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Name 
Organisati

on 

Company 

type 

Confid

ential 

Has the 

DIP 

Manag

er 

appropr

iately 

underst

ood the 

issue? 

Has the 

issue 

impacted 

your 

organisat

ion? 

Do you 

agree 

with the 

propose

d 

solution

? 

If so, do you agree with the red-

lined text in DSD002, Annex 5? 

If so, do you 

agree with the 

response 

codes in Table 

1 (page 4 of 

DSD002, 

Annex 5 

If so, do you agree with the 

response codes in Table 2 

(page 14 of DSD002, Annex 5) 

Do you 

agree that 

the red-lined 

delivers the 

solution that 

addresses 

the issue in 

this DIP CR? 

Will the 

solution 

in this 

DIP CR 

incur any 

costs to 

your 

organisat

ion? 

Do you 

agree 

with the 

impleme

ntation 

approac

h of this 

DIP CR? 

Do you have any additional comments on this DIP CR? 

Jimmy 
Tom 
Joseph 

Scottish 
Power 
Energy 
Networks(
SPEN) 

 
Distributor ;Re
gistration 
Service ;Unm
etered 
Supplies 
Operator ; 

No Yes 

Yes - 
reporting 
and 
tracking 
of 
message 
status' 

Yes Yes Yes 

Yes, Table 1 and Tabe 2 have 
inconsistent Description for 
1062 (in both guidance doc and 
Annex XX) 

Yes Yes Yes Assumption is Annex XX is Annex 5 mentioned in the redlined text 

MHHS 
Design 
Authorit
y 

MHHS 
Program
me 

Other; No 

Yes. All 
parties 
need to 
underst
and 
what 
level 3/ 
level 4 
validati
on, 
they 
are 
require
d to 
complet
e and 
what 
error 
messag
es to 
use. 

No, but 
as the 
MHHS 
Program
me, we 
are 
aware 
that 
parties 
have 
faced 
issues 
during 
migration 
as 
different 
parties 
have 
made 
different 
assumpti
ons, 
which is 
creating 
issues. 

We 
agree 
that the 
Level 
3/4  
validatio
n 
require
ments 
and 
error 
codes 
should 
be set 
out in 
the DIP 
rules. 
This 
should 
provide 
unambi
guous 
guidanc
e as to 
what is 
required 
to all 
parties.  

The wording of the text could be 
clearer on the obligation for 
parties to follow the validation as 
set out in DSD002 Annex 5. 
Suggested wording: “Level 3 and 
Level 4 message validation, as 
set out in DSD002 Annex 5, is 
mandatory for all DIP Users. 
DSD002 Annex 5 sets out the 
response codes required to be 
used for Level 3 and Level 4 
validation.” 

DSD002 
Annex 5 is 
largely a copy 
of the tables in 
the guidance 
note. The 
guidance can 
be looser with 
language, but 
the Code 
needs to be 
clear on what 
the obligations 
are.  • Suggest 
removing 
quantitative/qu
alitative 
checks column 
• Suggest 
changing 
Usage 
Guidance to 
Usage • 
Suggest 
removing 
recommendati
ons from 
“Usage” 
column eg 
RCP1000 • 
Suggest 
adding “where 
agreed bi-
laterally 
between 
parties” in 
Usage column 
for Optional 
flows. Don’t 
want one party 
to use a code 
that another 
party is not 
expecting.  • 
Suggest 
removing all 
references to 
future 
changes, the 
rules should 
get updated in 
line with those 
future changes 

Yes 

With the 
proposed 
firming up of 
the language 
suggested 
above, the 
solution 
should set 
out the 
current 
requirements 
for Level 3/4 
validation 

No 

The 
solution 
needs to 
be clear 
on 
whether 
the 
expectati
on is that 
all 
parties 
have to 
be 
complian
t by the 
impleme
ntation 
date or 
whether 
a 
window 
is being 
allowed 
post 
impleme
ntation 
for 
participa
nts to 
adhere 
to these 
obligatio
ns. 

