DCUSA Consultation

DCUSA DCP 248 Consultation Responses — collated comments

DCP248

Compan | 1. Do you understand the intent of the DCP 248? Working Group Comments
y
British Yes Noted
Gas
SP Yes we understand the intent of DCP 248, to protect customers | Noted
Distributi | with CT metersimpacted by P272, to bill the MIC accurately for
onand the capacity required foreach MPAN.
SP
Manweb
The Yes Noted
Electricit
y
Network
Compan
y
Gazprom | Yes —to provide protectionto CT metered customersin profile | Noted
Energy class 5-8 once they switchto HH settlement by ensuring they

are charged an accurate and appropriate DUoS capacity charge.
ESP Yes we understand the intent of DCP 248. Noted
Electricit
y
UK Yes Noted
Power
Network

S
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Southem
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc
and
Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc

Yes.

Noted

Opus
Energy
Ltd

Yes

Noted

Northem
Powergri
d
Northeas
tand
Yorkshire

Yes

Noted

Npower
Ltd

Yes. This change intendstoreducesthe likelihood of Current
Transformer (CT) customers being allocate inappropriate
capacity as a result of BSC modification P272.

Noted

Scottish
Power
Energy
Retail
Limited

Yes we understand the intent of the proposal seeks to provide
protectionto CT Metered P272 customers allowingagrace
period toamend their Maximum Impact Capacity.

Noted
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Smartest | Yes Noted
Energy
Electricit | Yes,and itissomewhat surprising to note that some of the The Working Group observed that the intent of DCP 248 is to “is to
y North | options underconsideration by the working group would seem | protect customers with CT meters impacted by P272 by allowing
West to not actually meet the intent of the change proposal by them a grace period of at least 12 months to agree the Maximum
agreeing a Maximum Import Capacity (MIC) twelve months Import (_Zapacity which would t’kllen be applied from the date of their
afterthe change of Measurement Class and not beingapplied change in measurement class.
from'the date of such a change.V'\/hllstw'e u'nderstandthat The proposer of DCP 248 noted that his organisation is content
working groups do have some latitude within the work they that the alternative options are consistent with the intent of the
undertake in developingachange proposal this seemsto be CP. It was noted that the deferral of DCP 161 has enabled the
significantly at odds with the intent. We welcome the working working group to develop these alternative options.
group’sthoughtsinthisarea as to whether Options 2-4 meet
theintentor not. It was noted that it is within the scope of the Working Group to
refine and develop the solution, which might entail deviating from
the original intent. Where this is the case Panel approval may be
required to ensure that the deviation is within the scope of what is
permitted.
SSE Yes Noted
Energy
Supply
Western | yes Noted
Power
Distributi
on

Summary: It was noted that all respondents understood the intent of DCP 248. The main additional comment was from ENWLregarding wheth er Options
2 to 4 meettheintentof the CP.
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the solutions proposed seem to attempt to deal with unforeseen or
unexpected capacity chargesarising fromalack of engagement.
Some of the capacity chargesit seekstoamend or avoid may be
entirely appropriate e.g. wherea capacity value exists forthe site,
particularly if recently agreed viaaconnection agreement.

There are two concerns withimplementing P272, customers for

Company | 2. Are you supportive of the principles of DCP 248? Working Group Comments
British Yes Noted
Gas
SP We fully supportthe principles of DCP 248, to ensure thatimpacted Noted
Distributi | P272 customers are not over-charged for DUoS.
on and SP
Manweb
The Onlyinpart. We setout ourviews more fullyinourresponse tothe Noted
Electricity | questions
Network
Company
Gazprom | Yes. Noted
Energy
ESP We are supportive of the intent toimprove the customerexperience | The group noted that there could be a potential for confusion, which
Electricity | of the transfertothe new HH tariffsintroduced under DCP179, P272 | would applytoall of the options.
and P300. However, whilst we are supportive of the principles of
improving customer experience, this CP will not providea better
experience asitcould lead to changing what has already been
communicated to customersand lead to confusion and doubt.
UK Power | Itisnot clearfrom the consultation what those principles are. Withregards to the respondent’s commenton avoiding sites where
Networks | Thetitle of the change identifies “inappropriate capacity charges” but | the capacity charge may be appropriate, it was noted that the reason

for thisisthe simplicity of application.

It was also noted that with regards to the 12 month period, it may not
be necessary forthose customers that engage butfor those
customers that do not actively engage then this full time period may
be needed.
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whom a capacity recordis not available and customers whose
capacity value has notbeen considered by them forsome time. We
agree that those customers may not be aware of any concerns until
theyreceive aninvoice fromtheirsupplier stating the MIC (ifindeed
they do receive such aninvoice). However, itis not clear why those
customers would need afull 12 months to determine their capacity
requirement. They will have had half hourly meteringinstalled since
2014 and so presumably MD data already exists fora12 month
period and can be made available to them by theirsupplier.
Therefore they should be able to determinetheir capacity
requirement within 3 months of transitioning under P272, if not
before, and if MD data is not available to them this should be forthe
suppliertoresolve.

Moreover, as implementation of P272 has beenrelated to contract
renewal/negotiation etc., in those cases where thisisthe case, the
customerwill be engagedinthe process and the impact of capacity
charges can be discussed by the suppliers.

It should be noted that MIC isa matter between the customerand
the distributorandis subjectto conditionsimposed viathe Electricity
Act and the National Terms Of Connection. DUoS chargingis a matter
betweenthe distributorand the supplier. Itis notappropriate to
confuse the two. The DUoS methodology should keep itsfocus on
tariffsand rates and not stray furtherinto matters of capacity.

It seems this change isan attempt to mitigate a perceived impact that
could, if raised ina timely manner, have been properly solved viathe
capacity charge rates.

More concerning, itis not clearthat the “protection” this CP
envisages will be passed onto customersin every case by all
Suppliers.

It was noted thatthere isa difference between the capacityin
options2to 3 from Option 1. In Options 2 and 3 there are not formal
agreed capacity values butratherfiguresto be usedinthe interimfor
billing purposes.

A Working Group member highlighted that some customers have
already been contacted and have agreed a way forward. To start
contactingthemagain to discuss a different approach may cause
confusion. Inresponse, it was suggested that the benefits to
customersinterms of not being overcharged outweighs this
potential confusion. It was agreed that the DCP 248 Change Report
should capture these two views.

An attendee flagged that alarge number of the customers that have
beenwrittentoinformingthem whattheir capacity willbe deemed to
be have not responded. Having the ability for the customerto come
back overa 12 month period to agree their MIC puts the onuson the
customerto keep their MICat an appropriate value.

Counterto this, it was suggested thatthere isa real risk that a
significant number of these customers will notengageintime to
make use of the protection offered under Option 1. Forthisreason
the otheroptions should be considered.

It was cautioned thatthe group s transitioning through a difficult
change. If the approach chosenis one where the industry retains
more money that it would if actual consumption values wereallowed
to come out overtime, thenthiswould notreflect well onthe
industry.

It was suggested that the scale of the change broughtabout by P272
means that customers thatare lesslikely to engage may be impacted
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and may be subjecttolevels formaximumimport capacity thatare
not appropriate fortheirneeds.

It was queried whetherthis would be the case at the end of the 12
month period foroptions 2 to 4 as well. Inresponse, it was explained
that DNOs will beina betterplace to deeman appropriate value as
they will have 12 months data on which to base this deemed value.

A DNO Working Group member expressed their concerns that thisis
contrary to DCP 115. In response it was highlighted that other DNOs
are comfortable thatthe proposal is not counterto 115 (Under-
utilisation). It was agreed that this should be captured in the Change
Report.

The Ofgemrepresented queried whetherarefund would be handed
back by Suppliersand how this would be dealt with. Inresponse, it
was noted thatthere are other questions where itis more relevant to
pick this topic up.

Southern
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc
and
Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc

We supportthe principles of the original CP as raised (now Option 1).

Noted

Opus

We are supportive of the principles of DCP 248 but would not be

Noted
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Energy
Ltd

supportive of Option 1, given our concerns with the proposed
retrospective billing elements as referenced in our response to
question 3.

Northern
Powergri
d
Northeast
and
Yorkshire

Yes, howeverwe do believe asatisfactory outcome forthe customer
could be achievedviathe industry, in particular DNOs and suppliers,
workingtogether.

The respondent furtherexplained thatthey feel that thereis
somethingthat DNOs and Suppliers as an industry can do to target
the customers that are moving soonerto ensure thatthey are
engaged. The respondent highlighted that they have requested
Suppliers’ migration plans so thatthey could target the customers
that are movingsoonerbutthis has not beenforthcoming.

A Supplier Working Group member noted that their
organisation is currently looking into this request.

Another Supplier member noted that customers are migrated
based on when they renew their contract, however, as it is
not known if they will renew it can’t be confirmed whether
they will be migrated.

It was suggested that if the DNOs are provided with a list of
customers and their contract end dates then the DNOs would
know what to expect. It would not matter whether the
customer stays with the current Supplier or moves to a new
Supplier from the DNO perspective, as at the point where the
contract ends the Supplier is likely to migrate them to one of
the new measurement classes.

Concerns were flagged as to whether it is appropriate for
Suppliers to provide DNOs with data on their customers. In
response, it was noted that DNOs have this data for many
customers already.

Npower
Ltd

Yes.

Noted
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Scottish We are broadly supportive of the intent of this DCP Noted

Power

Energy

Retail

Limited

SmartestE | Yes Noted

nergy

Electricity | No, Electricity North West do not support the principles of DCP 248. | The Working Group noted that ENWL do not supportthe principles of
North There is no exceptional circumstance being created by P272. The | DCP 248.

West Distributor has an Electricity Act obligation to maintain a connection.

As part of that obligation Distributors have connection agreements in
place, in the main via the National Terms of Connection, and an
obligation contained within them to agree a capacity (be it import or
export) for that connection.

Up until the introduction of the Common Distribution Charging
Methodologyin 2010, Suppliers of Profile Class (PC) 5-8 customers in
our area have had a capacity charge as part of the tariff. We continue
to create pseudo bills (that are not sent to the Supplier) to calculate
what the capacity is for each PC5-8 customer in order for us to
manage the network and contact customers as part of managing the
connection agreements.

There are constant references to P272 yet no reference to P322
which deferred the implementation period of P272. Suppliers are
obliged under the latter to provide a roll out plan for the deferred
implementation. Distributors have repeatedly requested a high level
understanding of that plan so that continued engagement can be
made closer to the time for the ‘potentially’ affected customers as
part of a co-ordinated communications plan. This has beenrejected at
every request. As a consequence of this we have written to our CT
metered PC5-8 customers notifying them of the industry changes to
charge Suppliers for Use of System and that these charges ‘may’ be

With regards to the comment that no exceptional circumstance is
being created by P272, the Working Group members disagreed with
this comment.

It was noted that migration plans were discussed against an earlier
consultation question response.

With regards to the suggestion that this change could be seen as
putting billing ahead of the Electricity Act obligations and connection
agreement negotiations surrounding the management of site
capacity, it was noted that the CP seeks only to provide protection to
customers affected by these exceptional circumstances.

It was noted that under DCUSA there is not the ability to govern
Suppliers’ contracts with their customers. It was noted that
fundamental to the customerexperience is that savings are passed on
to them, however, the DCUSA does not have the ability to mandate
that Suppliers pass this on. It was suggested that it would be difficult
for Suppliers to systematically retain this money, particularly with the
industry awareness of this change.

07 December 2015

Page 8 of 97

v1.0




DCUSA Consultation

DCP248

passed onto them. Included within that communication is the
capacity that we hold for their site. We have received very few
responses to this.

This change could be seen as putting billing ahead of our Electricity
Act obligations and connection agreement negotiations surrounding
the management of site capacity.

There is no understanding as to whether capacity charges are indeed
within customer bills and we would seek any change to ensure that
where there would be a benefit to the customer any retrospective
billing undertaken by Distributors is then passed onto the customer
by the Supplier and not seen as a windfall.

When we looked at our data analysis associated with HH customers
during DCP114/115 we found that 50% of customers were above
theiragreed capacity and 50% below even though they were picking
up capacity charges. Those above give cause for concern especially if
they affect the network hence the introduction of DCP161. Those
below choose still to maintain that capacity for a number of reasons.
Those reasons may not be billing related because they could save
money by reducing the capacity if they have a tariff that would pass
through such charges. In the main they were happy to have such a
capacity in case of an upturn in business, or when they receive an
orderthat uses plantspecificequipment for that purpose which may
only occur on a random basis.

A recent example of this is where we received a letter requesting a
reduction in capacity for in this instance a Half-hourly customer but
the principle is the same. They have a number of sites and provided
the following information:

Authorised MIC Maximum KVA Required Capacity
500kVA 269.8kVA 400kVA
550kVA 325.6kVA 500kVA
300kVA 124.4kVA 200kVA
350kVA 221.2kVA 300kVA

It was noted that not charging the higher capacity immediately may
reduce engagement, as customers are more likely to engage if they
become aware that they are paying too much.

It was queried whether DNOs would be able to back bill under option
1if itis found that the deemed MIC was too low. In response, it was
noted that the retrospective element under option 1 does not apply
forincreases(i.e.itonlyappliesto reductions). For the other options
there is not retrospective element requirement.

With regards to the point that customers do not generally agree a
MIC that is exactly inline with their maximum demand (i.e. you would
expect some degree of head room), the Working Group noted that
this was a valid point. It was observed that it is up to the customer to
determine how much headroom this require. It was suggested that
regardless of which ever option is taken forward under DCP 248, in
the final enduring world it is likely that customers will consciously
decide to agree a MIC that is higher than their actual demand. DCP
248 seeks to put in place appropriate interim arrangements to give
customers time to agree an enduring figure.

The Working Group noted the respondent’s view that there has been
sufficient time for engagement following P272 and that DCP 248
should therefore not be required. The group discussed this point and
noted that a reasonable amount of time has passed but at present a
significant number of customers have not engaged to agree an
appropriate MIC figure. Part of the reason for this may be due to the
management of the process but the other part may be because
industry parties do not have the correct contact details to properly
engage with the appropriate representative from customers. Based
on the current situation, it needs to be considered the extent of
protection that should be offered to customers.
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140kVA 69.8kVA 100kVA

Customers do not requestareduction to match their highest capacity
value used during the last twelve months, they consider their
business as a whole.

These are typical examples and we could provide other reasons if
requestedtodoso. It must be remembered thatthese are customers
whose Suppliers already receive a capacity charge as part of their
tariff, so there is evidence to say that the rationale for this change is
unjustified. We pick this up in more detail later in our response.
The delay in delivering P272 (introduced by P322) should allow for
such an engagement by Suppliers with customers as part of the
contract round when tendering for the energy contract. This is the
time when customers need to be aware of what their capacity is and
whether it forms part of their tariff rather than after the event. Our
engagement with customers in notifying them of their capacity
should help with this process, however a more focussed joint
approach by Suppliers and Distributors would improve the process
and customer engagement.

