DCUSA DCP 204 Consultation responses — collated comments

Company 1. Do you have any comments on the DCP 204 legal text Working Group Comments
(Attachment 1)?

BritishGas | 3A.1The User shall use reasonable endeavourstoensure that, The respondent furtherexplained that thiscommentrelatestoa
where appropriate functionality is available, Smart Metering fundamental principle of the change. The respondent’s concernis
Systemsinstalled by it (orany agentactingon its behalf) are that the randomised offet limitis a minimum of 600 seconds.
configured:

(a) to provide Randomised Offset; and It was explained that 600 will give the minimum randomisation that is

(b) such thatthe Randomised Offset Limitis setata value of noless | required goingupto 1799 is there to give Suppliers flexibility in their

than 600 and no greaterthan 1799. commercial offerings butitalso meansthatin load managed areas
(or where security restriction notices or emergency security

We do not agree that the Limit should be between 600and 1799. If | restriction notices are issued) one of the actions there could be to

we were requested tosetthe limitat 1799 we believe this would increase the randomised offset limit as a means of mitigation. Having

cause significant customerissues and confusion particularly with up to 1799 gives thisflexibility.

the introduction of more granulartime of use tariffs. We believe the

limitshould be set at 600 The respondent noted thattheir concernisthat the DNO could write
to the Suppliersayinginthisareathereisan issue therefore please
can you setyourrandomised offset limit to say 1600. It was noted
that the risk of this happeningis unknown; atthe moment the system
isstable because there is randomisation out there.

E.ON With the extension of the regime to all Smart Meters we would The respondent explained that theirresponse was similarto the

challenge thatthe legal text should be reviewed with the purpose of
ensuring the safeguards on declaring that suppliers make changes
to the Randomised Offset Limit are fit for purpose.

above response andisabout having safe guardsin place.
It was questioned whetherthe DCP 204 legal text should be updated
to include any additional actions on Network operators in terms of

checks and balances.

It was highlighted that LMAs will only be applied in areas where




switchingtimesare aproblem. Thisislikely tobe inareaswhere
there are customers moving demandin a non-diverse fashion. [t was
notedthat the Authorityis copiedintoany noticesthatare issued
and has the ability to question why DNOs are taking these actions.

It was also highlighted that network studies will take place before
LMAs are issued.

A Supplier Working Group member highlighted that their concernis
that they would like safeguards that would prevent them from
receivingalarge numberof notices overavery short time period. In
response, it was highlighted that the DCP 204 |legal text states that
under normal circumstances notices will not be issued within 20
Working Days of the last notice for that area.

The group discussed whether 20 Working Days was a sufficienttime
period. It was noted that 20 Working Days has beenin place since the
DCUSA wentlive,i.e.itisnotbeingadded by DCP 204. The group
agreedto extend the time period to 60 Working Days to give
Suppliersanincreased safeguard that would preventthem from
receivingalarge numberof noticesoveraveryshort time period. It
was noted thatin exception circumstances, the DNOsstill hasthe
ability toissue notices within the 60 Working Day period.

When writing thisupinthe Change Reportreference the Clauses with
the mitigations (i.e.3.2)

EDF Energy

We have one comment to make in regards to the draft legal text.
We believe thatit would be useful to make it clearin Section 7 that

The respondent further explained that the level of details to be
providedto Suppliers could be clearer.




the obligations relating to Load Managed Areas detailed in Section 5
still apply where aSecurity Restriction Notice issued. Whilethe
currentdraftingimpliesthatthisisthe case, we believe that this
could be more explicit.

The Working Group updated the legal textto address the
respondent’s concerns.

Scottish
Power
Energy
Retail
Limited

No comment

Noted

Southern
Electric
Power
Distribution
plcand
Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distribution

plc

We are happy withthe content of the DCP204 legal text.

Noted

SSE

SSE Supply business has been actively involved in the DCP204
process and changesto the legal text. As such we support the
changesand theintentbehind them.

Noted

Western
Power
Distribution

Load Managed Areas

Clause 5.4 is a little vague and seems mainly to refer to actions that
are subjectto a separate notice. Suggest thatthere would be
greaterclarityif all superfluous parts were deleted and that the
Clause simply states “The issue of a Load Managed Area Notice
requiresthat: (d)...;and (e)...”

Load Managed Areas

The group noted that WPD had raised similarissues around the
complexity of the notice process. The Working Group agreed that the
additional information was useful andis largely already in the DCUSA.
It was agreed that Clause 5.4 should not be amended.