We recommend that the DIP Manager engages with all parties currently transacting over the 
DIP to agree an implementation plan as clearly some parties are non-compliant at this stage.  
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at that time eg 
RCP1008 • 
Suggest being 
clear on any 
tolerances eg 
RCP1008. 
State the 
tolerance is 1 
minute and 
then 
everybody is 
doing the 
same check  • 
Suggest 
making 
RCP1062 
Optional as it’s 
N against all 
columns in 
Table 2 and 
state “Only to 
be used where 
bi-laterally 
agreed 
between 
parties”. 

Daniel 
Tadecic
co 

St 
Clements 
Services 
(MPRS) 

Registration 
Service ; 

No Yes 

Update 
to Status 
Message 
Format 
to align 
with the 
Guidanc
e Note 
Updates 
to 
validatio
n to use 
the 
Mandato
ry RCP 
Code 
instead 
of a 
generic 
RCP100
1 or 
RCP102
2 
Introducti
on of 
validatio
n for 
Future 
Dated 
Sending 
and DIP 
Timesta
mps. 
Currently
, MPRS 
accepts 
and 
queues 
future 
dated 
message 
until the 
timestam
p is 
equal to 
the 
MPRS 
System 
date then 
the 
message 
is 

Yes 
No Missing RCP1062, RCP1063, 
RCP1064, RCP9999 

Yes 

For RCP1062 in Table 2 there 
are no valid scenarios where 
this Error Code can be used. 
Should RCP1062 be deleted?  
Typographic Errors: 
LinkedImportExportCase]  
RelatedCase]  

No, the 
guidance for 
populating 
Status 
Messages 
has not been 
included with 
in the DIP 
Rules. The 
population of 
Status 
Messages 
must be 
standardised 
and 
enforceable 
so that 
systems can 
reliably 
automate 
remediation 

Yes, we 
are 
unable to 
provide 
costs as 
we are 
awaiting 
a 
detailed 
impact 
assessm
ent. We 
anticipat
e the 
impact to 
be low. 

We plan 
to 
impleme
nt the 
describe
d 
changes 
into the 
MPRS 
June 
BSC 
Release. 

N/A 
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assigned 
to a 
processi
ng 
stream 

Daniel 
Tadecic
co 

St 
Clements 
Services 
(MPRS) 

Registration 
Service ; 

No 

UPDAT
ED 
Respon
se V2. 
YES 

This 
change 
impacts 
MPRS: 
Update 
to Status 
Message 
Format 
to align 
with the 
Guidanc
e Note 
Updates 
to 
validatio
n to use 
the 
Mandato
ry RCP 
Code 
instead 
of a 
generic 
RCP100
1 or 
RCP102
2 
Introducti
on of 
validatio
n for 
Future 
Dated 
Sending 
and DIP 
Timesta
mps. 
Currently
, MPRS 
accepts 
and 
queues 
future 
dated 
message 
until the 
timestam
p is 
equal to 
the 
MPRS 
System 
date then 
the 
message 
is 
assigned 
to a 
processi
ng 
stream 

Yes, by 
restricti
ng the 
validatio
n that 
can be 
applied 
to 
MPRS 
messag
es it 
should 
significa
ntly 
reduce 
the high 
volume
s of 
invalid 
Status 
Messag
es. 

No Missing RCP1062, RCP1063, 
RCP1064, RCP9999 

Yes 

For RCP1062 in Table 2 there 
are no valid scenarios where 
this Error Code can be used. 
Should RCP1062 be deleted?  
Typographic Errors: 
LinkedImportExportCase]  
RelatedCase]   It is not clear 
what the Y and N values mean. 
The table needs a legend to 
explicitly state that these 
validations must not be 
performed on these messages. 
MPRS receives high volumes of 
these N Status messages which 
causes a huge administrative 
overhead. The DIP rules must 
state that where the 
downstream provider believes 
there is an error with the 
message, a Service Desk Ticket 
must be raised and not a 
generic Error. Generic Errors 
are not actionable, especially at 
volume 

No, the 
guidance for 
populating 
Status 
Messages 
has not been 
included with 
in the DIP 
Rules. The 
population of 
Status 
Messages 
must be 
standardised 
and 
enforceable 
so that 
systems can 
reliably 
automate 
remediation 

Yes, we 
are 
unable to 
provide 
costs as 
we are 
awaiting 
a 
detailed 
impact 
assessm
ent. We 
anticipat
e the 
impact to 
be low. 

