto final design and compliance.

There's less benefit from our pointofviewin bolting together two 1000-page documents to make a single
2000-page document. It's more about those user journey guides. I think the underlying drive for asingle
codeisitisacommon userjourney as far as possible. I think we would abso lutely supportthat. I think that
can be achieved under any ofthe four options, becauseitisn'ta code element itself. It's a user support
game.

Potential Solutions (3.2 Digitalisation)

SC:

Compliancewith thecodes, is alicence condition andtherefore alegal obligation of the utilities act. It's

difficultto have digitalised codes that are notlegally binding. In other words, they cannot be guidance because
compliance with their requirements is alegal obligation onthe parties.

VA:

I think thatthere's a number of options which we could pursue as partof digitalisation, so there's an option

where we would have the PDF ofthe version on the website as well as having the ability to do the self-service.
So that people could chooseto use the self-service as a guidance but having the full unabridged version ofthe
documentavailable to them as well.

We've had quite long discussions aboutwhether or notthe digitalised codes could be legally binding. In the event
that the Al omitted a code clause, and a user used that information to build some equipment resultingin anon-
compliance, thelegally liable party needs to be clarified. There's been a lotof discussion aboutwhatwould
happen in those cases.

SC:

I think itdepends whatyou mean by digitalised code.

I think whatwe mean by describing here as digitalised is what | referred to as the user guide before which is a
scenario-based summary ofthe thingsthatyouneed to do.

The codeto meis thecode. You can only haveonecode, and itis the legally binding text because it's linked to
primary legislation. It's very difficultfor itnotto be legally binding.
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2.4.

2.5.

VA: It's a good feedback that, thank you very much, Steve. Did you have and anything else on any ofthe other
points?

SC: | think the digitalisation ofthis scenario-based user guideis an opportunity thatthe industry must seize and
deliveron forusers. | think it's a very, very laudable objective. | think itmightjustbe some ofthe language that
we justneed to getrightas to what we mean. I'd supportall ofthem.

Additional potential solutions for digitalisation: The technical codeis also linked to the commercial codes. Ifwe
want to connectabattery, | want to know about both the technical and commercial requirements.

Probably notenough information onthe Al driven platformto work outwhatthat actually is. | knowthere are
some examples ofit but it's a bit difficultto answer that one.

I think this self-service with cross code sign posting sounds immensely useful. Is it self-service, orisit Al driven?
They are a means to the end.

HS: | supportthe comments that Steve's made and the ones thatyou yourself have mentioned from previous
discussions. My gutfeeling is that youneed to have the full PDF documentas the onethat was legally binding. If
users had been using the digital codes and unwittingly failed to comply with the full code, I think thatthey
shouldn'tnecessarily be penalized for that.

VA: In that case, Helen, who would be responsible?

HS: I think thatif it's a minor contravention ofthe code then there shouldn'tbe action taken justbecause there's
been some kind of errorin howthe digital code has being puttogether.

Potential Solutions (3.4 Work that can progress independently of the ECR outcome)
SC: I think my understanding of P2/7 is thatit is already partof the DC as an annex document.

LW: Thankyou. It will be taken out. One of the proposals has been that maybe the SQSS should followthe
same governance that P2/7 has with the DC. What are your thoughts on thatone?

SC: The substance ofyour question is, do youthink thatyou should progressthemindependently? Ithink one
(simplification and rationalisation) and two (identifying areas for alignment) are easy because | think they are
already aligned, butif we're not, we can identify some minor errors and fix them.

Simplification and rationalization and digitalization: I think this comes back to the previous discussion. Are you
clear on whatyoumean by digitalisation? Is that a user guide? Or is it the primary code? | think you will find it
very difficultto simplify thelegal language insidethe GC and DC because ofthe linkage to the primary
legislation.

Digitisationis avery laudable and commendable objective of a simplified guide and compendiumthatleads you
through these complex documents in an easy to access way. | think that can be independently progressed.

SQSS can be progressed independently, and P2/7 has already happened.
LW: Thank you.

Potential Solutions (3.5 Delivery of Solutions)

HS: I think the overly simplistic approach I've been talking about when explaining this consultation was any least
regrets changes thatallowed for the outcome of the ECR would be acceptable. If there was a clear reason for
those changes.

VA: Is there anything specific there thatyouwould consider leastregrets?

HS: I think no, because | do have concerns aboutthe benefits of doing this, butl don'twantthat to stop it. There
definitely needs to be a balance and there needs to be a recognition ofthe outcome of the ECR.

SC: Thedigitalisationand the production ofthe user journey guides can proceed and should proceed at pace
between thetwo code administrators. ltdoesn'treally matter whetheryoudo A, B or C. My preference would be
D (Digitalisation of Grid Code and Distribution Code together) for digitalisation. | think thatwould go along way to
solve many of your user problems. | don'tthink that's dependent on the ECR because we have many users who
need to connectnow and operate now. Simplification and clarity are a priorityitem for both codes. The ECR may
changeita bit. | certainly don'tthink we should wait until the ECR is out.