The concept of two capacities, one for network and one for billing is
not acceptable. We hold one capacity value used by the business for
both. Introducing a manual process for a twelve month grace period
will create more problems. The thoughts of changing the MIC value
held on the system to zero is probably not as bad (it will cause the
businessto aska question) asone used forbilling (under options 2-4)
that may give internal businesses the incorrect value as to what the
network has been designed to cater for and may result in planning
inaccuracies and the potential for loss of supply, not only for the
customer in question but it may also impact the surrounding area.
The manual process would have to be in play for over two and a
guarteryears when you considerthat customers can move now, with
the end date of P322 being April 2017 (plus a further twelve months
from then per this change proposal) assuming that all customers are

Withregards to the respondent’s concerns on the impact of network
planningand management, it was noted thata work around would be
required.

The Working Group noted the respondents point regarding the
expected duration of the work around and the manual nature of this.
It was noted that this is tied into the duration of the protection
offered. From a DNO and Supplier billing perspective any work
arounds will be needed for the duration of the protection offered.
Whetherthe durationis appropriate will ultimately be with Ofgem to
decide.
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transferred to Half-Hourly settlements by this deadline. We suspect
that some will still need to migrate post this date. Thisis an excessive
time period to manage through a workaround when there has been
sufficient engagement time post the decision on DCP179 and for
those Distributors not holding a capacity value to engage with the
customer to do so. It must be remembered that DCP179 was
approvedin October 2014 and this potential issue was known during
the summer of that year.

P272 has beenblighted by delays. This is just one further step in the
processand perhapsis a step too far. Distributors should be allowed
to manage this process and if suppliers have customers that have an
issue with their capacity it should be forwarded to the Distributor
concerned and they will deal with the issue and amend if necessary
the Use of System bills.

Below isa screen shot of the management of this activity in managing
reductionin capacity which seemsto be the issue here. Thisincludes
both HH sites and PC 5-8 customers. On receipt of acceptance the
MIC is amended and a data flow sent to the Supplierin line with the
DCUSA.
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Consideration needs to be given to allow Distributors to continue to
manage this process and not create further work and potential
customer confusion during the migration to HH settlements and the

SSE Yes. We supportthe principle of protecting customers from incorrect
Energy Available Capacity billing. However we are concerned about the
Supply practicality ofimplementing some of the solutions.

Noted
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Western | yes Noted
Power
Distributi
on
Company | 3. What is your preferred option (please provide yourrationale): | Working Group Comments
o Option1- A 12 month grace period to allow retrospective
reductions to MIC
o Option 2 — A 12 month grace period. Settingthe MICto zero
for the first month, after which the first month’s maximum demand
data could be used
o Option 3 — A 12 month grace period. Setting MICto zero for
the duration of the grace period.
o Option4— A 12 month grace period setting the MICusing any
Maximum Demand data already available or estimated where no
Maximum Demand data is available.
British From a customer perspective we consider option 3 providesthe most
Gas protection and will facilitate the smoothest transition to HH

settlement and the best customer experience of implementation of
P272. Option 3 would therefore be ourfirst preference.

Options 2 and 4 are likely to be slightly easierto bill forsome
suppliersasthey will reduce the number of instances of excess
capacity and giventhatthey provide asimilarlevel of customer
protection as option 3, we would also support either of those two
options (althoughif option 4is taken forward, we believe sub-option
4A is the one which should be implemented, as this sub-option
providesthe most consistent treatment of customersif option 4is
taken forward).

Options 2, 3, and 4 all ensure that customers are protected from
inappropriate levels of capacity charges fromthe outsetand do not
require the significantamount of rebilling/reconciliation that comes
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with option 1 and as such will be easiertoimplement.
These options will also allow customers and DNOs both the time and
datarequiredinordertoset an appropriate enduring MICat the end
of the 12 month grace period —forinstance we are experiencing
instances where customers are not happy with the MD data they
have available to enable themto agree a MIC, and yetthey are being
requiredto agree one anyway, causing some distress.
Evenin situations where customers do not engage with the process
they will be protected frominappropriate levels of capacity charges
which are notcommensurate with theirlevel of demand as DNOs will
be in possession of sufficient actual datato be able toset an
appropriate enduring MIC.

SP Option1is our preferred option. The rationale isas follows;

Distributi e We have already written to our customers advising what the

on and SP MIC will be.

Manweb e Agreementofthe MIChas already been agreed with

hundreds of customers.

o Thisoptionallowsthe customeragrace period of 12 months,
to retrospectively change the MIC, and for the DNO to re-bill
the supplierwho canthenre-bill the customer.

e OnlyOption1makesinitial contact with the customerto
informthem of the MIC, prior to any billing. Furthermore,
the otheroptions require the DNOsto reconsiderevery
customers MIC at the end of theirgrace period, which willbe
adifferenttime foreach customer, dependingwhen each
customerswitchedto HH. This will be a bigadministration
task to control and requires all the customers to be contacted
to confirm what theirnew MIC will be. In Option 1, only those
customers who contact the DNO, (and it isthe customer’s
responsibility to do so), will require action. Additionally all of
the new MIC will needto be agreed priorto April 18, when
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the exceeded capacity charge will be greaterthanthe
capacity charge, therefore the otheroptions willhave ashort
time to agree the MIC prior to the April 18 invoice.

e Option 2, has ariskthat the first months Maximum Demand,
which will become the MIC, may well be based on estimated
data, as the HHDC does not have everythingin place to dial
the meter, or that the 1°* period billed is only forafew days
and does notreflect the true MD. The estimated readingswill
probably notreflect the actual readings, and those estimates
willindue course be replaced by actual reads, though the
MIC will be based on the estimates. Thisalsoinvolves double
the amount of work for the DNO, as they need to setthe MIC
initially as zero, and thenresetthe MIC afterthe firstbill is
issued. There are no DUOS rebills atthe end of the grace
periodinthis option, which makesitsimplerforthe DNO,
supplierand the end customer.

Option 3, delays agreeing the MICuntil the grace periodisendedfor
each customer, and sets the initial MICas zero. The advantage of this
optionisthat the customeronly pays MIC charges for what they use
each month andtherefore cannotbe over-charged, and additionally
there are no DUOS re-billsrequired. The disadvantage is that we
delay correspondence with the customerforayear, when we have
time to doso justnow, (also the customerat the end of the grace
period may have changed) and that the DNO needs to control when
every customerreachestheirgrace period, which will differ forevery
customer, andthen assess whatthe MIC should be forthe future. It
alsorisks upsetting any customerwho has agreed theirMIC inthe last
12 months, since they will be charged at zero MIC forthe year. This
alsohas DNO reportingissues, as the excess capacity value will be
inflated, sincethe MICis setas zero.

The Option1is our preferred option. We do not supportoption 2 where
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Electricity
Network
Company

previous demand datais available, orwhere aconnection agreement
isin place thenthe MIC should be based on thatinformation. Tonot
do so would be unduly discriminatory against other HH customers.
Also, where the MIC has been previously agreed (either implicitly
through max demand charges or through the connection agreement)
the customershould not have the entitlementto lower MICcharges
whilstahigher MIC is contractually provided.

We do not support Option 3. Our objections are onthe same basis as
our objections against option 2.

We do not support Option 4. Whilstwe believe Option 4D may have
some attractions, giventhat option 1is already beingimplemented, it
would cause confusion and be unhelpful to customersif adifferent
approach was adopted now. Additionally there is no certainty that
the approaches proposed underoption 4would resultinsolutions
that are any more correct than the approach underoption 1. Load
Factors for PC 5-8 customers are likely to be very variable. Itis more
likely that PC5-8 customers with high load factors are more likely to
have migrated to HH already since they will see benefitsin tariff
reductions. Therefore, current PC5-8 customers are more likely to
have lowerload factors (comparedtothe break-evenload factorfora
HH tariff) and as a consequence more likely to see increasesin their
DUoS charges.

Customers need to be made aware that inreducing their MIC
downwardsthey are giving up theirrightto the released capacity
(which may then be utilised for other customers elsewhere onthe
distribution system). Therefore, such capacity may not be available
shouldtheyrequireitata future date. Thisis an important point
because underRIIO ED1 HH customers who bring about the need for
systemreinforcement will have tofund itwhereas NHH customerdo
not.

Gazprom

We believe itisappropriate that customers are afforded some
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protection during the transition phase of P272. As indicated inthe
consultation document around half of the proposed Maximum Import
Capacity (MIC) figures are based on historic MIC customers. Many of
these properties will have undergone a change of tenancy or the
usage may have changed  significantly sincethese were putin place.
We do not think these are reliable oraccurate figures on which to set
DUoS capacity charges for these customers without some form of
protection beingin place. Whileforthose that have been “deemed”
by the DNO, a whole range of methodologies have been used with
inconsistency fromone DNO to another.

Therefore, ourstrong preferenceis for Option 1. This isthe cleanest
and simplestsolution which we thinkis essentialfor easing the
transition from NHHto HH for the affected customers.

This approach aligns with what has already been communicated to
customers by both DNOs and suppliers that the figure senttothem
vialetter or email will be the initial figure billed to suppliers following
the Change of Measurement Class (COMC).

In addition it should prevent confusion that may occur should
customers start seeing significant excess capacity figures showing on
theirinvoice, with actual capacity figures potentially showing as zero.
Customerswould have aclear 12 month period from the COMC date
inwhichthey could agree a reduced MIC and for itto be applied
retrospectively to align with the change to HH settlement. This will
allow customers to see close to 12 months of billing dataand allow
themto make a more informed decision as to the MIC figure required
for their MPAN.

We are not in favour of Options 2, 3 or 4. We believe thesewillcreate
additional complexity alongside an already complicated industry
change. We also believe there would be additional resource required
internally toadministerthese options withanincrease in the billed
volume thatrelates to ‘excess capacity’ charges.
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ESP
Electricity

Option4is the preferred option, and the one beingimplemented
currently by ESPE. ESPE has requested maximum demand (MD) and
maximum import capacities (MICs) from all suppliers. ESPE does not
holdthe MD data ininternal systems and requires the supplierto
confirmthe data they have obtained from the meterreadings (onthe
assumptionthere is MD functionality inthe meter). Notall suppliers
have respondedto ESPE’s request. Some suppliersindicated they had
no record of the MD data and therefore ESPE made adecision to set
the capacity at 71kVA from the date of transfer. We would review this
going forward and amend accordingly viadiscussions with the
customerif need be.

For those suppliers thatdid provide figures on the actual MD/agreed
capacity, ESPE will apply this figure tothe customer’s MPAN.

ESPE’s letterto the customer provided them with an opportunity to
agree/disagree with the application of the agreed capacities applied.
To date, ESPE has not received any queries/communications from
customers.

UK Power
Networks

Option 1.

Thisis the only option that recognises the link between connection
agreements, statutory processes and charging.

Setting “MIC” for billing on an arbitrary MD and describing thisas the
MIC is notappropriate and breaks the link between billingand
connection agreements, and hence cost reflectivity etc.
Itisunclearwhetheritisintendedthatthe physical MICisthen
alteredtoreflectbilling (tail wags dog) butto base the MIC on such
values goes against the grain of the discussions under DCP115, where
customers were striongly against the suggestion that capacity might
be removed from customers without theiragreement.

The Electricity Actrequires the customerto state the capacity that
they require. This capacity is then maintained until varied. When a
new customeroccupies apremises that new customerenjoys the
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same level of capacity until varied. If this were not the case, every
change of ownership oroccupancy would require aconnection
applicationand premises would not be able to be sold on the
understanding of beingfit foruse.

Some customers now face a capacity charge that they didn’t face
before. They have the opportunity to vary their capacity in the same
way as othercustomers movinginto premises who face a capacity
charge. Howeverwe are sympatheticto this being new to those
customers and are content with Option 1.

All of the otheroptions are disproportionate in giving abenefit toall
customersratherthan justthose who wish to vary their MIC.

Option 2is arbitrary. The first month could be non-reflective of the
customer’suse.

Option 3 is merely aremoval of capacity charges altogether. This
could have been addressed via the charge ratesif desired.

Option 4 pre-supposes suppliers have MD data. If soin many cases
they have yetto share it with us, as we have only received datafrom
two big 6 suppliersand a handful of smallersuppliers. The big6
supplierdataeach had lessthan 50% coverage of MDs and around 5%
of customers with MDs in excess of 100kVA. Consequently this option
discriminates between those customers forwhich the supplier has
this data and those forwhichit does not.

Itisalso unclearunderthese options what happens atthe end of the
12 month grace period. Forexample what if the customerhadalow
MD inthe first month but after 12 months agrees oraccepts the
highervalue that DNO had intended to apply originally, based on
capacity records or connection agreements. These options merely
give that customera year’s let off from the appropriate capacity
charges. That is a tariff matter not a MIC matter.
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Southern | Optionl.

Electric All of the Options presented have merits but, in ourview, the most

Power easily understood and applied approach should be adopted and we

Distributi | seethisas Option 1. Fromour experience to date, there has already

on plc been considerable customer confusion from the changesdriven by

and P272. Itisclear thata large proportion of customers affected by the

Scottish changes are notfamiliar with the detailed workings of electricity

Hydro charging arrangements and bespoke communication on aone-to-one

Electric basis with these customersis not practically achievable. The

Power suggestion in other Options to effectively disregard capacity valuesin

Distributi | recentconnection agreements (potentially onatemporary basis only)

on plc isvery hard to justify in the real world. As such, the straight forward,
easily understood approach of Option 1 is therefore the most
appropriate solution.

Opus Benefits of option 3

Energy Option 3is our preferred option.

Ltd The benefit of Option 3is that because the MIC is setto zero forthe
entire proposed 12 month grace period, with excess capacity charges
(i.e.the true capacity charges for that month) applied during that
period (i.e., billedinarrears). This should reduce the risk of customers
being chargedinappropriate capacity charges. (Because DCP 161 has
been deferred until 2018 excess capacity would be charged at the
standard rate perkVA meaningthat customers should not be
adverselyimpacted).
At the end of the proposed 12 month grace period, engaged
customers without a previously agreed MIC can agree an enduring
MIC (with noretrospective elementasitwill be applied afterthe
grace period).
Non-engaged customers without a previously agreed MIC will have
their MIC deemed by the DNO (which will then have 12 months data
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to support this process).
Northern | We believe thatoption 1is the only optionthatshould be considered.
Powergri | There are several reasonsforthis:
d 1. Theotheroptionswould be at odds with the fact that DNO
Northeast letters have been sentoutandin many casesthe MICs have
and beenagreed. Changestothis now would notbe acceptable
Yorkshire to mostcustomers and potentially reflect negatively on the
industry (in particularoption 3).

2. We believe thatwe (DNOs) should be working together with
suppliers giventhe delayinthe implementation of DCP 161
and there isnow more time to ensure we get thisright.

3. Itwouldhelpgreatlyif suppliers would share their migration
plans with DNOs so that the customers movingsoonercan be
contacted first.

4. We shouldbelookingtogive the customersagood
experience and help themto understand whatand why these
changes are happening.

5. Option4 seemsexcessively complicated and prone to
misinterpretation and could lead to more confusion.

6. Customerswill notbe payinganythinguntilthe supplier
changesthe Measurement Class sothere isstill time to get
thisrightif suppliers provide their migration plans.

Otherthan option 1, all options would potentially require further
mass customer engagementto agree a suitable MIC, albeitinamuch
shortertime period.