We plan 
to 
impleme
nt the 
describe
d 
changes 
into the 
MPRS 
June 
BSC 
Release. 

How are the DIP rules enforced? If a DIP user applies validation excluded in Table 2 what 
are the consequences? 
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Michal 
Dobosz 

Flui 
Technolo
gies 

DIP 
Connection 
Provider; 

No Yes 

Low 
impact, 
will be 
evaluatin
g we are 
following 
the new 
changes 
to the 
new 
response 
codes 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 
From a DCP perspective, even a low complexity document change can still require design 
review, code changes, regression testing and other various updates. The proposed 
implementation approach should account for that. 

Andrew 
Wallace 

RECCo 
Code 
Body/Code 
Administrator ; 

No Yes 

Yes - 
Confusio
n on 
roles and 
responsi
bilities. 

Yes, 
howeve
r we 
have 
some 
detailed 
comme
nts on 
the 
legal 
drafting 
propose
d (set 
out in 
Q8 
below).  

We do not agree that referencing 
applicant and proposed DIP 
Users is necessary. Other 
requirements in the DIP Rules 
are not similarly called out and 
there is no way to enforce this as 
the obligations to not relate to 
authorised DIP Users. To ensure 
that applicants are meeting the 
required standards for use of 
response codes, we suggest that 
DIP Manager should review, and 
if required, update the DIP 
Onboarding requirements as set 
out in DSD002 Annex 1. In 
addition, we have provided a 
separate marked up document 
with detailed drafting 
suggestions. 

Yes Yes 

We have 
provided 
comments in 
Question 8 
and a 
separate 
marked up 
review of the 
new annex 
that we 
consider 
need to be 
addressed to 
ensure that 
these new 
arrangement
s can be 
effectively 
used 
following 
implementati
on.  

No Yes 

It is not clear why DIP Manager has not included a consultation question on the changes to 
DSD0002 Annex 2. As noted above, we do not agree that referencing applicant and 
proposed DIP Users is necessary. Other requirements in the DIP Rules are not similarly 
called out and there is no way to enforce this as the obligations to not relate to authorised 
DIP Users. To ensure that applicants are meeting the required standards for use of response 
codes, we suggest that DIP Manager should review, and if required, update the DIP 
Onboarding requirements as set out in DSD002 Annex 1.        We note that response codes 
have been provided for the IF-051 which has not yet been implemented and the 
implementation date is not yet confirmed. If the IF-051 implementation date is expected to be 
after DCR0015, we suggest that the associated response codes are removed from DCR0015 
and are included within a separate DIP Change Request. 

Jonatha
n Coe 

OVO 
Energy 

Supplier; No Yes. 

Yes. We 
have 
seen 
incidenc
es of 
inconsist
ency in 
response
s and 
use of 
response 
codes 
across 
the 
industry. 

Yes. 

No. DSD002 Annex XX and DIP 
L3-L4 Validation Guidance Note 
v1.5.pdf differ on details. We 
would like a single view to 
prevent any 
misunderstandings/discrepancies
. 

No – Table 1 
doesn’t contain 
all the codes 
from the same 
table in the 
DIP L3-L4 
Validation 
Guidance Note 
v1.5.pdf. We 
would like a 
single view. 

No – Table 2 doesn’t align with 
Table 3 of the DIP L3-L4 
Validation Guidance Note 
v1.5.pdf. We would like a single 
view. 

No. We 
believe that 
the redline 
changes 
contradict 
the guidance 
note so it is 
still unclear 
on the codes 
in use and 
the 
messages 
they should 
be applied 
against. 
Further 
guidance is 
required on 
REP file 
validation 
responses. 

The 
changes 
will incur 
costs for 
our DIP 
connecti
on 
provider 
which 
may be 
passed 
on to 
OVO. 

We 
agree 
with the 
impleme
ntation 
dates but 
require 
further 
informati
on on 
the 
impleme
ntation 
approac
h. 

We agree with the CR in principle but require clarification on the redline drafting before we 
can agree to the details within it.  We would also welcome further clarity on the interactions 
with DCR0017, and the DIP Manager’s intentions for progressing these two changes 
concurrently. 