Security Restriction Notice

Clauses 7.4, 7.5 & 7.6 are a little vague and seem mainly toreferto
actions that only might be requested, orare subjectto a separate
notice. Asa consequence itis unclear what materially differentiates
this notice from a Load Managed Areaone. It alsoseems harshto
issue a Compliance Notice for such nebulous actions.
Suggestthatthere would be greaterclarity if all superfluous parts
were deleted and that the Clause simply states “The issue of a
Security Restriction Notice requiresthat: 7.6(a)...;and 7.6(b)...”

Emergency Security Restriction Notice

WPD has reservations about the practicalities and legalities of de-
energising particular Customers forabreach of the Agreement by
theirSupplier:

e Customersgenerally have the rightto be and to remain
connected.

e Clause 10.1 providesforan escalation procedure inthe
eventof a dispute which does notinvolvedisconnecting
customers

e The network operational constraints willbe limited to
particulartimes of the day. It is not reasonably practicable
to repeatedly disconnect customers at the start of these
periods andthenreconnectthematthe end. It may also be
necessary to obtain warrants to enforce access to customer
premises.

e In practice Network Operators would invoke Distribution
Code — Operating Code 6to control demand in the event of
operating problems on their network. This does not
discriminate againstor unduly preferany one orany group
of Suppliers ortheir Customers.

Clause 11.2 requires Emergency SRNs to be dictated overthe

ElectraLink took an action to ask WPD to presentto the Group what
they would considerto be betterlegal draftingthat would address
the concerns raisedintheir consultation response.

WPD prepared suggested legal text which soughtto address their
concerns. The concerns highlighted by WPD and the Working Group’s
response to each are setout in Appendix 1below.

The group considered WPD’s revised legaltextand agreed to
progress the currentversion of the legal text ratherthan WPD’s
suggested version forthe following reasons:

e The proposed legal text is a significant deviation from
the current DCP 204 legal text and would require a
further industry consultation were it to be progressed
which would delay the CP.

e Ofgemsent DCP 204 back to the Working Group asking
for additional justification for the change, not because
there were fundamental concerns with the legal text.

e The majority of Working Group members and
consultation respondents are comfortable with the
existing legal text.




phone. Clause 8.3(a) requires the notice toinclude (amongst other
things) the relevant MPANSs. Itis not reasonable to dictate alonglist
of MPANs (potentially thousands) overthe phone, norhave them
dictated backin full to check that they have been accurately
received. Clause 8.2requires Emergency SRNsto be sentto the
User, all other Suppliers and the Authority - Itis not reasonable to
dictate a longlist of MPANs overthe phone to all of these parties
separately.

Clauses 8.4, 8.5, 8.6 & 8.7 are a little vague and seem mainly to
referto actions that only might be requested, orare subjectto a
separate notice. Suggest thatthere would be greaterclarityif all
superfluous parts were deleted and that the Clause simply states
“The issue of an Emergency Security Restriction Notice requires
that: ...”

Compliance Notice

Compliance Notices are not well defined. There is no section
stating: what details the Notice must contain; How isit issued (in
accordance with Clause 59?); What timescales have User’s got to
complete the actions within; How longisitin force for; etc

Company | 2. Do you have any comments on the new obligations which will | Working Group Comments

be introduced by DCP 204, as detailed in Attachment 2?
British We believe thatthe inclusion of a Randomised Offset Limitshould be | It was noted thatthis point has been previously discussed by the
Gas not more than 600 seconds. Even 600 seconds will cause customer group.

confusionand will drive increased customer calls. The new
obligations givethe Distributor the ability to make changesto the
Randomised Offset Limit. We do not think this should be more than
600 seconds.




E.ON

We are concerned at the new obligations especially the impact that
they will have on customers. We have broken our concernsintothe
following areas
Supplier Costs
As a supplier we willhave to contact and manage customerconcerns
and queries. We do not believethata one off exercise informing
customers of a potential impact will be sufficient and envision that
we will need to contact customers during an affected period. This will
have its own risks forexample asking the customerto take actionand
they are not at the property etc.
The management of customers will have asignificantimpactonusin
terms of costs. These include
e Implementation project - IT costs and business readiness
e Customercommunications - creation and maintenance of
bespoke communications
e Enduringoperationscosts - query managementincluding
ability to engage in rapid communications with customer

Implementation Timeline

In terms of benefits we do not see the case for the proposed
implementation date. We have reviewed the impacted postcode list
that has been provided against the latest set of WAN coverage
information fromthe DCCand have identified that the majority of
customersinthese regions willnot be getting WAN coverage for
some time. Oursampling showed the majority of customers within
WPD regions are due WAN between 2016-2021 with the highest
percentage post 2017. SSE showed asimilar picture, but with
customersinthe Skye, Shetland, Argyll and Bute areas showing nil
WAN coverage (therefore unlikely before 2021, if at all). Manweb
showed the majority covered from 2016 onwards.