Npower | All of the optionssuggested would be animprovement on the current

Ltd situation.
Preferred —Option 3.
Option 3 appearsthe simplest broad market approach (preference
overOption 2 and 4 is negligible). The advantage of benefiting both
engaged and unengaged customers drives this preference.
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Disadvantage of Option 3is that the customer will see all capacity as
excess ratherthan both agreed capacity and excess within billing
arrangements.

Option 1 will not benefitunengaged customersand as a result they
will not be appropriately reconciled. Potentially manual back billing
processescan be disruptive to the customer.

Option 2is likely to generate invoices with both agreed and excess
capacity furtherfamiliarizing customers with the concept priorto the
application of apenal excess rate. We are uncertain why this option
will apply toall P272 customers regardless of any previously agreed
MIC and options 3 and 4 do not.

Option 4 appears complex withoutincreased benefit.

Scottish
Power
Energy
Retail
Limited

Scottish Power Energy Retail’s preferred optionisto proceed with
Option 1. We believethis option employs values thatare currentlyin
operation between customers and Distribution Network Operators.
In addition we believe that this option provides alevel of protection
againstthe occurrence of erroneous MICcharges to CT Metered
customersimpacted by P272 by allowing aretrospective adjustment.
It isour view thatoptions 2, 3 & 4 do not offerthe same level of price
protection for customers as these options are more likelytoleadtoa
change in a customer’s billing from what they originally accepted as
part of theirsupply contract.

SmartestE
nergy

Our preferred optionis Option 1.

Electricity
North
West

Our stance at this time is to be not supportive of any option and we
will manage the relationship with the customer in line with our
obligations under the National Terms of Connection.

Of the options being debated within this change proposal, not
withstanding our comment on whether options 2-4 meet the intent
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we have the following observations:

We believe that Option 1is the only viable option but under certain
conditions. The optionbeingproposedisonly one wayi.e. agreeing a
reduction. As indicated above, and repeated here due to its
importance, underthe National Terms of Connection, Distributors are
obligated to provide the capacity agreed at the time of connection, or
subsequently amended by mutual consent with the customer from
time to time. Customersare obligated notto exceed their MIC and to
apply for avariation or modification to the connection agreement if
their MIC is no longer sufficient for their requirements which may
resultin network re-enforcement. Similarly they can seek areduction
in their capacity. You cannot just decide to change the value just to
accommodate billing.

As these customers have not incurred a capacity based charge for a
numberof years (five in our case) there has not been an incentive on
customers to manage this unless it started to affect their security of
supply’. Customers will therefore have varying degrees of knowledge
on the subject. Itis our understandingthat Distributors and Suppliers
have endeavoured to notify all effected customers about the
implications of P272 and the importance of ensuring that their MIC is
appropriate for their needs. Itis appreciated that not all customers
will acton the notification (this has been provento be the case based
on our communication with them)and indeed we as Distributors have
no knowledge astowhetherthereisa MIC charge as part of the tariff
arrangements with them. To that end we have sympathy with
customers in this area and as such could support Option 1 which
providesretrospective reductions to be applied to bills subject to an
obligation being placed on Suppliers to onwardly credit the
customer with such a reduction. This is to ensure that Suppliers do
not see a windfall of cash because they do not have MIC charges
forming part of theirtariff arrangements with the customer orindeed
have some other form of contractual arrangement preventing such a
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benefit being made to the customer. Suppliers seem to see thisas a
one way street and as such do not consider any need to back-date
instances where the MIC is in excess of the initial capacity which
could well be the case under some of the other options being
considered during this consultation. We believe the premise on which
this proposal is based (i.e. that customer’s average Maximum
Demand (MD) is substantially less than the average MIC therefore
customers will be erroneously over-charged) is an over-simplistic view
as there will be genuine cases where customers wish to retain MIC
values significantly higher than their MD, such as for exceptional
occasions where in-house generation fails, units being partly or
wholly unoccupied on a temporary basis, to cater for increased
productivity when the economypicks up orthe customer gains orders
where specialised plantis utilised.

At a high level, our own analysis has shown that if the MD over an
historic24 month window replaced the MIC for billing purposes that
our customers would be worse off by c17%.

We would like to understand further the working group’s analysis
undersection 5 of the consultation document since we use historical
MICs and the analysis undertaken infers circa 107% i.e. over double
the value under this category. We would have expected further
analysis on the customer impact associated with this change at
Distributor level and the methodology each uses to determine
whether it is a methodology issue associated with a specific
Distributor or more widespread concern.

Similarly, intable 1 of the consultation document, on row 2 covering
historic MICs we have a band of 78-132KVA resulting in an average
MIC of 100KVA. It must be remembered that any MIC that is over
100kW must be on Measurement Class Cand as such Suppliershave a
Balancing & Settlement Code obligation to ensure that this is the
case. All such instances must be removed from any such analysis
because it is skewing the results and as such these sites are not
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impacted by DCP179 or indeed P272 since they should not be classed
as PC 5-8 customers. This also puts the data on the calculated bills
into question especially those associated with Option 1 where
100KVA is being assumed as the MIC value.

The impact on customer bills only looks at the impacted section i.e.
the MIC and does not reflect this as a percentage of the overall bill.
Until we understand whether this represents 0.5%, 5% or 50% of the
bill we do not understand the materiality of the perceived issue.
The other options (2-4) involve overwriting MIC data for billing
purposes which we believe could cause major data assurance issues.
Certainly the ITsystem used by us holds a data field forthe MIC value
and is used for billing purposes and network planning. Options 2-4
would require this field to be overwritten for billing purposes for
approximately 6,000 customers. The original MIC would need to be
retained off line for network planning purposes for up to 12 months
and then manually reinstated oramended depending on the outcome
of discussions with the customer. Managing the accurate transition
and reinstatement of MIC data for such high volumes of customers
who will have different grace period timings will be extremely difficult
and manually intensive. This could also have a detrimental impact on
the customer experience due to previously agreed MIC values not
being applied and the potential to introduce billing errors due to
manual processes following the cessation of the grace period.

As indicated in an earlier response we would also have further
internal process considerations to factor into such an arrangement
regarding the use of the MIC value when assessing network
requirements. If this is moved off line an extensive education
programme needs to take place to make it clear that the value we
usually see on the IT system may not be the value we have agreed
previously for each site. This is not tenable.

These alternate options also assume that all customers will have been
migrated by March 2017 and therefore any over-billing will only apply
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to customers who have a higher MIC than they require (as excess
capacity charges will not commence until 1 April 2018). If however
there is a delay in migrating customers then there is potential for
customers to be substantially over-charged and then having to be
recompensed (butnotin all cases) afterthe grace period by incurring
excess capacity charges which would have been avoided via Option 1.
Once again the above assumes that customers receive such a charge
from the Supplier.

Specificissues with each option are:

Option 2 — using the first months bill —this may not be the highest
value so excess capacity kicks in. Having existing customers
requestingtheir MICagain is not good customerservice. At the end of
all this, the Distributor would have to determine what that MIC needs
to be if no engagement is forthcoming. It once again is concerned
with billing and not network management. Why would this option not
resultinany rebilling? Instead the customer has to wait until afterthe
twelve months toamend the MIC whichisnotin line with our current
practice of agreeing a change with effect from the first day of the
following month, notaligned to the change proposal intentand notin
the spirit of the National Terms of Connection.

Option 3- from a system perspective this is a simple option but
significantly impacts network management since both parts of the
business use the MIC value on the system. This will also impact
customers especially those we already have a MIC with and the
network installed to accommodate such arrangements may not be
recovering the expected Use of System for such arrangements. Again
we have the issue of the agreed MIC only beingused atthe end of the
twelve month period.

Option 4 —thisis not a Supplierobligationitisa Distributorobligation
and we do notsupportthisunlessitisalludingtothe use of metering
data whereby the MD can be provided or calculated. We then see
four further options making the number being considered eight.
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There seems to be that many variants being considered here that it
looks like an administrative nightmare. Similar concerns as those
raised earlier on the other options equally apply here.
We do not see the point of some of these proposals suggesting that
only Option 1 resultsincredits and the othersdo not. All of the
options are an attempt to manage billing concernswhereno MICis
available. The main option missing from all of these is that
Distributors use their MICand manage the process with customer
engagementunderthe National Terms of Connectionand where a
change is made itis made fromthat time. In other words business as
usual.
SSE Option 1. It'salready too late to implement the otheroptions as
Energy customer billing has already started.
Supply
Western | Option 1, the original ideainthe change proposal. There has already
Power beenasignificant level of stakeholder engagement by DNOs to
Distributi | determine suitable MICs; to then move away from that would
on potentially be confusing to customers. To base MICs solely on
maximum demand data where previously agreed Mics are available
doesnotseem reasonable. The customer has previously agreed to
those levels and should be allowed to continue if they wish at that
level.
Company | 4. Which option do you consider provides the most/leastlevel of | Working Group Comments
protection against inappropriate capacity charges for
customers affected by P272?
British We considerthatthe currentsituation where using out of date MICs
Gas or defaultvaluesthatare notrepresentative of customers’ demands
isunacceptable. The analysis presented in the consultation (on
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average DUoS charges will be £32/month more thanis commensurate
withthe demand customers place onthe network) indicates that
DNOs will potentially recover £27m/yr (£32 x 12 x 70,000) more from
this subset of customers thanis reflective of the demand they place
on the network. Thisis notan issue with the structure of HH vs NHH
charges which was considered during DCP 179, but simply a case of
MICs being applied which are clearly not appropriate. Such analysis
was not presented in either of the impact assessments for P272 or
DCP179.

We believe option 3 providesthe greatestlevel of protectionto
customers and will facilitatethe smoothest transition to HH
settlementand the best customerexperience of implementation of
P272. Regardless of the enduringimpact ontheir DuoS charges,
customers will be able to appreciate that Ofgem, DNOs and Suppliers
have sought to ensure the smoothest transition available for them.
Options 2 and 4 (preference forsub-option 4A) offer similar levels of
protection and are also worthy of implementation.

Option 1 clearly offers the leastamount of protection against
inappropriate capacity charges for customers affected by P272 and
thisis clearly demonstrated by the illustration of the options provided
inattachment4 of the consultation.

Attachment 4 presentsthe DuoS charges that would be applied under
each option. The customerassumptionsinthisillustration are
representative of the average MICand MD for the group of customers
for whom the DNO has proposed to use a MIC which has been agreed
at any pointinthe past (historic MIC of 100kVA, MD of 48kVA as set
outintable 1 of the consultation). Thisillustration highlights the
potential for significant customer detrimentand dissatisfaction with
the implementation of P272. Withoutany form of protection DuoS
charges for this subset of customers would be c. £600/yr higherthan
isrepresentative of theirlevel of demand (comparedto an average
DuoS charge for PC5-8 customersin 2015/16 of £1,700). If customers
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since:

1.

do notengage intime they will not be able toreclaimany
inappropriate capacity charges they have paid.
The protection offered under option 1issignificantly more limited

It sets out by intentionally charging this subset of customers
£27m/yr more than iscommensurate with theirlevel of
demand—with the protection offered by option 1 beingthat
customers have a limited time period to reclaim some of the
inappropriate capacity charges. This clearly offers less
protection thatthe otheroptions which set outto charge in
line with customers level of demand.

Only those customers who engage within the grace period
will be able to make use of the protection offered.
Customersthat do notengage duringthe grace period could
continue to be charged inappropriate capacity charges after
the end of the grace period. Thisislikely to be much more
detrimental underoption 1, where the MICs being proposed
can be more thandouble the level of customers’ demand,
compared to the otheroptions where any enduring MIC
being deemed after 12 months will be able to make use of 12
months of HH settlement data.

The protection will necessarily be shorterunderoption 1
than underthe alternative optionssince it requires an
agreementtobein place by the end of the grace period—
whichislikely to mean customers will need to engage with
the DNO well before the end of the grace period to make use
of the protection. The potential number of agreements
required will prolongthe normal timetableforsuch
agreements.

Customers who change tenancy withinthe grace period will
necessarily have alowerlevel of protection as they will need
to engage and finalise an agreement with the DNO before
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theyleave the premises.

6. Thereisno protectionatall offered to customers who move
into a property which may just have migrated to HH
settlement (see answerto q12).

7. Customerswho change supplierwithinthe grace period will
have much more difficulty in gettingarefund of any
inappropriate capacity charges they have paid.

8. We considerthatoption 1 will place asignificant uneconomic
burdenonthe industry. P272 will resultinac. 60% increase
in HH DuoS billed sites. Billing and validation systems will be
underincreased stressto cope with this. Atthe extreme
Option 1 couldresultina similarincrease againinrequired
billing but with an even greateradministrative costsince
rebilling/reconciling will inevitably require manual
intervention.

Whilsta materiality threshold is necessary underoption 1to prevent
excessiveadministrativeresource and costs fora limited level of
protection, any such materiality threshold would naturally reduce the
protection offered by option 1 compared to otheroptions.

SP Option 3 provides the most financial protection for the customers, as

Distributi | it protectsall customers, eveniftheydonotgetengaged. Option1

on and SP | informs the customer of the MIC and asks the customerto respond,

Manweb | and alsoallowsa12 month grace period, should they do notrespond
to theinitial letter. Thisoptionalso provides asignificantlevelof
protection.

The Option 1. Please see ourresponse to Question 3.

Electricity

Network

Company

Gazprom | We believe option 1 providesthe most protection against
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Energy

inappropriate capacity charges.

ESP
Electricity

Option 3 provides the highestlevel of protection forthe customerin
ourview. ltwouldsetthe capacity level tozeroforthe firstyearand
would notrequire updating until one year’s full consumption data
had been collected (lessadmin work for the distributor).

This would mean that any capacity overzerowould be charged at the
correct level tothe customer. Aftervalidatingthe 12 months of data,
an appropriate capacity level could be determined and this new
capacity would be communicated to the customer. Underthe terms
of DCPs 114 and 115 and the amended National Terms of Connection,
the distributor can review the capacity being utilised by the customer
and can take appropriate actions to negotiate anincrease or decrease
in capacity with the customer.

Option 2 would provide the least level of protection asitappliesa
capacity level after only one month’s datahas beenreceived. The
customer’s demand could be variable according to certaininfluences
e.g.seasonally (air conditioners, heaters etc.). The level could be set
too high or too low depending on the factors for that particular
month. Setting a capacity level tothe actual MD could resultin
disruption onthe distribution network. MICs are agreed with regard
to the MD, butrequire a certainamount of headroom for fluctuations
inMDs. Thisallowsthe networkto be managedinan efficientand
economical mannerasthere would be areduced chance of the
capacity being breached on a constant basis

However, we do not agree with Options 2 and 3 because we feel that
where previous demand datais available, orwhere aconnection
agreementisin place thenthe MIC should be based on that
information. To notdo so would be unduly discriminatory against
other HH customers.

UK Power

None provide such a “protection” as the definition of “inappropriate”

07 December 2015 Page 32 of 97

v1.0




DCUSA Consultation DCP248

Networks | isunclear.
Capacity charges are within DuoS. These charges are levied on the
supplier. None of the options provide explicit “protection” for
customers as none of the options places an obligation onthe supplier
to pass onany “saving”. Moreoveritis not clearhow the customer’s
physical MICwill be finally agreed orsetinthe absence of agreement
e.g.iftheirbillingMICissettoa MD usedina 12 month period and
that becomes theirenduring MICthat may be low e.g. if there were a
recessionintheir particular marketforthatyear.