Domini
c Martin 

Kraken 
Technolo
gies Ltd 

Supplier;Adva
nced Data 
Service ;Smar
t Data 
Services; 

No Yes 

There 
have 
been 
multiple 
times 
that our 
system 
has not 
met the 
requirem
ents as 
they 
were 
intended 
due to 
the 
(initial) 
ambiguo
us 
documen
tation 
around 
status 
message
s. This 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes 

Since this form doesn't have a very large text box, i have provided feedback on this public 
URL: 
https://gist.githubusercontent.com/DomMartin27/1daff7abd3cb5f29ea2754a980c0f96e/raw/2
b5997cc721de4d1ac8a4119944126683174c39b/gistfile1.txt 
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has 
caused 
issues 
both for 
our 
system 
and to 
other 
DIP 
users. 

Dean 
Roberts 

Stark / 
Siemens 

Metering 
Services 
Advanced;Me
tering 
Services 
Smart ; 

No Yes 
No as we 
are not 
live (yet)  

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Yes, 
internal 
process 
updates.  

Yes No 

Craig 
Donohu
e 

National 
Grid 
Electricity 
Distributio
n 

 Distributor ; No Yes 

Not 
directly, 
however 
it will 
reduce 
the 
amount 
of work 
that is 
currently 
being 
dedicate
d to this 
area by a 
significan
t amount. 
Through 
SCS and 
MPRS 
this 
change 
will 
update to 
Status 
Message 
Format 
to align 
with the 
Guidanc
e Note 
Updates 
to 
validatio
n to use 
the 
Mandato
ry RCP 
Code 
instead 
of a 
generic 
RCP100
1 or 
RCP102
2 
Introducti
on of 
validatio
n for 
Future 
Dated 
Sending 
and DIP 
Timesta
mps. 
Currently
, MPRS 
accepts 
and 
queues 
future 
dated 
message 
until the 

While 
we 
recogni
se the 
rational
e 
behind 
the 
propose
d 
solution 
and 
acknowl
edge 
the 
guidanc
e 
provide
d by 
SCS 
(who 
adminis
ter both 
MPRS 
and 
Durabill
), we 
cannot 
support 
it in its 
current 
form or 
timefra
me. The 
intende
d 
restricti
on on 
validatio
n 
applied 
to 
MPRS 
messag
es 
should 
help 
reduce 
the 
volume 
of 
invalid 
Status 
Messag
es, 
which is 
a 
positive 
outcom
e. 
Howeve
r, the 
scale of 
change 

 No. Missing RCP1062, 
RCP1063, RCP1064, RCP9999 

Yes 

Taking guidance from SCS. For 
RCP1062 in Table 2 there are 
no valid scenarios where this 
Error  Code can be used. 
Should RCP1062 be deleted? 
Typographic Errors: 
LinkedImportExportCase] 
RelatedCase] It is not clear 
what the Y and N values mean. 
The table needs a legend to 
explicitly  state that these 
validations must not be 
performed on these messages. 
MPRS receives high  volumes 
of these N Status messages 
which causes a huge 
administrative overhead. The 
DIP rules  must state that where 
the downstream provider 
believes there is an error with 
the message, a  Service Desk 
Ticket must be raised and not a 
generic Error. Generic Errors 
are not actionable, especially at 
volume. Furthermore there is a 
risk of inconsistency between 
Elexon, LDSOs and suppliers if 
the same message is treated 
differently by different parties 
using the same codes within the 
Durabill system.  

No, the 
guidance for 
populating 
Status 
Messages 
has not been 
included with 
in the DIP 
Rules. The 
population of 
Status 
Messages 
must be 
standardised 
and 
enforceable 
so that 
systems can 
reliably 
automate 
remediation. 
The solution 
does not fully 
resolve how 
validation 
failures at 
Elexon (e.g. 
IF-021 
rejection) 
interact with 
downstream 
message 
distribution 
and rollback 
(IF-014). 
Existing 
DURABILL 
validations 
outside the 
guidance will 
continue to 
operate 
separately, 
meaning not 
all validation 
outcomes 
are covered 
by the new 
framework.  