VA: OK, thank youfor that Steve. Did you have any preferences in either ofthe first two boxes?

SC: A inthefirstbox is pretty much impossible. I think to do an alignmentexerciseitneed to be done under both
codes. The authority has powers of direction whereitcan direct parties to resolve any alignmentissues, if we find
any. | think thatwould be a more assured way of making progress within areasonable timeframe to resolve
those.

The creation ofnew codes Iwould leave until after the ECR outcome. | think thatwill give clarity on whatwould
codes scopeis. So, ifl was voting forthese, Iwould do:

Whole System Alignment: Detailed recommendations for alignment delivered later, as part of ECR
implementation

Code consolidation: Postpone until ECR outcome

Digitalisation: GC and DC (& ERECs) together.
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2.6.

2.7.

2.8.

2.9.

2.10.

Key Benefits (Section 4)

HS: | definitely agree with the benefits if they can be realized. If there are benefits that can be implemented, then
these would be welcome.

SC: I'd echothat. I think the benefits are readily attainable. | think the firstoneis very material given the volume
of connections thatneed to happen between now and 2028. So that is an absolute key one for me. | do think you
will see increased market participation acrossthe whole system with clarity and simplification. | think user friendly
technical codes is akey benefit in itself. | think they're all attainable and commendable.

Project Governance (Section 5.1 Decision Making)

SC: | think it's a sensible and workable structure. There's a slight difference between howthe codes is governed
and howthe projectis governed because the projectis producing the changes required to make the benefits
happen, which is atransiting arrangement. | would supportthe structure. | think it's pragmatic.

I think the challenge with this Steering Groupis to make it sufficiently project managementlike. To give
decisionsin atimely mannerto the projectand the various workgroups. I think ifthat's too expansive, that's going
to be quite difficult.

The terms of reference need to be very tightly controlled so as notto revisitevery decision that's ever been made
on any code.

The problemwe have with the GC is its rather cumbersome governance arrangements. They need to be
resolved as partof the process. It's very difficultfor the GC itselfto change those becausethey're passed to it
through the CMA decision. The actual Steering Group is projectrelated, so ithas a shortlife whilstitcompletes
its work, but it changes the codes themselves, so itis interactive.

Project Governance (Section 5.2 Proposed Terms of Reference — Steering Group)

SC: | was slightly unclear as to what the intentwas. Oneway ofdoing thisis whathappens with the currentcode
structures sub working groups. However, you could do thatin quite an agile manner because you're notunder full
governance requirements within the project.

The otherway of doing itisto include all relevant stakeholdersor potentially interested parties in the Steering
Group. This could getbogged downin discussion and decision making because effectively you have so many
stakeholdersinvolved. I'mjustinterested in howyousaw itworking.

FK: When all the consultationresponses arein. We shall have responses on who is willing to participatein the
steering group. I think that will define howwe develop itfurther. The terms of reference will be created in
consultationwith those are willing to participate.

SC: I'm certainly happyto participateon it. | think it's a really important question because it will avoid the project
team tying itselfin knots. Ido think it's avery important question.

Project Governance (Section 5.3 Stakeholder Engagement)

SC: Ithinkyou'vedoneagood job on engagement; giving creditwhereit's due. You've engaged industry
positively. Ithink yougoteverybody'sattention. You've putsome meat behind the questions to getpeopleto
think aboutit. The consultation itselfis good.

Would youliketo attend the webinars? Yes, if diary permits, certainly and jointhe steering group when that
forms.

I think itwould be useful if the projectteam could keep the DC Review Panel (DCRP) updated on your progress
at each of their meetings. It does create a lotof interestin the IDNO businesses and the DNOs. | thinkthe 6
DSOs will be interested as well.

LW: Are you to give us an opportunity to presentto the DCRP? We've been seeking access for a while still
haven'tmanaged to gettheir audience.

SC: Certainly, | can arrange with Mark that this becomes a standing DCRP agendaitem.
FK: Is there a differentarrangement or forum where we could reach the DSOs?

SC: At the moment, each ofthe DNOs is setting up its DSO which comeinto existence sometime this year or
nextyear prior to the commencementof RIIO-ED2. They're all undergoing various degrees of either internal or
legal separation.

They will be a new range of stakeholders who are notthe DNO; they are DSOs who haveinterests in areas such
as whole system. The DCRP isthe way to getto them for the time being.

Project Governance (Section 5.4 Schedule)
SC: I think it's realistic.

However, youneed to arrange the inaugural Steering Group meeting immediately. The proposeddateis
ambitious; 15", 16, and 17" are probably viable dates.

Closing Remarks
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LW: Thank youfor attending the webinars and for the valuable feedback.