Southern | Differencesin perceived levels of protection resulting from each

Electric option are not particularly material in ourview, or sufficient to

Power outweigh concerns relating to excessive complications for customers

Distributi | to understand.

on plc

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus Option 3 provides the most protection againstinappropriate capacity

Energy charges

Ltd
The MIC isset to zeroforthe entire proposed 12 month grace period,
with excess capacity charges applied for the actual MIC requirement
throughoutthe period (presumably 1 monthin arrears). (Because
DCP 161 has been deferred until 2018 excess capacity would be
charged at the standard rate perkVA so customers should notbe
adverselyimpacted).
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At the end of the 12 month grace period, engaged customers without
a previously agreed MIC can agree an enduring MIC (with no
retrospective elementasit will be applied after the grace period).

Non-engaged customers without a previously agreed MIC will have
their MIC deemed by the DNO (which will then have 12 months data
to support this process).

Option 1 provides the least protection againstinappropriate capacity
charges

Under this option, each DNO sets the MIC from month 1, with billing
based upon this MIC from month 1 and the customer charged excess
capacity charges forany demandin excess of their MIC (throughout
the proposed 12 months grace period).

Customerswould have the 12 months grace period, from COMC, to
agree a reduction to their MIC which will be applied retrospectively
from date of COMC.

Our understanding with this optionisthat, if the customer’s MIC has
beensettoo high, and so paid too much for theirstandard capacity
charges, that they could have their MIC reduced retrospectively (for
up to 12 months) from the date of COMC. However, this
retrospective approach would complicate billing and resultin some
customers potentially beinginitially overcharged for 12 months.

Northern
Powergri
d
Northeast
and

We believe the approach that Northern Powergrid have taken, which
isto look at max demands and combine this with atechnical review
withregardsto fuse sizes etc, is most likely to provide an estimate
closesttothe actual needs of the customer.

In orderto provide protection to the customerwhere acapacity
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Yorkshire

commensurate with theirneeds has notbeen used, for whatever
reason, we believe only option lisviable given the position DNOs are
in having contacted customersand in many cases agreed a MIC for
DUoS billing purposes. This provides a significant level of protection
to customers, and does not undo a lot of the progressand effort
made to date.

Whilst option 3 arguably offers the greatest level of protectiontoa
customer, now that DCP 161 ‘Excess Capacity Charges’ has been
deferred until 1April 2018, this optionisalsothe leastappropriate
giventhe DNO positions with customer engagementand need for
further engagement once maximum demands are availableforthe 12
months after the customer has migrated.

Npower
Ltd

Least protection - Option 1 - This hasthe advantage of beingeasily
appliedto customers who have already migrated to HH as a result of
P272.

Most protection - Option 2,3,4 - Whilstthese options may not be
appliedto P272 customers who have already migrated to HH
settlements, itisapplied toall customers and does not need to be
initiated by the customer. It will also avoid rebilling activity which
could be disruptive.

To be determined - The suggested hybrid solution (see Q19) does the
same as 2,3,4 but also provides some protection for engaged
customers who move to HH priorto this modification being
implemented. Theriskis that this new option adds additional
complexity tothe solution.

Scottish
Power
Energy
Retail
Limited

Acceptable Option

Option 1 — ScottishPower considers this to be the optimum option as
it usesthe values we have already been working with between
customers and DNOs and it offers customers the protection of
updatingany erroneous MICs.

Unacceptable Options
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Option 2 —Suppliers cannot know the first month’s MD to establish
an accurate contract with the customer, therefore the customer may
be exposed to overor undercharging. There are alsoissuesin
updating MIC valuesin billing after setting the account up. To do this
for all customers when the risk of inaccurate MICs relates toa small
number of customersis entirely disproportionate.

Option 3 — As per option 2 Suppliers will be unable to offer contracts
with accurate costs if the capacity were to change each month,
thereby creatingrisks to customersin terms of their pricing. This may
alsoassist DNOsin ensuring accurate capacity on the network. The
capacity value on the billing systemis not normally dynamicso there
are significant systemrisksin updating this each monthandintime
for the release of the customer bill. To do this forall customerswhen
the risk of inaccurate MICs relatesto a small number of customersis
entirely disproportionate.

Option4— Our view isthat this option offers no protection to
customers and creates a conflict with the significant cooperative
ongoingeffort between Suppliers and DNOs to establish correct MIC
values priorto CoMC.

SmartestE
nergy

Option 1is the bestoption asit formalisesthe implied obligation on
the distributorto correct any erroneous values retrospectively.
Option 4 would be the second best optioninour view. Ideally, any
MIC should be agreed with the customer.

Option 2 has some merits but could be inaccurate for customers
whose maximum demand varies significantly by season.

Options 3iswhollyinappropriate becauseit does not make any
attemptto calculate an accurate value.

However, we are very much against option 2, 3 and 4 approachesif
theyare to be appliedto all P272 customers regardless of any
previously agreed MIC, including those who have signed aconnection

07 December 2015 Page 36 of 97

v1.0




DCUSA Consultation

DCP248

agreement within the last 12 months. If an agreementisinplaceit
should be adhered to.

Electricity | The biggest protectionisforthe:
North e Distributorto manage its Electricity Actand connection
West agreement obligations, followed by
e Ajoinedupindustry communication plan associated with
P322/P272; and
e Anunderstandingasto whethersuch charges are passed
onto customers by suppliers and that where thisisthe case if
any of the options are approved such rebates are mandated
to be provided back to the customer.
Regarding the options under this consultation:
Option 1 providesthe best protection the restdon’tresultinany
protection atall because there is no reconciliation of the previous
twelve months but potentially increased costs to customers because
the MIC is maintained for twelve months.
We believe thatall of the otheroptions do not meetthe intent of this
change proposal and await with interest the outcome of the working
group thoughtson this.
SSE Option 1is the only workable solution. The other options require
Energy changesto Supplier & Distributor billing systems which may take
Supply several months.
Western | All options provide levels of protection for consumers, but option 1
Power would provide the mostasit allows for customers with previously
Distributi | agreed MICs to continue atthat level. Options 2and 3 move away
on from that, whilst option 3is unfairagainst other customerson

existing HH tariffs who don’t have that option.

07 December 2015 Page 37 of 97

v1.0




DCUSA Consultation DCP248

Company | 5. Do you have any comments on the proposed legal text for
each of the options?

British No
Gas
SP Only Option 1 has any reference to what the MIC will be after 12
Distributi | months, the otheroptions simply state how the MICis set forthe first
onand SP | 12 months.
Manweb
The We provide comments on Option 1only since we believe options 2
Electricity | and 3 are fundamentally flawed and, we do not support option 4 as
Network | beingthe optionthatbest meetsthe objectivesoption4is
Company | inappropriate:

Definitions

We believe there are inconsistencies in the use of the terms “P272”

and “CT Metered sites”. Thisfor the following reasons:

1. Standardlicence condition 12 (paragraphs 12.17 throughto
12.24) of the supply licence covers the use of advance metersto
“relevant premises” (premises where electricity takenis settled
on profile classes 5-8). Paragraph 12.21 requires thatfrom6
April 2014 that for all such relevant premises the supplier
“...mustnot supply electricity other than through an advanced
meter”.

There isno differentiation between sites which are metered
through a Current Transformer Electricity Meterand sites which
are metered through awhole current meter.

2. Thelanguage usedinthe definition of P272 uses the description
of the modification proposal ratherthan the modification
proposal title. (See Elexon website:
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https://www.elexon.co.uk/mod-proposal/p272-mandatory-half-
hourly-settlement-for-profile-classes-5-8/.)

We thinkthe definitionisimprecise andinaccurate. For
example “capable metering” is not defined. We thinkthe
definition should referto the modification proposaltitle:

“BSC Modification Proposal P272: means modification proposal
‘P272, Mandatory Half Hourly Settlement for Profile Classes 5-8’
raised pursuantto the governance arrangements of the BSC and
subsequently approved by the Authority”.

The drafting of the legal textrefers to CT Metered sites. Firstly,
CT Meteredsitesis nota defined term. We believe the term
should be “Current Transformer Electricity Metering”.

We suggest modifications to drafting under option 1as follows:

“Where a customer is the owneror occupier of a premises where
the electricity conveyed to the premises is recorded through
Current Transformer Electricity Metering, and the Metering Point
forsuch premises Ferany-CTFretered-site-which has been
migrated to a site specific HH DUoS tariff °™™"** as a result of
BSC Modification Proposal P272, the-rtHes-in the application of
paragraphs 149 and 150 ebeverelating-to-the-MiCwill-apply is
subjectto the following exception:

For a period of 12 months following the change in Measurement
Class to HH Settlement, such-sites-will-be-permitted-to-agree
comment® o lower MIC may be agreed, and in such circumstances
the revised MIC will be applied retrospectively from the date of
the changein measurement class for that site. For the avoidance
of doubt, such revised MIC will be agreed with the customer
owning oroccupying the relevant premises and shall be no less
than the maximum demand raised by the customer following the

change to HH Settlement. withreferenceto-thetevelof-the
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eustomersmeaximum-demand- Where steh-a revised MIC is
agreed the customershallnot be entitled to request further
downward amendments underthe provisions of this paragraph
comment C J ! lind : ! I ] £, !!
Fetrespee#veFurtherchanges tothe MICshall be subjectto the
W&ed—a#%u—le& in paragraphs 149 and 150
Th/s paragraph 151A shal/ not apply Where

(i)  the customerhas previously entered into a-Where
connection agreements for the relevant site and where
such agreements is still in force end-effecthavebeen

7 e thol [ s, 4 !
!- : bl E LcommentD.

(ii) The customerwas neither the ownernor the occupier at

the date of the migration.”
5.  Additional Comments on drafting

A. We question whetherthe migration reference should be
inrespect of Measurement Class C or Measurement Class
E (as opposed to being migrated to a site specificHH
DUoS tariff).

B. Asitecan’tagreea MIC. agreementcanonly be between
owner/ occupierand the distributor.

C. We don'tagree that the distributor should be straight
jacketedtoonly allow one respective arrangement. There
may be circumstances where the distributor may wish to
agree a furtherdownward revision.

D. We disagreetothe 12 month period forthe connection
agreement

6. Whilstwe donot support Option 4, if the working group decide
to proceed with that option we believe amendments should be
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made to the legal textthat have the same effectasthe oneswe
have proposed above

Further, whilst outside the scope of this change proposal the
drafting of paragraph 149 and 150 are flawed.

Firstly, paragraph 149. This makesit a condition that neitherthe
customer nor the distributor canreduce the MIC in the first year
in any circumstances. We thinkthisis wrong. We thinkthere
will be circumstances where itiswholly sensible foradistributor
to agree to a reductioninthe MIC withina 12 month period,
and where appropriate make respective amendments

Secondly, Paragraph 150. A customer may seekto reduce their
MIC but to a level higherthan the customer’s maximum
demand. A customer may require ahigher capacity otherthan
the maximum demand recorded in the immediate history.
Under S16A of the Act itis the customerwhoisrequiredtoset
out theirmaximum power requirement.

Gazprom | We have notreviewedthe legaltext.

Energy

ESP Setting a capacity level to the actual MD couldresultindisruption on
Electricity | the distribution network. MICs are agreed with regard to the MD, but

require a certain amount of headroom for fluctuationsin MDs. This
allows the network to be managedinan efficientand economical
manner as there would be a reduced chance of the capacity being
breached ona constant basis

UK Power | In orderfor this DCPto deliverthe outcome it purportsto desire,
Networks | there needsto be an obligation onthe supplierto fully and accurately

reflect the method of capacity chargingand MIC used from the DNO
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(including passing on any backdated creditsif Option 1succeeds)in
its charges to the customer. This needs to be stated as a clear
obligation within Section 2A of DCUSA.

Option 1 - the final para should state “Where a connection
agreement has been entered into within the 12 months priorto the
change of MeasurementClass....”

Southern
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc
and
Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc

General

The existing paragraphs 149 and 150 do notacknowledge thatthe
MIC (underthe P272 arrangements) may have been allocated by
processesotherthan those setoutin those paragraphs. These
paragraphs do not cover MICs having being allocated to existing
connections, in many cases by an estimation ordefault process. It
therefore doesn’t seem adequate toadd only the proposed text as
conditions to the existing 149 and 150, without some reference to the
alternative means which have been used forsetting MICs under P272
arrangements.

Option 1

The text says ‘sites will be permitted to agree a lower MIC' —itis the
customerwho entersinto an agreement, not the site.

The text potentially needs additional wording to clarify that
customers who were not occupyingthe site at the time of the change
of measurementclass are not eligibleforretrospective adjustments
and alsoto define a materiality threshold.

Option 2

Itisnot adequately clear what level of MICapplies afterthe ‘further
11 months’ period expires —this could for example be by application
of a ‘deemed’ capacity which is not coveredin paras 149 or 150.

The reference to ‘billing’ should refer to DUoS charges specifically.
Option 3

Itisnot adequately clearwhatlevel of MICapplies afterthe ‘first 12
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months’ period expires —this could forexample be by application of a
‘deemed’ capacity which is not coveredin paras 149 or 150.
The textis silentonwhenthe 12 month period starts from.
The reference to ‘billing’ should referto DUoS charges specifically.
Option 4
Itis not adequately clear whatlevel of MICapplies afterthe ‘12
months’ period expires —this could forexample be by application of a
‘deemed’ capacity whichis not covered by paras 149 or 150.
The reference to ‘billing’ should refer to DUoS charges specifically.

Opus No.

Energy

Ltd

Northern | We thinkitwould be beneficial to create aseparate schedule tothe

Powergri | DCUSA ratherthan amending Schedule 16. The benefit of this

d approach isthat once the time limitis reached thenthe Schedule

Northeast | could be removed andthere will be not needtoundothe changes

and which would otherwise have been made to Schedule 16.

Yorkshire

Npower | We have nocommentson the legal text.

Ltd

Scottish Not at thistime although we suggestafurtherreview once the

Power preferred option has beenidentified by the Workgroup

Energy

Retail

Limited

SmartestE | No

nergy
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Electricity
North
West

It is far too early to start discussions on the legal text with so many
options being considered and at best only two additional options to
that of the working group/sponsorbeing allowed to be considered as
part of this change proposal but we offerthe following observations:
Any reference tothe customer’s maximumdemand is not acceptable.
It is what the customer requirements are (that may be in excess of
what they are actually using during the first twelve months) that is
important. We are beingled here by subjective billing concerns rather
than customer requirements.

We have reference to twelve months on connection agreements,
twelve months from when? Take the following example, you could
have a connection agreement agreed next week but the customer
move as part of the Supplier P322 programme may be April 2017
whichislongerthan 12 monthsfromtoday. This agreementwould be
null and void whichis wrong. If you wanted a date to referto it should
be when DCP179 was approved by Ofgem where this issue (that
doesn’t affect all Distributors) was discussed and as such Distributors
have been putting processes or additional activity in place since that
time, andindeed communications have already been undertaken by
them, to agree what the MIC values should be. Agreeing a date
twelve months priorto the Measurement Class date changes ignores
all this good work.

Some reference ‘for the purpose of billing’, some do not.