Costs to 
our 
organisat
ion will 
come 
through 
SCS 
making 
the 
required 
changes 
to MPRS 
and 
Durabill. 
Estimate
d costs 
for 
DURABI
LL 
enhance
ments 
are 
£70k–
£125k, 
dependin
g on the 
impleme
ntation 
option. 
Addition
al 
internal 
costs will 
be 
required 
for 
deploym
ent and 
testing.  

No, we 
do not 
agree 
with the 
impleme
ntation 
approac
h as 
currently 
propose
d. While 
SCS 
intend to 
deliver 
these 
changes 
as part 
of the 
MPRS 
June 
BSC 
Release, 
St 
Clement
s 
Durabill 
requires 
a lead 
time of 
approxim
ately 5 
months 
to 
design, 
impleme
nt, and 
assure 
the 
necessar
y 
changes. 
This 
misalign
ment in 
delivery 
timelines 
presents 
a 
material 
risk. In 
addition, 
adequat
e time 
must be 
allowed 
for 
deploym
ent and 
compreh
ensive 
testing. 
Without 
alignmen
t across 

We support the overall intent and direction of the change and recognise that it addresses a 
genuine and well-understood gap in the DIP Rules. However, there are significant practical, 
operational, and timing considerations that must be resolved before this can be implemented 
safely. As it stands, we are unable to support progression under the proposed timelines and 
approach. Alignment of delivery plans, realistic lead times, and sufficient testing windows will 
be essential to enable future support. 
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timestam
p is 
equal to 
the 
MPRS 
System 
date then 
the 
message 
is 
assigned 
to a 
processi
ng 
stream.  

required 
for 
Durabill 
is 
significa
nt, and 
the 
propose
d 
turnaro
und 
does 
not 
provide 
sufficien
t time to 
implem
ent this 
safely 
and 
effectiv
ely. As 
such, 
we do 
not 
agree 
with the 
proposa
l as it 
currentl
y 
stands.  

systems 
and 
sufficient 
lead 
time, the 
approac
h is not 
viable.  

Neal 
Medley 

UK Power 
Networks 

 Distributor ; No Yes 

No, but 
our 
current 
design 
for the 
majority 
of our 
LDSO 
systems 
is based 
on 
previous 
discussio
ns and 
agreeme
nt with 
the 
program
me 
whereby 
status 
message
s weren’t 
required 
due to 
those 
systems 
just 
ingesting 
DIP 
message
s, with 
the vast 
majority 
of those 
message
s either 
being 
sent by 
the 
Registrat
ion 
Service 
(i.e. an 
internal 
system) 
or where 
the 

Not for 
LDSO 
systems 

- - 

It is unclear what the Y and N 
mean, and whether these apply 
(and indeed are appropriate) for 
all recipients of each 
message/Event Code 

If extra 
status 
messages 
were to be 
introduced/m
andated, it is 
still unclear 
what 
processes 
receivers of 
these would 
undertake 
e.g. if an 
LDSO 
system 
rejects an IF-
021 for 
RCP1061 
Invalid 
MPAN, what 
is the Data 
Service 
supposed to 
do with that? 
Particularly if 
no other 
recipients 
have 
reported a 
similar issue 

Yes. As 
referenc
ed in an 
earlier 
answer, 
most of 
our 
LDSO 
systems 
have 
been 
designed 
without 
the 
ability to 
create 
status 
message
s 
following 
conversa
tions and 
confirmat
ion from 
the 
program
me that it 
wasn’t 
required. 
This 
functiona
lity will 
therefore 
need to 
be built. 
We can 
only fully 
impact 
assess 
the costs 
once a 
design is 
formalise
d 

No. If 
mandate
d to 
make 
these 
changes 
on LDSO 
systems, 
the time 
between 
decision 
publicati
on and 
propose
d 
impleme
ntation 
date is 
insufficie
nt – we 
would 
require 
circa 6 
months 
notice 