There are differinglegal interpretations within the industry associated
with ‘Maximum Demand’ and ‘Maximum Import Capacity’. We are
from the school that differentiates between the two. Itis essential
therefore that these definitions are very clear in this area.

‘National average’ may need furtherunderstandingandin fact moves
significantly away from the settlements approach of regional
consumptions calculations.

It is obvious from Option 4 having a need for a further four sub
options that there is a need for further development. Some of the
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proposed legal text in these areas are open to interpretation and is
probably far worse than what happens now.

Any legal text changes do not sit in schedule 16 since they do not
impactthe methodology of how tariffs are created. They are untested
billing concerns.
We will be very surprisedif thereis notaneedtofurtherconsultin
thisarea.

SSE No.

Energy

Supply

Western | no

Power

Distributi

on

Company | 7. Do you consider that each of the four proposals better

facilitates the DCUSA Objectives? Please give supporting
reasons.

British The working group has stated that the options betterfacilitate

Gas objectives 2,3 and 4 and general objective 2. We have reviewed the
reasons providedinthe consultation.
Charging Objective 2 and General Objective 2 and Charging
Objective 4:
The reasons stated for better facilitating these objectives (facilitating
competition forcharging/general objective 2 and taking account of
developments for charging objective 4) are that all options ensure
that DNOs are ultimately applyingacommon approach when dealing
with customers affected by P272 when they seek to actively agree an
enduring MIC.
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Itis clear to usthat thisassessmentonly holds underoption 1for
those customers that “seek to actively agree an enduring MIC” within
the grace period. Forany customers who do not engage with the DNO
withinthe grace period these objectives are not better facilitated by
option 1.

By comparison, all of options 2 through to 4 properly ensure a
common approach by mandating the same initial approach from the
outsetandtherefore clearly better meet these objectives.

Options 2 through to 4 also betterfacilitate charging objective 4since
they take account of the decisionto defer DCP 161 by offering more
protection to customers affected by P272 — protection whichis more
aligned with the protection signalled in the DCP 179 change report.
By contrast we are concerned that the MICs that were proposed by
DNOsin theircustomerletters either stated orimplied that excess
capacity would be charged at much higherratesthan standard
capacity charges from April 16. As such the MICs beingdeemed to
have been accepted by customers would now appearto have been
deemedto have beenaccepted onthe basis of outdated (and
potentially misleading)information. We consider that the deferral of
DCP 161 provides the opportunity forthe industry to offer
significantly improved levels of protection to these customers and
takes account of developmentsinthe DNO business (options 2-4),
howevereven underoption 1we would expect DNOs to take account
of the DCP 161 developmentand to write to customers again to
clarify the situation regarding excess capacity and to give customers
an opportunity toreconsidertheir MIC.

Charging Objective 3:

The reasons stated for better facilitating charging objective 3
(reflectingthe costsincurred by the DNO aftertakingaccount of
implementation costs) are that the change will allow time for
customers affected by P272 to actively engage with the DNO and
agree a MIC whichisappropriate fortheirrequirements and hence
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the costs they impose on the network. The consultation states that
thisisan improvement compared to asituation where MICs for
customers are set using potentially out of date connection
agreements or defaultvalues.

The current situationisthat DNOs will potentially recover £27m/yr
(£32 x 12 x 70,000) more from this subset of customersthanis
reflective of the demandthey place onthe network. Thisis clearly
unacceptable and therefore all options should help to reduce this
level of cost which does not reflect the costs these customersare
placingon the network.

Again, whilst option 1will improvethe current unacceptable
situation, itwill only do soforthose customers that “seek to actively
agreean enduring MIC” within the grace period. Depending on the
number of customers who do not engage, itis clear that option 1 will
resultina residual amount of cost whichis beingrecovered from
charges which do not reflect the costsincurred by the DNO.

Options 2 — 4 facilitate this objective much betterthan option 1 by
ensuring that during the transition to HH settlement the costs applied
inrespectof these customers are no higher than the costs they place
on the network. If customers decide atthe end of the grace period
that they wishtoagree a higher MIC (or retain a historic MIC) whichis
higherthan their MD thenthey can choose to do so withthe DNO and
insuch circumstancesitwill be appropriate forthe customerto pay
for the capacity they are reserving on the network, butitcannotbe in
the interests of these customers to assume that they wishtoretaina
capacity that could be over 100% higherthantheir MD if they do not
actively engage with the DNO as would be the case under option 1.

SP
Distributi
on and SP
Manweb

Yes, all of the options better facilitatethe DCUSA objectives, as
detailedin the consultation.
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The
Electricity
Network
Company

We considerthat options 2 and 3 do not better meetthe objectives.
We believe that such an approachis unduly discriminatory when
compared to the arrangements for other HH tariffs

Therefore we believe option 1and option 4 both better meetthe
objectives. Howeverwe believeoption 1is the bestroute since
distributors have already embarked on thisroute. No evidenceis
provided inthe consultation to demonstrate that option 4 better
meets the objectives comparedto option 1This allows fora
reasonable assessment of maximum capacity in the firstinstance but
would putarrangementsin place forsubsequentamendment where
estimates are found to be incorrect. Option 1 does not stand on its
own. There needsto be a mechanismtosetthe initial MIC capacity..

Gazprom
Energy

We believe option 1best facilitates the DCUSA objectives.

ESP
Electricity

ESPE does not believe that Charging Objective 2, Charging Objective 4
and General Objective 2 are better metas all DNOs are currently
applyingaconsistent approach —all are applying adefaultif actual
information on the MDs/MICs is not known. It isonlythe value
appliedthatis different—not the approach.

ESPE does not believe that Charging Objective 3has been better met
as all Suppliers and Customers have had the opportunity to provide
actual data and/ornegotiate new levelsif the distributordoes apply a
default higher/lowerthan what the customerexpected.

UK Power
Networks

No. Nor any of the charging objectives.

This change could adversely impact general objective 1, and charging
objectives 1and 3.

It is not clear how this change impacts competition. It may have an
adverse impact on competitionif some suppliers have quoted
customersona level of MICthat DNOs have communicated to them
or have bundled capacity costsinto other charges somehow. In
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writing to customersinthe summer, we expressly did not mention
how suppliers might pass ourcharges on. This CP pre-supposes all
suppliersdosointhe same way —is that correct?

Chargingobjective 4is not betterfacilitated asthereis no
development withinthe distributors’ business to take account of.

It should be noted that charges will be less cost reflectiveas a result
of this change as assumptions around capacity levels will have been
made in setting prices that do not materialiseif this change proceeds.

Southern
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc
and
Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc

We agree with the Working Group analysisin relation tothe DCUSA
Objectives.

Opus
Energy
Ltd

No comment.

Northern
Powergri
d
Northeast
and
Yorkshire

We considerthat each of the options would betterfacilitate the
DCUSA objectives as stated in the Change Proposal, ifimplemented
correctly.

However, we are not convinced that any of these options better
facilitate Charging Objective 2, unless customers are provided with
transparency ontheirsupplierenergy bill. We believe thatthe
default position should be for all customersto be billed ona pass-
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through basis unless the customerthemselves request otherwise. If
customers are not provided with this level of transparency we are
concerned thatthis change does not betterfacilitate competition.

Npower Yes.

Ltd Positive impact to:
Chargingobjectives 2,3 and 4.
General DCUSA objective 2.

Scottish We believe that Option 1 meets General Objective 2 & Charging

Power Objective 3

Energy

Retail

Limited

SmartestE | For the reasons givenin4 we believe that Option 1 meets Charging

nergy Objective Three - that compliance by each DNO Party with the
Charging Methodologies resultsin charges which, sofaras is
reasonably practicable aftertaking account of implementation costs,
reflectthe costsincurred, orreasonably expected to be incurred, by
the DNO Party in its Distribution Business. Options 2and 3 certainly
do not meetthis objective.

Electricity | None of the options better facilitate the objectives in fact they will

North make General Objective 1 much worse. By having to create manual

West processes it is less efficient than the current processes we adoptin
managing this area, and can create further uncertainty in managing
the network.
It will have no impact on General Objective two since the same
approach to MICis beingapplied across all customers beingimpacted
by each relevant Distributor whichever approach they take.
Regardingthe charging objectivesthis change is notamethodology
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change. The agreement of the MIC is between the Customerand the
Distributorandis somethingthatis agreed ona bi-lateral agreement
basis and not part of open governance. The only partthatisinopen
governance is that this value will not change once setfor a period of
twelve months and the fact that the MIC will be charged for within
some of the tariffs. None of thisis changing.

SSE We agree withthe reasons giveninthe consultation document,

Energy exceptingthatitmaybe toolate to implementoptions 2,3 & 4.

Supply

Western | Chargingobjective 2,3 and 4 are met forall options

Power

Distributi

on

Company | 9. It is noted that P272 deadline has been extended which gives | 10.
more time to liaise with customers to agree a MIC but the
task isstill a significantone. In light of the delay in P272, do
you that agree that the protection of DCP 248 is still required?

British Yes.

Gas

SP DCP 248 is still required, to protect the customer. The extension also

Distributi | supports Option 1, as itallows all parties time to setthe MIC

on and SP | appropriately fromthe beginning.

Manweb

The Yes, - where the MIC is estimated by the DNO. Where the MIC is

Electricity | based on maximum demand data or by arrangementsinthe

Network | connectionagreementwe do notbelievesuch protection
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Company | mechanismsare required. Itisonly where the MIC isbasedon a
distributor’s estimate that the protections are required.

Gazprom | Yes,we believe itisstill required as perthe reasons outlinedin our

Energy answerto question 3.

ESP Where the distributor has estimated the MIC, a level of protection for

Electricity | boththe customerandthe distributorwould be prudent. Where MIC
has been agreed with the customerandis based on actual demand
data, thereis no needforadditional protection. Asdistributors have
written tothe PC5-8 customers and given them the opportunity to
agree the capacity with the distributor, the customer has already
been offered protection.

UK Power | We do not agree that any protectionisrequiredtobe documentedin

Networks | the DUoS Charging Methodology.

Southern | Yes.

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus A significant number of customers migrated under P272 are unlikely
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Energy to have a reasonable understanding of MIC. Given the estimated

Ltd number of customers forwhoma MIC has notyet been agreed, the

options proposed under DCP248 are worthy of consultation.
However, with deferment of DCP 161 to 2018 we do not believethat
a solution with any retrospective element (i.e. option 1) is required.

Northern | It would be beneficial to have astandard approach, howeverwe

Powergri | should pointoutthat we have always expected to have dialogue with

d customersif they have any concerns about the level of MIC that has

Northeast | been proposed and would not be lookingto hold customerstoan

and inappropriate value. We would always look to back-date tothe

Yorkshire | change of MeasurementClasstoensure the customeris not paying

for capacity they neitherwantorneed.

Npower Yes. Reasoning:

Ltd e TheextensiontoP272 was introduced afterthe
implementation of DCP179 so some CT customers may
already be impacted by inappropriate capacity allocation.

e Asstated, different DNOs are taking different a different
approach to calculating capacity. This lack of consistency may
impact some customers.

Lack of engagement, likely by customers who have limited
understanding of how the industry operates, may notimprove over
time. We must account for these un-engaged customers where
possible.

Scottish It is ScottishPower Energy Retail’s view that the protection to

Power consumers of DCP 248 is required on an enduring basis. Customers

Energy and Suppliers have the protection of being able toimprove the

Retail accuracy of consumption overthe previous 14-months of settlements

Limited and the same principle should be applied to related costs such as

DUoS. In direct response to the question above we agree that the
protection of DCP 248 is still required despitethe timescales
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introduced by P322.

SmartestE | Clause 2.58 of the Use of System Charging statement states: “If it has

nergy beenidentified thatacharge hasbeenincorrectlyallocated due to
the metering data, thena correction request should be made to the
Supplier.” However, the documentis not so definitive about making
correctionsas itis whenitisa matter of the wrongvoltage.

Electricity | As indicatedinourresponse toQl and Q4 we do not believe that this

North changeis necessary and that as part of the implementation of

West DCP322, Suppliers should work with Distributors in managingthe
potential impactin aco-ordinated way during any contract
discussions so thatthe customeris fullyinformed (and protected at
that time) ratherthan havingto handle the fall out due to the lack of
engagement postthe move to HH settlements.

SSE Yes.

Energy

Supply

Western | Yes itstillseemsreasonable.

Power

Distributi

on

Company | 11. Do you think that the current protection offered by the UOS 12.

charging statements with regards to incorrect charges offers
the level of protection sought by this Change Proposal?

British No —the protection within the UoS charging statementappearsto be

Gas limitedtoinstances of incorrect tariffs being applied as opposed to
inappropriate capacity values being applied.
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SP
Distributi
on and SP
Manweb

No. Asexplainedinthe DCUSA consultation 5.2, it could be argued
that the MICs that are being proposed by networks, even if they are
beingdeemed, are notincorrectand therefore the protection against
“incorrect” charges in the Use of System Charging statement does not
provide any protection to these customers.

The
Electricity
Network
Company

We thinkthe reference to “incorrect charges” is misleading. Charges
are calculatedinreferencetothe MIC. The issuesinthischange
proposal is whetherthe right MIC is being used (whatever “right”
means). The only protection thatisrequiredis where the distributor
estimatesthe MICand where the customer disagrees with the
assessment post migration. The issue and the reason for this change
proposal is the uncertainty around whatis “correct” and what is
“incorrect”. Allowingretrospective amendments provides a
mechanismtoreach an accommodation whereitisuncertainasto
whatthe “correct” MIC is.

Charging statements need toreflect the contractual obligations
imposed by DCUSA. We believethatSchedule 16should allow
distributorstoamendthe MIC retrospectively forall customers under
prescribe circumstances, notjustthose on migrating from PC5-8.
Such retrospectiveamendments should not be automatic, butatthe
distributor’s discretion, and should be supported by relevant
information. Itseemsabitofa nonsense forthe distributorto have
to seek a derogation from DCUSA in orderto do somethingthatisin
the interest of the customer.

However, as we have commentedinourresponse to question 3, itis
important that customers are aware that inreducing their MIC, they
are relinquishing their right to capacity, which if required at a future
date may not be there.

Gazprom
Energy

No.We believethere are clear benefitsin more explicit protection
beingincludedinthe DCUSA legal text forthe P272 transition.

07 December 2015 Page 55 of 97

v1.0




DCUSA Consultation

DCP248

ESP ESPE believethatthe current protection offered by the UoS charging

Electricity | statementsis sufficient. A customercanagree a revised capacity
through negotiation with the distributor and following ESPE’s letters
to the customers advising of the level to be applied; if the customer
was notin agreement, they had the opportunity to discuss with ESPE
and setto an appropriate level. Todate, ESPE has not received any
communication fromany customers.

UK Power | The DUoS charging statements appearto deal withanincorrect tariff

Networks | beingapplied. Thisis notrelevantto DCP248.

Southern | Some additional explanatory text, specificto the P272 change of

Electric measurement class and customers affected, would be required for

Power the UoS statements. Thiswould be removed at an appropriate future

Distributi | datein the eventthatan end date for the provisionsisincorporated

on plc into DCUSA.

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus No comment.

Energy

Ltd

Northern | The DCUSA agreementis between DNOs and suppliers and not

Powergri | directly between DNO and end-customer. The extractfromthe LC 14

d statementsisinregardto the supplier/DNO relationship and
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Northeast | specifically refers to allocation of tariffs and not MIC values and

and should not be considered.

Yorkshire

Npower No, the protection should be specificto P272 customers. The

Ltd significant point being that P272 customerare movingto HH
settlements without choice in the matter.

Scottish

Power No, we do not have confidence thatthe current correction request

Energy process can deliveragainst the volume of MIC corrections expected

Retail from P272.

Limited

SmartestE | No. The UoS Charging Statements are ambiguous. Clause 2.58 of the

nergy Use of System Charging statement states: “Ifithas beenidentified
that a charge has beenincorrectly allocated due to the metering data,
thena correctionrequest should be made to the Supplier.” However,
the documentis not so definitive about making corrections asitis
whenitis a matter of the wrongvoltage.

Electricity | No. These are specificto material impacts such asan incorrect voltage

North being assigned to the site that would result in an inaccurate tariff

West being applied or consumption data being incorrect such as CT ratios
being wrong or CTs being incorrectly wired up. We are fully
supportive of retrospective adjustments to the bills issued in these
areas in order to correct such an error.
Thischangeis associated with the capacity agreed forthe sitein
question and whatseemsto be the lack of such information. Whilst
we would be sympatheticto any bi-lateral discussionsin this areaany
agreementto back date the value should be judged on acase by case
basis.
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SSE No.
Energy
Supply
Western | This DCP option 1 adds clarity
Power
Distributi
on
Company | 13. Are you supportive of the proposedimplementationdate - as | 14.
soon as possible following Authority consent which may
require an extra-ordinary release?
British Yes and we urge DNOsto be flexible priorto formal approval and re-
Gas considerimplementation on a voluntary basis.
SP Since customers have already started to migrate from NHH to HH, it
Distributi | would be sensibletoseta date as soon as possible following
on and SP | Authority consent. Thisalsosupports Option 1, since DNOs have
Manweb | already started this process, and to change Option afteryou have
begun, would upsetall contacted customers.
The Yes.
Electricity
Network
Company
Gazprom | Yes.
Energy
ESP Yes, however, ESPEis only supportive of Option 4 as thisis the
Electricity | approach currently taken by ESPE.
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UK Power
Networks

This depends onthe outcome. Options 2,3 and 4 would need alot of
manual efforttoimplement and sowe would need alongerlead
time.

Southern
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc
and
Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc

Yes.

Opus
Energy
Ltd

We recommend thatthe proposed implementation date is
considered following consultation responses, as there could
potentially be process or systemimpacts for some parties (in
particular, if Option 1 was adopted, for which the added complexity
of retrospective billing may require process/system changes).

Northern
Powergri
d
Northeast
and
Yorkshire

We are happy with the proposed implementation date.

Npower
Ltd

Yes. As soon as possible given that supplier migration plans to HH
have already beeninitiated.
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Scottish Yes, we believe that our preferred option should be implemented as
Power soon as possible orthrough an extra-ordinary release whererequired.
Energy
Retail
Limited
SmartestE | Yes
nergy
Electricity | Thisdependsonthe option chosenand what processes needtobe
North put in place to manage this. Our processes are automaticwhen
West dealing with changesto Measurement Class, Line Loss Factor Classes

and tariffs. Even Option 1would need some form of manual
processes, butthe restwould create extra process design and training
which would needto be cascaded out as well asan IT change to
amend the MIC held on our system as opposed to manually havingto
change over 6,000 dataitems. You would therefore expect some
reasonable lead time after consentratherthan whatis currently
being proposed.
SSE Yes.
Energy
Supply
Western | Yes, as longas the option chosendoesn’tinvolve ITchanges
Power
Distributi
on
Company | 15. Inthe DCP 248 legal text the protection offered by all of the 16.
optionsis limited to 12 months of a change in Measurement
Class. Do you agree with this timescale? If not, please provide
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your rationale.

British 12 monthsisappropriate however we remain concerned that this will

Gas resultin many customers not being able to make use of the
protection offered underoption 1. Options 2-4would significantly
reduce the impact of the time limit since DNOs will have 12 months
worth of HH data to deem an appropriate enduring MIC at the end of
the grace period.

SP We agree that 12 months allows the customerto see what their

Distributi | highest MD isin a yearand therefore agree whattheir MICshould be

on and SP | goingforward.

Manweb

The 12 months appearsreasonable since this gives afull reviewof ayear’s

Electricity | consumption. However, this periodistightforafull yearreview.

Network | Therefore, we wouldsupporta15 monthreview period.

Company | Also, please see ourcommentsin question5in respectto flawsinthe
drafting of Paragraphs 149 and 150. If the suggested amendments
are made then potential concerns that may have led to this question
beingasked are mitigated to a large extent.

Gazprom | We believe thisis probably most practicable. A timescale of

Energy marginally longeri.e. 13 or 14 months may allow fora full 12 months
of data to be analysed before aMICwas changed. We would assume
that realistically acustomerwill need to engage with the relevant
DNO some time before dataisreceived forafull 12 months’ worth of
consumption. If the 11" or 12" month of consumption contained a
customer’s maximum demand then they may be worse off thana
customerwhose maximum demand periods fellearlierinthe 12
month.

ESP ESPE isonly supportive of Option 4 as thisis the approach currently
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Electricity | taken by ESPE. 12 months’ worth of consumption datawould provide
the distributor with the confidence thatthe levelagreed was a
realisticlevel forall months of the year.

UK Power | 3 monthsshould be sufficientasitisthe time itshould take to

Networks | contact the distributorand put paperworkin place. 12 months
appearsto be relatedtothe need fora year’s worth of MD data but
that data should be available forthese customers now. The
availability of this datashould not be delayed by andis not related to
the supplierdriven P272 migration.

Southern | We agree with the proposed 12 month limitation.

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus Yes. 12 monthsshould be sufficienttimeforengaged customersto

Energy contact theirDNO and for DNOs to gain sufficient MD history to

Ltd determine an appropriate MIC.

Northern | We agree that 12 months from change in MeasurementClassisan

Powergri | appropriate time frame.

d

Northeast

and
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Yorkshire

Npower | Yes,itshould notbe lessthan 12 monthsdue to the seasonal nature

Ltd of some customers. We would also support 18 months which may
add additional flexibility for the less engaged.

Scottish As below

Power

Energy

Retail

Limited

SmartestE | Yes. On the basisthat all such customers will be on monthly billing

nergy this givesample time forthem to spotany undue effects and flag
themup with theirsupplierorthe distributor.

Electricity | Firstly, we do not believe that some of the options offer any

North protection, in fact some impose a waiting period before an agreed

West MIC can take place whichis probably at odds with the National Terms
of Connection and certainly at odds with current practice where we
instigate such a change at the start of the next month.
With regard to twelve monthsinthe sentence, asindicated earlier, on
the face ofit, it looks reasonable butin reality we are looking at
havingto manage this over more than twoyears. Surely thereisa
betterapproach to this. We have yetto be convinced onthe analysis
inthisarea, the benefitand/orthe financialimpact to the customer
and the costs of administration.

SSE No. The protectionshould be extended to 24 months to allow

Energy customerstosee a complete 12 months of bills and data before

Supply makinga decision ontheirMICrequirements.

Western | yes
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Power

Distributi

on

Company | 17. Do you believe that there should be an end date within the 18.

DCP 248 legal text and, if yes, what date shouldit be?

British No, there should not be an end date. The protection will lapse

Gas naturally.

SP No we do not believethere should be an end date withinthe DCP 248

Distributi | legal text. Customers will migrate to HH at different periods

on and SP | therefore the legal text should notincludean end date. Furthermore

Manweb | thelegal textin each case referstoP272, therefore no customer
could make use of thislegal text after P272 is complete.

The We believe the clause is effectively end dated in thatit only applies,

Electricity | inrespectto each metering point, foraperiod of 12 months. That

Network | beingsaidan enddate mightbe appropriate. Such end date should

Company | be 12 months from the end date where the migration exercise should
be completed.
Also, please see ourcommentsin question5in respectto flawsin the
drafting of Paragraphs 149 and 150. If the suggested amendments
are made then potential concerns that may have led to this question
beingasked are mitigated to a large extent.

Gazprom | Clearlyatleast 12 months afterthe P272 deadlineneedstobe

Energy allowedforso 1 April 2018 would be the very earliest end date.

However, we believe an end date of April 2019 would continue to

provide protection forcustomers whereforwhateverreason their
COMC was delayed. From this date onwards the number of profile
class 5-8 customers transferring to HH settlement should be much
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less material, and therefore more easily managed by suppliers and
DNOs.

ESP As with P272 and the agreed end date for the transfer of all PC5-8

Electricity | customerstothe new HH tariffs, ESPE believesthere should be the
same implementation date of April 2017

UK Power | Thisshould notendure beyond the numberof months decided

Networks | pursuantto question 10 afterthe P272 deadline. If suppliers have
failedto meetthe P272 deadlinethatisbetweenthemandthe
customer.

Southern | An enddate would be prudentto avoid potential for these special

Electric provisions, designed to accommodate unique circumstances,

Power becomingembedded and possibly misunderstood / misapplied over

Distributi | future yearsif leftin place onan enduringbasis. We suggestan

on plc appropriate end date would be 31 March 2018.

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus No comment.

Energy

Ltd

Northern | We believe there should be anend date as leavingit open-ended

Powergri | would meanthe legal text will remaininthe DCUSA unlessafuture CP
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d israised. We agree with the working group view that it could also
Northeast | resultinthe ability torequestabackdated change to the MIC
and enduring formany yearsto come, whenitwas only intended to assist
Yorkshire | customersduringthe P272 transition period. Again, aseparate

schedule in DCUSA would help facilitate this. 31°* March 2018 should
be sufficientto ensure all customers have been migrated and contract
renewals completed.

Northern | We believe there should be anend date as leavingit open-ended

Powergri | would meanthe legal text will remaininthe DCUSA unlessa future CP

d israised. We agree with the working group view that it could also

Northeast | resultinthe ability torequest abackdated change to the MIC

and enduring formany yearsto come, whenit was onlyintended to assist

Yorkshire | customersduringthe P272 transition period. Again, aseparate
schedule in DCUSA would help facilitate this. 31°* March 2018 should
be sufficientto ensure all customers have been migrated and contract
renewals completed.

Npower | Thisdependsonwhichoptionisapproved.

Ltd Option 1 doesnot need anend date as thisisdriven by customer
migration date. Options 2,3,4requires a proactive action by the DNO
so an end date would be appropriate and should align to BSC
timescales. The end date should come before introduction of penal
excess capacity charges.

Scottish No, we believe that the facility introduced by DCP 248 should be

Power made available to all customers undergoing a change of

Energy measurement class from this point forwards. Afterimplementation of

Retail P272 and P322 there will still be natural triggers to change

Limited measurement class and we see no good reason why these customers
should not have the same protection as customers obligated to move
under P272. The root cause of the need forthis DCP isthe poordata
guality that existsin managingsite capacities. There is no evidence to
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suggest that anythingis about to improve this root cause sotherefore
the risk remainsalbeitfora lowervolume of demand post P272.
SmartestE | Yes. 12 months after P272 go livei.e. April 2018.
nergy
Electricity | Without being drawn into whether we are supportive or not of the
North change, customers are migrating at different stages and rates so it is
West best to have a prescribed period of time from the migration date
rather than a specific end date so that all customers are treated the
same.
We mustensure thatthe rights of the customerunderthe National
Terms of Connection are not undermined or watered down by the
suggested changes here.
SSE If the Distributor has made an unsuitable Maximum Import Capacity
Energy allocation, the customershould be entitled to claim compensation for
Supply 6 years as perthe Limitations Act (or5 yearsin Scotland).
Western | 12 monthsafter31 March 2017 i.e.31/3/18
Power
Distributi
on
Company | 19. Withregards to Option 1, do you agree with the Working 20.
Group’s view that customers that were not occupying the
property at the time of the P272 migration are not entitled to
back dating of their MIC?
British We are concerned that this could lead to these customers facing
Gas inappropriate levels of capacity charges. We disagree with the
assertioninthe consultation at5.13 that there is no difference
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between acustomerchoosing between two properties, one which
has just migrated to HH settlement and one which has been HH
settled foryears. If we assume the incoming/exiting customers are
similarin nature, then the customer movinginto the property which
previously housed acustomerwhich has been HH settled foryears,
thenthe default MICassigned to the incoming customeris likely to be
appropriate (having been agreed aftera proper process of
engagementwiththe DNO with the previous tenant), whereas by
contrast if the old customer has just migrated to HH settlement they
could have beenseta MIC whichis inappropriate fortheirlevel of
demand and therefore the new customer willsimilarly defaulttoan
inappropriate MICwith no protection available to back date it.

SP
Distributi
on and SP
Manweb

Yes we agree with the Working Group’s view.

The
Electricity
Network
Company

We donot see thisas a P272 issue. The issue is not just with PC 5-8
sites that have migrated butin respectof all HH siteswhere thereisa
change of occupier

Please see ourcommentsinquestion 5in respectto flawsinthe
drafting of Paragraphs 149 and 150. If the suggested amendments
are made then potential concerns that may have led to this question
beingasked are mitigated to a large extent.

The current rigid drafting of Paragraphs 149 and 150 forbid the
application of any flexibility, which we believe should be available to a
distributor

Gazprom
Energy

We believe customers should be able to agree anamended MIC back
to the pointwhenthey became responsible for paying the property’s
energy bills.
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ESP ESPE agrees withthe WG’s view. A customernotoccupyingthe

Electricity | propertyat the time should not be allowed to back date the MIC —
ESPE cannot ascertain when this scenario would ever be requested.
The ‘new’ customer will be set up on the post-P272tariff from the
outset?

UK Power | Yes. The migrated customer has taken no action, so has agreed the

Networks | capacity. The new customeris notimpacted by P272 migrationandis
the same as any other new owneror occupier.

Southern | Yes.

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus Yes

Energy

Ltd

Northern | Yes—butitmay be difficultto keep track of these types of customers,

Powergri | howeverwe would expectthesetobe relatively smallin numbers.

d

Northeast

and
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Yorkshire

Npower | Yes.The P272 HH requirementisonly relevanttothe owner/

Ltd occupierat the time of HH migration. Anew occupier has not been
forced by the industry to move to HH.
How will the DNO know who the owner/occupieris/wasin this
scenario?

Scottish In line with ourview detailed abovethatall customers should have

Power the facility to retrospectively updatethe MICif it is materially

Energy incorrectthen we do notagree that customers occupyingthe

Retail property subsequentfromthe CoMCshould be barred from

Limited retrospectively updating their capacity.

SmartestE | No, we do not agree. If the MIC is not appropriateitis not

nergy appropriate. The grace period provides adrop dead date for this
processto be invokedinanyevent.

Electricity | We would expect that new tenants should consider the type of supply

North they have in advance of movinginto a premise to ensure thatthey

West have sufficient capacity to operate the businessthattheyarein. Also
as part of the tariff negotiation with the new tenanta prospective
Suppliershould be able to make them aware of what the structure of
the tariff will be and if the MIC is excessive at the point of the first bill
discussions with the Distributorare likely to take place to mitigate
thisorindeedatan earlierstage inthe process should the Supplier
notify the Distributorthat a change of tenant has taken place.