Some DIP messages go to more than one LDSO system – e.g. the IF-021 goes to our DUoS 
billing system, our capacity management system and our reporting data warehouse. If this 
CR is approved, each of these receiving systems would be doing independent validation and 
sending back independent status messages. For RCP1061 in particular, MPAN validation will 
depend on the nature of the underlying usage of the system (e.g. the DUoS billing system 
only contains details of Advanced Connection Type MPANs). Please also note, UKPN have 
submitted a separate response for our Registration Service role and impacted system. Our 
analysis to date indicates our DIP Adaptor service (SWIM-Soak) is already performing the 
expected L3 validation. The Adaptor is unable to perform any L4 validation. 
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LDSO is 
merely a 
Seconda
ry 
recipient 

David 
Yeoma
n 

UK Power 
Networks  

Registration 
Service ; 

No 

This 
remain
s 
unconfi
rmed, 
as the 
guidanc
e notes 
and 
DSD00
2–
Annex 
2 (XX) 
addres
s only 
some 
concer
ns 
regardi
ng the 
use of 
status 
messag
es. 

Yes. As 
a 
Registrat
ion 
Service, 
we 
receive a 
large 
volume 
of status 
message
s each 
day/wee
k from 
recipient
s. The 
majority 
of these 
we 
identify 
as 
erroneou
s or 
generic, 
with a 
lack of 
proper 
explanati
on of the 
issue 
encounte
red. This 
is 
causing 
undue 
pressure 
on our 
Registrat
ion 
team’s 
resource
s, as 
they try 
to 
determin
e 
whether 
there is a 
genuine 
issue 
with the 
registrati
on 
system 
data or 
for 
example, 
the 
recipient 
system is 
respondi
ng 
erroneou
sly. We 

Conditio
nal 
agreem
ent 
subject 
to 
below 
comme
nts 
being 
address
ed. 

Conditional agreement, subject 
to amending the word ‘potential’ 
in DIP-CR-0015_DSD002-
Annex2_v6.0_RED-LINED TEXT 
(section 7.4.5 [DSD002, Annex 5 
outlines the response codes 
required for Level 3 and Level 4 
message validations by DIP 
Users. These codes are 
mandatory for applicants, 
potential, and DIP Users within 
the message channel, as they 
support both synchronous and 
asynchronous message 
exchanges between DIP Users] 
to align with the definition in the 
‘DIP CR 0015: Introducing Level 
3 & 4 Response Codes into the 
DIP Rules – Initial Assessment’ 
document, which clarifies the 
term as ‘potential DIP users’. 

Yes, but not 
enough 
detailed 
information 
has been 
provided for 
each of them 
(including 
detailed check 
examples) for 
participants to 
correctly 
understand the 
usage of these 
codes. For 
example, we 
have started 
receiving what 
appears to be 
a ‘hybrid’ of 
codes & text, 
e.g. RCP1043 
and RCP1006, 
i.e. “RCP1043 
– Duplicate 
Message,” with 
the help text 
stating: 
“Duplicate 
message – 
TransactionID 
and 
SenderUnique
Reference 
must be 
unique.” 

Yes, we are supportive of the 
introduction of the table with 
codes, including the split by 
interface. However, there is 
important information missing, 
namely how the reader should 
interpret “N” and “Y” and the 
specific action expected.  We 
would like to see a reference 
from this table back to Section 
8.10, Error Handling & Message 
Distribution Patterns, in DIP-
CR-0015_DSD002-
Annex2_v6.0_RED-LINED 
TEXT, stating that messages 
sent by the Registration system 
are classified as the “System of 
Truth.” Therefore, the listed 
RCP codes with the interface 
noted as “N” should not be 
responded to with a status 
message). Our observation is 
that, in most cases, recipient 
systems cannot correctly handle 
MPANs in Import/Export 
associations and related 
MPANs, and they reject 
Registration system messages 
on the basis that they have not 
been informed about the 
MPANs within the relationship 
or association. 

Partially, for 
some of the 
codes, but 
not for all. 
We would 
welcome 
improvement
s in the 
handling of 
duplicate 
messages 
via status 
messages. 
We receive 
different 
types of 
messages, 
where in 
approximatel
y 65% of 
cases there 
has been a 
timeout issue 
between the 
DIP and the 
recipient. 
After a DIP 
retry, the 
message is 
eventually 
delivered 
successfully 
to the 
recipient.  
We receive 
large 
volumes of 
status 
messages 
related to 
this scenario 
and believe 
that, if the 
message is 
successfully 
delivered, we 
as an 
Registration 
service do 
not need to 
take any 
action, nor 
should we be 
notified via a 
status 
message. 
The status 
message 
should only 
be sent after 
a ‘terminal 
failure’. 
Investigating 
each 

Yes, we 
can only 
fully 
impact 
assess 
the costs 
once a 
design is 
formalise
d.  

We 
agree 
with the 
approac
h, but 
the 
timeline 
requires 
further 
validatio
n and 
discussio
n. 

Detailed examples of the required participant checks for each RCP code/scenario would be 
welcomed. This response is applicable to our Registration Service role and should be read in 
conjunction with the response submitted by our service provider for MPRS, St Clements 
Services. Please also note, UKPN have submitted a separate response for our LDSO role 
and impacted systems. Our analysis to date indicates our DIP Adaptor service (SWIM-SOAK) 
is already performing the expected L3 validation. The Adaptor is unable to perform any L4 
validation.  
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also 
experien
ce a high 
volume 
resulting 
from a 
timeout 
between 
the DIP 
and the 
recipient 
system. 
This 
results in 
additiona
l status 
message
s 
incoming 
to the 
Registrat
ion 
Service 
which we 
should 
not be 
expected 
to 
handle.  

message 
manually in 
the DIP 
portal puts 
significant 
pressure on 
our 
resources. 
Similarly, in 
around 34% 
of cases, 
there has 
been a 
timeout 
between the 
DIP and the 
recipient, but 
other 
participants 
have 
received the 
message 
successfully, 
while the 
impacted 
party has 
rejected the 
message. In 
these 
instances, 
we would 
expect not to 
receive any 
status 
message 
until the 
other party 
has made 
reasonable 
efforts and a 
sufficient 
number of 
attempts to 
reply to the 
message. In 
the 
remaining 
1% of cases, 
we have 
seen 
message 
failures 
between the 
DIP and the 
recipient 
marked as 
“internal 
server error.” 
It is unclear 
from the DIP 
portal 
whether this 
issue 
originates on 
the DIP side 
or the 
recipient 
side, and 
whether the 
recipient can 
replay the 
message 
themselves. 
A formal 
clarification 
on this in 
would be 
appreciated. 
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Simon 
Harriso
n 

Callisto/M
group 
Energy 

Advanced 
Data 
Service ;Meter
ing Services 
Advanced;Me
tering 
Services 
Smart ;Smart 
Data 
Services; 

No Yes 

Yes - we 
need to 
update 
some of 
our 
validatio
n rules, 
but this 
is a low 
effort 
change 
for us 

Yes. 
We 
believe 
the 
adoptio
n and 
enforce
ment of 
consiste
nt L3/L4 
validatio
n 
across 
all 
particip
ants will 
help 
reduce 
avoidab
le 
excepti
ons 

We would propose that the use 
of 'mandatory' application of 
validation, but that then the detail 
of validation being mandatory, 
conditional, optional is not as 
clear as it could be. 

We are largely 
in agreement, 
but would 
appreciate the 
ability to 
discuss a 
couple of RCP 
codes to 
ensure we 
understand 
exactly what is 
being 
proposed 

We are largely in agreement, 
but would appreciate the ability 
to discuss a couple of RCP 
codes to ensure we understand 
exactly what is being proposed 

Yes, subject 
to our 
comment 
above. 
Specifically, 
as a DS 
provider, we 
are 
concerned 
about 
ambiguity in 
how we 
could/should 
use 
RCP1061 
and 
RCP1062. 
We think that 
the tables 
have 
inconsistent 
definitions. 
We are not 
sure where 
RCP1062 
would ever 
be used. 

Yes Yes 
We would appreciate the opportunity to discuss our comments around which codes a DS is 
allowed to use, and particularly around how we should respond to receipt of unknown 
MPANs when we do not appear to be able to use RCP1061 

Barry 
Smith 

IMSERV 

Advanced 
Data Service;  
Smart Data 
Services 
Metering 
Services 
Advanced;  
Metering 
Services 
Smart 

No Yes  
No 
Impact 

Yes  
Yes, it appears in line with the 
content in the original DES138 
catalogue. 

yes  Yes Yes 

No, this 
will not 
incur 
costs. 