SSE Yes, unlessthe MIC is obviously wrong.

Energy

Supply

Western | yes
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Power
Distributi
on
Company | 21. Withregards to Option 1, ifa P272 impacted customer 22,
requests a change in MIC shortly before moving out of a
property, how best do you see managing this process once the
customer has left the property? And how significant an issue
do you believe thisis?
British The customershould still be able to receive the protection on offer
Gas for the duration of the grace period.
SP The customershould only be allowed to ask fora change of MIC while
Distributi | theystill occupy the premises. We believe thisissueto be
on and SP | insignificantinterms of how many customers this will impact.
Manweb
The The MIC and the connection agreement are agreed. The connection
Electricity | agreementshould only apply inrespect of that customerwhilst they
Network | are the owneror occupierofthe relevantcustomer. Once the
Company | customerhas leftthe premisesthey have noviresto agree whatthe
maximum power requirementforthe premises should be.
If the issue isaround the customer seeking retrospective
amendments whilstthey werethe occupierthen the provisions of
Paragraph 151A should apply. Forcustomers who become the owner
or occupier of the premises after migration then the provisions of 149
and 150 should apply. Please see our proposed draftinginresponse
to Question5.
Gazprom | Thissounds like arare scenarioand presumablyitis possible now that
Energy connection agreements are entered into, with the customerthen
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movingoutshortly afterwards? We believe credit/re-bills would occur
as per the supply contract.

ESP The connection agreement should only apply whilst a customeristhe

Electricity | owner/occupierof that property. ESPE does not receive information
on a customer’s future plans orrequirements. We have not had
experience of acustomerincreasing/decreasing the agreed levels
priorto leavingthe property. However, itshould be noted thatonce
a customer has left the property they have noright to agree anything
related tothe connection agreement of that property.

UK Power | Ifthe agreementis not made before he leavesthe property thenit

Networks | cannot be made. Heis no longerthe owneroroccupier of the
premisesand any action takenin respect of the MIC may prejudice
the new owneror occupier.

Southern | We do not thisas a particularly significant additional issue and

Electric appropriate wordinginthe UoS charging statements can clarify

Power application conditions.

Distributi

on plc

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus In our opinion, the retrospective elements of Option 1, make it the

Energy most complex option, in particularif there has been achange of

Ltd tenancy (ora bankruptcy event). Such complexities could be

mitigated underOption 3.
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Northern | Inthe same way as any new customer movinginto a property the
Powergri | agreed MIC value would apply until such atime as the new customer
d wishesto changeit. This would then be part of the normal process
Northeast | and changes could only be considered once inatwelve month period.
and

Yorkshire

Npower | do notbelieve this risk can be managed by thisindustry as DNOs are
Ltd unlikely toreceive prior notice of achange in tenancy.

Scottish SPERL see no conflictinthe scenario describedin this section. Any
Power customerrequestingaretrospective change totheir MICwould be
Energy recompensed by the Supplier. The Supplieris recompensed by the
Retail DNO. This isentirelyinlinewith current changing.

Limited In any case we do not believe that this will be asignificantissue.
SmartestE | Thisissue is not significant.

nergy

Electricity | Ultimately, the new occupant has responsibility to conduct

North appropriate due diligence when deciding on movingintothe

West property and the MIC should form an integral part of this. Onlyonce

charges commence will this be highlighted. The MiCrelatesto the
MPAN and if an alterationis required the new customer will be
responsible foranyapplicable charges. Asa customerleavingthe
propertyisunlikely to pay for an alteration that will increase the MIC
itislikelyto purely be areduced MIC on paper therefore a
subsequentincrease back to thislevel may notincurany chargesif
the equipmentisstillin place to provide the required demand and we
have not allocated such a capacity elsewhere within the locality. This
may be unlikelyif only ashorttime period has elapsed. Thatsaid, this
has nothingto do with this change proposal and can exist now on
existing HH sites.
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SSE No comment.
Energy
Supply
Western | We agree with the textsetoutin para 5.15 of the consultation
Power document
Distributi
on
Company | 23. Withregards to each option, are there any technical or 24.
resource constraints that need to be taken into consideration
(and is there an associated cost)?
British We considerthat option 1 will place asignificant uneconomicburden
Gas on the industry. P272 will resultinac. 60% increase in HH DUoS billed
sites across the industry (with awide range forimpacts onindividual
parties). Billingand validation systems will be underincreased stress
to cope with this. At the extreme Option 1couldresultina similar
increase againinrequired billing but with an even greater
administrative cost since rebilling/reconciling will inevitably require
manual intervention.
The nature of the retrospective adjustments offered by option 1 will
inevitablylead toincreased levels of dispute and complaints as
customers will have to engage with both DNOs and suppliers (which
may involve more than one supplier)toreceive anyrefund due. This
is likely to require significant additional administrative resource from
all parties.
Options 2 throughto 4 will be considerably less resource intensive
since they will notinvolve massre-billing. These options will also
provide the best customer experience for the implementation of P272
and are lesslikely tolead to disputes and complaints.
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SP Option 2 and 3 has farmore of a resource issue than option 1. In
Distributi | option 2, the MIC needsto be setto zeroinitially before any bill is
on and SP | issued, thenall the first bills need to be looked atand the MIC reset
Manweb | to reflectthe MD on thefirstinvoice. Furthermore all customers MIC
have to be reconsidered afterthe grace period, (which differs for
each customer, therefore each month the DNO would need alist of
every MPAN which has reached its grace period) customers contacted
to advise what the MIC has been resetto and the MIC updated on the
billing application. For Option 1, you may onlyrequire to setthe MIC
once, and you only need toamend the MIC if the customer contacts
you at the end of their grace period. There are no technical issue for
all DNOs who use the DURABILL application.

The To be assessed

Electricity

Network

Company

Gazprom | Option2, 3 and4 wouldleadto additional internal costs for managing

Energy the administration of these options.

ESP Distributors would have to communicate adifferentapproach to

Electricity | applying capacitiestothe customer. If the approvedsolutionis
differenttothat already taken by the distributor, the additional
resource and administration required would incur significant costs for
most distributors. A differentapproach would reduce the customer
confidence in eitherapproach and may cause unnecessary concern.
Additionally, if many customers take up the offer of re-negotiating
the MICs, new connection agreements confirming the new MICwould
needtobe issued andincurfurther costs.

UK Power | Option 1 will require workin dealing with customerapplications for

Networks | connectionagreements. We had expected thisand are resourced to
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manage it.

Options 2, 3 and 4 would require significant changes to our billing
systems. These would take around 6 months to implement. As wellas
the expectedinteraction regarding connection agreements, there will
be unforeseenimpacts onthe billingteam.

Thisis because billingwould be divorced from connection agreements
and so the link between the two would need to be broken to prevent
data held with existing connection agreements or capacity records
beingapplied onachange of measurementclass and thereafterto
identify and maintain the value of MICused at the start and end of
the 12 month period envisaged. It should be noted that this change
only appliestoa subset of new half-hourly billed customers and so
the billing system would need anew source of historicdata
(unrelated to the current DUoS HH process) in orderto identify any
newly HH customeras being formerly PC5-8, adding further
complexity.

Southern | Options2, 3and 4 will all incurhigherlevels of cost than Option 1, as
Electric all P272 affected customers willbe subjectto furtherbilling changes
Power and communication exercises (irrespective of potentially being quite
Distributi | contentwiththe allocated MICand in many cases havinga recent
on plc connection agreement). As the changes proposed by Options 2,3 and
and 4 are likely to confuse asignificant group of customers, higher
Scottish customerservice costs are an inevitable consequence.

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus Option 1 has the potential to have the greatest technical orresource
Energy constraints, given the proposed retrospective billing elements; in
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Ltd particularif there has been a change of tenancy or bankruptcy event.
Itisalso notfair forcustomersto potentially be overcharged fortheir
MIC for 12 months.
One technical issue which needs to be considered foreach optionis
regardingif the DNO considers that the MIC should be amended.
DNOs would require appropriate customer contact details (and be
satisfied from a data protection perspective) if they intend to contact
customersregarding their MIC.
Northern | All of the optionsrequire some significantadditional processesto be
Powergri | established and this hasalready had resource implications. We are
d currently seeingsignificant numbers of queries with regards to the
Northeast | processand needforchange, but would expect that once customers
and have migrated, whilstthere will be more sites to manage onan
Yorkshire | ongoingbasis, the queriesshould hopefully reduce overtime.
Npower | Option1—Itismanual processto amend capacity, which comeswith
Ltd associated impact onresource forsuppliers.
Scottish Optionl— constraints around manual effort to update capacity costs
Power and rebatesin customer billing. Thisis not expected to be significant
Energy and operationally we can mitigate by proactively cleansing accounts
Retail before CoMCand monitoring after CoMC. Noimpactsin other parts
Limited of the process.

Options 2 & 3 — Constraintaround the accuracy of customer contract
pricingfor ‘rolled-up’ contracts. The Supplier will have to make an
assumption onthe likely MD value post CoMC to use for pricing which
may be different from actual charges. Customeralso has no certainty
in costs.

Option4 —Thislooksvery like the current process so not sure itis a
change otherthan allowingan MIC of 0. In any case itoffers noreal
protection toa customerwhichisa significant constraint. Dealing
with calls, queries and complaintsis anotherlikely cost to Suppliers of
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this option.

SmartestE | Regardless of any resource constraints, customers need to be treated

nergy fairly. This means that distributors need to be in a position to have an
agreed MIC with all customers where possible. Options2and 3 are
clearly designed to minimise distributors’ obligations to engage with
customers and are therefore notacceptable.

Electricity | Yes, options 2-4 would require substantial resources toimplement,

North maintain, reinstate/overwrite and manage billing dataand assurance

West (as outlinedinQ3above). There could be a significant resource cost
to manage these options and there may be IT costs associated with
data value changes.

SSE Option 1 may create a lot of work in processing refunds. The other

Energy options are not feasible.

Supply

Western | Option1— no technical constraints, amendments will be triggered

Power manually and spread overthe migration period

Distributi | Option 2 no technical constraints - but resource constraints,

on monitoring all mpans migrated each month —thenamendingtheir
Mic the following month, connections team engaging with customer
again after 12 month grace
Option 3 no technical constraint —resource constraint—connection
team duplication of effort—already engaged with customers —Billing
team will have torevise ASCon all 19000 customers
Option4— MD data provided by only 52% of suppliers forlessthan
39% of MPANSs, so impossible toimplement

Company | 25. Withregards to each option, are there any other constraints, | 26.

for instance the need for DNOs to potentially agree
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connection agreements with a large proportion of the
customers affected by P272 that you are concerned about?

British DNOs should have agreed or be agreeingbi-lateral connection

Gas agreements forall of these customers regardless of the DCP 248
option takenforward. We would be concerned if customers were
being charged MICs at more than double theirlevel of demand
without a bi-lateral connection agreement setting out the rights of
the customerinreturn forsuch a high level of MIC. There is likely to
be a constraintin getting bi-lateral connection agreements agreed or
updatedforall of these customers before April 2017, which would
supportthe needforan option which protects customers from the
outset (options 2-4) ratherthan one whichrequiresan agreementto
be enteredinto within 12 months of the change of measurement
class.

SP We do not share these concerns as we do not believe we needanew

Distributi | connection agreementsigned forall P272 customers whowishto

on and SP | change their MIC.

Manweb

The To be assessed

Electricity

Network

Company

Gazprom | We would expect DNOs to be appropriately resourced to handle all

Energy profile class 5-8 CT meter customer contactingthemtoenterintoa
new connection agreement. We believe each DNO should be required
to outline clearly the latest cut-off date fora customerrequestinga
connection agreement. Forinstance, if acustomerfirst contactsa
DNO 364 days aftertheir COMC: will this process be followed to
completion, withretrospectiveamendments to the MIC, even when
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the completion falls outside of 12 months?

ESP ESPE relies onthe National Terms of Connection forthe all the

Electricity | regulatory requirements with the exception of the MD/MIC level
itself. Thislevelissetatthe outset of a new developmentand design
statistics which are agreed with the developeratthe time. If the new
tenantrequests achange to MIC or wants clarification from ESPE of
the agreed level, ESPE provides written confirmation to the customer.

UK Power | Onlyconstraints around our processes under Options 2,3 and 4 as

Networks | outlined above. We expected the impact of P272 on connection
agreements and capacity management. We did not expect there to be
such a material impact on billing processes so late in the day and with
such short notice.

Southern | The requirementforsubstantial numbers of connection agreements

Electric islargelyinevitable. Ourbiggest concernisthe potential for the

Power industry to cause unnecessary and unjustified confusion amongst our

Distributi | customersthrough excessive complexity.

on plc

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus Potentially those customers that have already agreed an MIC with

Energy their DNO could be excluded from the process, subject to that

Ltd customer being contacted to confirm that they are satisfied with the
agreement. This could reduce customervolumesimpacted (although
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DNOs wouldrequire appropriate customer contact details as
referencedinourresponse to question 14).

Northern | We donot envisage significant numbers of connection agreementsto

Powergri | berequired, howeveritisdifficult toassessthe volumes we may

d encounteras a result of this change.

Northeast

and

Yorkshire

Npower Notthat we are aware of. DNOs are best placed to answer this.

Ltd

Scottish The work for DNOs to agree capacity with P272 candidatesis already

Power underway so much of thisis already done. The total volume of

Energy candidatesisrelatively smalland not considered to be a huge

Retail undertaking. ScottishPower Energy Retail has been proactive in

Limited working with DNOs to ensure our common customers receive the
best possible communication and have accurate MIC’s priorto signing
up to a HH contract. This work alleviates any major concerns about
ensuring MICs are accurate.
Ifall Suppliersand DNOs engage in a similar way thenitsuggests the
demandforretrospective MIC changes should be significantly
minimised.

SmartestE | Connection agreements are needed. Distributors need to start

nergy engaging with customers as soon as possible.

Electricity | Connection agreements - this is a known unknown. Until customers

North receive their first bills we will never know. Our communication

West exercise resulted in a handful of enquiries. This may well be due to
our currentarrangements in managing this activity asindicatedin our
response to Question 2.
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We believe thatitis discriminatory in its nature by only considering
reductions in capacity, and not allowing Distributors to receive the
correct MIC charges where an agreement has been reached with the
customer where avalue is in excess of this and existing agreements
exist (relates to 2-4 options)

This has the propensity to create further industry confusion than
actually deal with each issue as and when it occurs including
customer frustration with the change of supply process, the worth of
connection agreements due to rights being undermined or watered
down elsewhere.
Withregard to billingwe are one step removed from the customerin
that we bill the supplier. We have no knowledge of the commercial
arrangements they have with customers.
We believe that this change proposal istoo simplisticinits
understanding of the MIC.
SSE No comment.
Energy
Supply
Western | Yes agreeingconnection agreementsforsuch alarge number of
Power customersis challenging. Thisis afollow on fromthe process already
Distributi | startedto agree deemed MICs.
on
Company | 27. Withregards to each option, do you considerthere to be a 28.
concern in relation to a customer being able to identify the
need to amend their maximum import capacity with DNOs?
Please provide supporting reasons.
British These customers are likely to be less engaged in general with their
Gas electricity supply relative to aconventional HH customer. They are
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likely to be evenless aware of DUoS costs. Regardless of any
communications senttothem by DNOs or suppliers many will not
engage withthe DNOto agree a MIC simply because they are not
aware that itisrelevanttothem, or because the communications
were sentto the wrong contact.