Yes  No. 

Richard 
French 

PDA 
Unmetered 
Supplies Data 
Service 

No Yes  
No 
Impact 

Yes  
Yes, it appears in line with the 
content in the original DES138 
catalogue. 

yes  Yes Yes 

No, this 
will not 
incur 
costs. 

Yes  No. 

Katy 
Binch 

C&C 
Group 
Holdings 
Ltd 

DIP 
Connection 
Provider 

No Yes No 

C&C 
have no 
objectio
n to 
creating 
a new 
annex, 
howeve
r we are 
seeking 
clarity 
against 
the 
content 
contain
ed 
within 
Tables 
1 and 2 

Unable to answer until 
outstanding queries resolved 
DES138 v5.8.9 also contains 
RCP1063, RCP1064 and 
RCP9999. Are these expected to 
be included in the proposed 
annex too? 

We are not 
clear why 
these five 
response 
codes are only 
being applied 
at interface 
level. For 
example, 
RCP1061 
(Invalid 
MPAN), if an 
invalid MPAN 
was found in 
an IF-001 is it 
expected that 
the receiving 
party should 
not be able to 
reject this back 
to the sending 
party?  

Unable to answer until 
outstanding queries resolved 

Unable to 
answer until 
outstanding 
queries 
resolved 

No Yes No. 
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Change 
Manag
ement  

Northern 
Powergri 

Distributor, 
Registration 
Service, 
Unmetered 
Supplies 
Operato 

No Yes 

This 
change 
impacts 
REGS,L
DSO. 
Update 
to Status 
Message 
Format 
to align 
with the 
Guidanc
e Note 
REGS: 
MPRS 
impact - 
Updates 
to 
validatio
n to use 
the 
Mandato
ry RCP 
Code 
instead 
of a 
generic 
RCP100
1 or 
RCP102
2 
Introducti
on of 
validatio
n for 
Future 
Dated 
Sending 
and DIP 
Timesta
mps. 
Currently
, MPRS 
accepts 
and 
queues 
future 
dated 
message 
until the 
timestam
p is 
equal to 
the 
MPRS 
System 
date then 
the 
message 
is 
assigned 
to a 
processi
ng 
stream. 
LDSO: 
LDSO 
system 
impact - 
We are 
sending 
a generic 
message 
for 
LDSO, 
changes 
required 
to 
incorpora
te the 
exact 

Yes 
No Missing RCP1062, RCP1063, 
RCP1064, RCP9999 

Yes 

For RCP1062 in Table 2, there 
are no valid scenarios in which 
this error code can be applied. 
Should RCP1062 therefore be 
removed? Typographical errors 
identified: · LinkedImportExport
Case] · RelatedCase] 
Additionally, the meaning of the 
Y and N values is unclear. The 
table requires a legend that 
explicitly states that these 
validations must not be 
performed on the relevant 
messages. MPRS receives a 
high volume of N status 
messages, which results in a 
significant administrative 
burden. The DIP rules must 
clearly 
 
state that, where a downstream 
provider believes a message 
contains an error, a Service 
Desk ticket must be raised 
rather than issuing a generic 
error. Generic errors are not 
actionable, particularly when 
received in high volumes. 

No, the 
guidance for 
populating 
Status 
Messages 
has not been 
included with 
in the DIP 
Rules. The 
population of 
Status 
Messages 
must be 
standardised 
and 
enforceable 
so that 
systems can 
reliably 
automate 
remediation 

Yes, we 
are 
unable to 
provide 
costs as 
we are 
awaiting 
a 
detailed 
impact 
assessm
ent. We 
anticipat
e the 
impact to 
be low. 

Yes 
How are the DIP rules enforced? If a DIP user applies validation excluded in Table 2 what 
are the consequences? 
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error 
codes to 
identify 
the 
RCP102
1 Msg 
Mandato
ry Data 
Item 
Missing 
and 
RCP106
2 
Unexpec
ted 
message 
within 
the 
context 
of the 
business 
process. 

 