This should not come as a surprise to DNOs or the industry — DNOs
commented on many occasions during the implementation of the
EDCM of the difficulty they had (and continue to have) in engaging
with EDCM customers on DUoS related matters. If thisis the case for
the small number of the largest customers connected tothe DNO
network, it clearly should not be presumed that all PC5-8 customers
affected by P272 will engage inthe required manner. Thereforeitis
obvious that option 1 will not provide the level of protection thatis
required forthese customers.

SP
Distributi
on and SP
Manweb

Thisis nota concernfor Option 1, since all the customers have been
written to. For the otheroptions,the DNO will need to contact the
customer afterthe grace periodto advise the customer of the MIC
goingforward. So everyoptioniscovered, butthere is more work
involvedin Options 2,3 and 4.

The
Electricity
Network
Company

Yes, often customers, nor many electrical contractors, understand the
concept of MIC and maximum demand. Thatiswhy figures provided
oftenfail toapply diversity. Asa consequence the required MICis
often overstated.

Gazprom
Energy

We believe there should be continued onus onthe DNO to
communicate with affected customers throughout the transition
period. Asindicatedinthe answerto question 15, a requirement for
all DNOs to publish a process document with timescales etc. would
help customers receive (and those in contact with customers such as
suppliers and brokers provide) the most helpful and relevant advice.
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ESP ESPE recognise that some customers may not understand the concept
Electricity | of MIC and maximum demand. However, it has beenclearly
communicated tothe customerthe possibility of amending their
applied capacities by contacting ESPEdirectly. Customers willalso
have sight of the MICs when they receive theirelectricity bill from
theirSupplier. ESPEis unsure if Suppliers offer guidance to theirend
customers onthe ability to renegotiate the agreed level, if not, it
would be a good thingto put into practice.

UK Power | We have writtentoall customersidentified as beingimpacted.

Networks | Itisnot known whethersuppliers have actively engaged with them, if
they had then capacity could be varied in advance of migration under
P272, especially given the extension of the P272 deadline and the
apparent availability of MD data to suppliers.
We also presume there will be some interaction between the supplier
and the customerimmediately prior to the migration. This would
particularly be true of there is a contract renewal or change of
supplier. Such aKey Account Managementinteraction would
presumably discuss these matters.
We cannot perceive any concern with customers identifying the need
to amend their MIC.

Southern | Thereissome degree of concern but, between the communication

Electric efforts of distributors and suppliers, more than reasonable efforts will

Power have been made to bring the issue to the attention of customers and

Distributi | offerappropriate assistance.

on plc

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power
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Distributi

on plc

Opus Potentially, evenif MIC-related communications to customers have

Energy not been sufficiently transparent, customers may still reactif there is

Ltd a step change totheir bills.
However, significant numbers of customers migrated under P272 are
likely to have no understanding of MIC, regardless of any attempts
that may have been made to communicate changes.

Northern | Ifthe industry works togetherforthe benefit of the end-customer

Powergri | thentheyshould be made aware of why this change is happening.

d We do howeverhave concerns that some customers may not see this

Northeast | change as a pass-throughitemontheirbill and will therefore be

and oblivioustothe change. If the benefit of thischangeistoinfluence

Yorkshire | customerbehaviourthentheyneedtosee thisontheirbillsand
relative to what they may be used to paying, and crucially, through
supplierand DNO engagement, understand why there will be
changes.

Npower | Yes.Many customersimpacted by P272 will notunderstand the

Ltd workings of the industry and will not understand they have the option
to challenge capacity rates.

Scottish There is always a risk that disengaged customers will notidentify the

Power needtoamendtheir MIC despite any number of prompts from

Energy Suppliers, DNOs and otherthird parties. Itis also true that disengaged

Retail customers are less likely to request aretrospective MIC change as by

Limited theirvery nature they are disengaged.

We donot believethatthisriskisa significantvariablein selectingan
optimum option from the four provided. Thisis because
ScottishPower Energy Retail is being proactivein identifying accurate
capacitieswhen agreeing new contracts. Thisincludes gathering HH
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data from NHH meters priorto CoMC to ensure MD data is gathered
and verified. This customer does not need to be engaged to do this.

SmartestE | | detecta leading question here. Itistrue that options 2 and 3 and, to

nergy an extent, option 4, do not rely on customersto identify anissue.
However, that does not make these optionsinherently preferable just
becauseitiseasierforthe customer. It is more appropriate for
customersto have the optionto be engaged and have a fall back
optionintheydo not. Options 1 and 4 follow this principle. Options 2
and 3 donot.

Electricity | We needto manage any such concerns whetherreal or otherwise.

North Both Distributors and Suppliers can play their partin this during the

West P272 roll out. This opportunity seems to be slipping away with the
lack of a co-ordinated approach. Thisisa disappointment. We seem
to be happytoletan issue develop and put processesin place postits
occurrence ratherthan being proactive and preventingit occurringin
the first place.

SSE Yes. They may not understand whatis happening even after

Energy communicating with theirSupplier or Distributor.

Supply

Western | The benefitof option 1is thatitallowsfora figure for MIC being

Power billed as soon as a customer migrates. This monetary impact would

Distributi | provide focusforthe customerandassistthemin identifyingif the

on MIC needs addressing.

Company | 29. Withregards to Option 1, do you believe thatthere shouldbe | 30.

a materiality threshold such that there will not be a credit
rebillif it is less than a certain value?
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British Whilst notideal asit means some customers may be charged at an
Gas inappropriate level of capacity, we believeathresholdis preferable. A
threshold will allow a balance between offering a backstop low level
of protection and the volume of manual intervention required to
make retrospective adjustments.

SP Yes. Itis our current practise that no rebills are produced wherethe

Distributi | Netvalueis+/- £5, we believe this should continuefor potential P272

on and SP | re-bills.

Manweb

The No. Whilst we agree with the sentimentwe don’t thinkitisrightthat

Electricity | customersshould be penalised where DNOs make inaccurate

Network [ assessmentsof whatthe MIC should be.

Company

Gazprom | No.If a more appropriate MIC is agreed then thisis what should be

Energy rebilled.

ESP Although ESPE does not agree with Option 1, we also do not believe

Electricity | thereisthe requirementforamateriality threshold.

UK Power | Thisis notfor stating herein. Normal practice should apply e.g. if

Networks | DNOsalready restrict such changesin DUoS credit/rebill values.

Southern | Yes.

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

and
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Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc

Southern
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc
and
Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc

We suggestthatthe minimum retrospective adjustment threshold
which should qualify for re-billingis 10 kVA. The threshold should be
setin relationto kVA ratherthan cash equivalents forready
understandingand application.

Opus
Energy
Ltd

Yes.

Northern
Powergri
d
Northeast
and
Yorkshire

Yes, we believe the amount of aretrospective credit rebill should
exceed the costthat it will take to administer. We estimate these
costs to be ~£5, and would be equivalentto achange of ~11kVA
based on 2015/16 charges.

Npower
Ltd

We would supportif the threshold was transparentand faire.g. %
based ratherthan kWh based. There will be a natural disincentive for
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customerto progress with small volumesi.e. time/effort vs. benefit.

Scottish No. A change to the MIC will be triggered on customer request and as

Power such the customer should be recompensed regardless of the value. It

Energy isunlikely customers willrequest achange unlessthere is a material

Retail financial impactsothereisnosenseincreatingan artificial barrier.

Limited

SmartestE | Yes, thiswould appearsensible

nergy

Electricity | If you agree to credit the customer you should do so because this is

North an expectationthey should be made aware of. We expect that such a

West credit would have to be generated as a separate bill rather than
undertaking a credit rebill of each affected bill. This would be very
time consuming.
Any introduction of a materiality threshold needs to be
communicated to the customer at the initial stages of the
discussions/communication in order to manage their expectations.
Should one exist? If the answeris yes the same value needs to apply
to both the ‘Distributorto the Supplier’ and ‘the Supplierto the
Customer’, withthe same message being provided to the customer
irrespective of who the customer contacts. It may be useful to make
thisan entitlementratherthan mandate thatif a thresholdis
breached credit will not be made.

SSE If the customerrequestsareductionin Maximum Import Capacity,

Energy thenthe Distributorshould assume thatarefund paymentis

Supply required.

Western | We already have a £5 Threshold —and would not wantto change this

Power for P272 mpans

Distributi
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on
Company | 31. Withregards to Option 1, if there were to be a materiality 32.
threshold, what do you believe it should be set at?
British Looking at the analysis provided we suggest a threshold of
Gas £20/month which would reduce the administrative burden on
industry by c. 40%.
SP +/- £5.
Distributi
on and SP
Manweb
The We believe this should be an absolute amount (as opposedtoa
Electricity | percentage) should relate to the administration costs of making the
Network | change- £75? (Materiality beingbased onthe annual charge).
Company
Gazprom | n/a
Energy
ESP See answertoQ17.
Electricity
UK Power | Existing custom and practice per DNO.
Networks
Southern | We suggestthatthe minimum retrospective adjustment threshold
Electric which should qualify forre-billingis 10 kVA. The threshold should be
Power setin relationto kVA ratherthan cash equivalents forready
Distributi | understandingand application.
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on plc
and
Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc
Opus Anyvalue should be sufficient to cover reasonable administrative
Energy costs associated with Option 1 (forexample, complexities of
Ltd retrospective billing) and set at a level which should eliminate
immaterial sums. However, we are opposed to Option 1for which
customers would potentially be overcharged for 12 months.
Northern | Yes.Please seeresponsetoquestion17.
Powergri
d
Northeast
and
Yorkshire
Npower | We have noviewsabove those statedin question 17.
Ltd
Scottish As above Scottish Power Energy Retail does not believe thatthereisa
Power needforany materiality threshold and tointroduce one may
Energy potentially act against the customer’sinterest.
Retail
Limited
SmartestE | £100 per MPAN
nergy
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Electricity
North
West

By the time the analysis has been undertakento calculate the value
you may as well credit the Supplier of the customer.

SSE
Energy

Supply

£10 - with any smalleramounts being donated to charity.

Western
Power
Distributi
on

£5 ( 4.16 + VAT)

Company

33. Are there any alternative solutions or matters that should be
considered by the Working Group?

34.

British
Gas

n/a

SP
Distributi
on and SP
Manweb

No.

The
Electricity
Network
Company

We note that this proposed change applies to DNOs only and not to
IDNOs. Is thisthe intent of the change proposal.

Gazprom
Energy

n/a
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ESP
Electricity

ESPE would like the WGto considerthe negative impactonthe
customer experience of receiving conflicting approaches by the
distributeron applying defaultvalues.

The distribution parties (both DNOs and IDNOs) have already
completed muchworkinthisarea by writing to all PC5-8 customers
who may be affected by the change and advisingon the relevant
distributor’s plan of action e.g. toapply a zero capacity at start up or
to applya defaultetc. It would require afurtherround of
communicationif the agreed solution was different to the
distributor’s original stance.

Thisamounts to tens of thousands of letters and the associated costs.
Further communication to the customeramendingthe change inthe
transfer plans will not provide the customerwith any confidence in
either of the approachesand would negativelyimpactonthe
customerexperience as aresult.

ESPE believes this CP is unnecessary as the Supplier should already
hold information on maximum demands (either actual or estimated)
having negotiated the original contract with the customer. If the
supplier provided thatinformation to the distributor, the distributor
could setthe appropriate level atthe outsetand increase/reduce as
usual going forward. ESPE makesthe assumptionthatwhena
Supplierisintending to migrate acustomerfromthe current PC5-8
tariff to the LV HH Metered tariff (where CTs are installed); the
Supplierwilldiscuss and advise on the level of capacity being agreed
as part of their contract with the customer. The suppliercouldthen
eithercommunicate thatvalue to the distributor priorto the transfer,
or ask the customerto contact the distributor if they are notin
agreementwiththe level proposed underthe new contract.

UK Power
Networks

The group should consider whether any of the recommended
approachesdiscriminates as between customers, particularly as
betweenthose already on HH tariffs (or movinginto such premises)
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and P272 customers.
Thereisalso the question of whether customers who have migrated
under P272, priorto the implementation of this change, are
disadvantaged by this change, particularly Options 2,3 and 4.
It should also be noted that by varying Schedule 16, this change
would only apply to DNOs operatingin theirdistribution services area
and notto IDNOs or out of area DNOs.

Southern | No.

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

and

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

Opus Yes - Potentially those customers that have already agreed an MIC

Energy with theirDNO could be excluded from the process, subject to that

Ltd customer being contacted to confirm that they are satisfied with the
agreement. This could reduce customervolumesimpacted.
We recommend also, that considerationis given regarding whether
there could be any potential complications for customers onanIDNO
network (forexample, regarding billing of excess capacity charges).

Northern | Noneat thistime.

Powergri

d
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Northeast

and

Yorkshire

Npower | Yes.Options2,3,4 applyto all future customers butare

Ltd difficult/impossibleto apply retrospectivelyi.e. to customers who
have already moved to HH as a result of P272, priorto this
modification being approved.
A possible suggestionisahybrid option where option 1is used for
customers that have moved to HH before a defined date (say 1 month
afterapproval?) and option [3] is applied on and afterthat date. This
may be a betteroption as it will positively benefit more customers
and also give the DNOs time to change approach.
This proposal doesintroduce additional complexity to the solution
which may make itunviable.

Scottish No

Power

Energy

Retail

Limited

SmartestE | No

nergy

Electricity | We believe that:

North e furtheranalysisisrequired due tothe potentialinaccuracies

West of the data currently being provided. We see contrary

evidence thatthisisanissue;

e itwilljustincrease customerconfusionandinsome of the
options create customerresentment (having towaitforany
reduction in capacity whilst being charged at that value);

o ifa customerwantstoagree a MICin excess of the values
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beingused and Distributor’s have to wait to enact it, this s
beingdiscriminatory to other customers since they are having
to pick up this cross subsidy during the twelve month period;
the legal textisfar from complete;

the working group assessmentis somewhat premature
regardingtheirbelief thatafurther consultationisnot
required;

thereisno review of the potential impact/conflict with the
National Terms of Connection;

thereisno prosand cons of the optionsidentified;

no impactassessment of the costs to facilitate this change
dueto businessand IT process changes needingto co-exist
for overtwoyears;

we challenge the working group viewthat change of tenancy
and amendments close to a customerleaving the premises
onlyimpacts Option 1. They are commonto all; and

there is a potential Change of Supplier consideration. How
would subsequent gaining Suppliers know that this
arrangementstill exists to ensure that they correctly back off
any commercial arrangements and therebyensure thatthe
customeris not undulyimpacted by any change inany
commercial arrangements made as a consequence of sucha
Change of Supplier?

We bill the Supplierand notthe end customer. We do not know
whethersuch arrangements (MIC charges) are contained within the
commercial offerings to the end customer. If a creditis provided to
the Supplierwe wantan obligation to pass back such a creditto the
customerirrespective of any commercial arrangement that exists.
This must notbe seen asa Supplier windfall.

SSE No.
Energy
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Supply

Western
Power
Distributi
on

none
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