Timingtherefore plays acritical part — we cannot see that the current
date based on DCC coverageisjustified.

The respondent furtherexplained that they look the existing LMAs
listand cross checkeditagainst the existing WAN coverage. From this
sampling exercise they cannot see that the current date based on
DCC coverageisjustified.

It was noted that the legal text states thatif you do not have the
functionalityavailable onthe meterthenyoudonotneedtodeliver
the obligation.

It was noted that whilstthere isarecognition that the technology will
not be available inthe early stages, itwould be useful togetthe CPin
place so that Suppliers know what the obligations are and can work
towards them as the technology becomes available.

It was suggested thatthe only reason to put the implementation back
would be if the group feltthat the current date was not achievable.

It was questioned whether the legal textis clearthat the obligations
for randomisation only apply from 1 April 2016 if the technology is
available, forexample, there needs to be WAN.

Some Working Group members expressed a preference forthe
implementation date to be amendedto give agreater notice period.
The group noted that until SMETS2 is available and DCC has gone live
the DCP 204 obligations cannot come into place, however, the date
when SMETS2 will comeinis notknown.

It was noted that the current DCC go-live date is August 2016.
The group discussed implementing DCP 204 in November 2016, but it

was highlighted that this would require retrospective application to
SMETS2 metersinstalled before November.




Impacts on Customers

We believe that the change will be potentially confusing to customers
and that as currently described it will be hard to effectively engage
with customers. Customers may be affected with short notice and
this will mean ability to manage customers will be limited. In addition
as asupplierwe will needto have teams availableto take queries at
all affected times. Randomised offset for customers on TOU tariffs
could be significantand will undermine customer confidence in both
the offering of such tariff and theirsupplier.

An action was taken for Working Group members to confirm whether
they would be comfortable with a1 September 2016 implementation
date. ACTION

EDF
Energy

We note that the list of new obligations thatis detailedin
Attachment 2 does notinclude the obligation tosetaminimum
Randomised Offset Limit of 600 seconds. Thisis the element of
DCP204 whichisthe most material change fromthe current
obligationsin Schedule 8. Most of the other changesreplicate
existing obligations in relation to smart meters.

This element of DCP204 has the greatestimpact on customersas it
moves actual switchingtimes onasmart meteraway from the
nominal switchingtimes associated with a customer’s tariff. While
the impact of thisinthe early stages of the smart metering rollout
mightbe very low as the majority of customers will remain on single
rate tariffs, as the use Time of Use tariffsincreases, the mandated
level of randomisation willimpact more and more customers, in what
we believeisanegative manner.

The respondent further explained theirconcernis the application of
randomisation outside of load managed areas. It was observed that
Ofgem has also expressed concerns about this area of DCP 204.

It was suggested thatit may helpif additional informationis sought
from National Grid on why the 600 seconds needsto be appliedona
national basis.

Scottish
Power
Energy
Retail

SPERL question how the distributing business is going to manage the
business of Load Managed Areas (LMA) on an enduring basis. It could
be argued that suppliers should only be given MPANs for properties
they supply. However, there may be difficulties related to constant

It was noted that Scottish Powerissuggesting that when a central
registration systemis developed, aflagshould be includedindicating
if a customerisinaload managed area. The Working Group agreed
that this was a sensible suggestion thatis already capturedin the DCP




Limited churnintheindustry. We believe that we needto consider holding 204 Change Report. Whenthe centralised registration systemis
LMAs as a flagin Central Registrations systems. We would see thisas | developed this will need to be takeninto consideration.
a more logical approach andgiventhe timeframeitwould be
opportune and expedient. Inaddition oursuggestionisthataone off
build designed should also be considered for gas.
Southern | We supportthe new obligations proposed by DCP204, as we believe | Noted
Electric theyrepresentabalanced and pragmatic proposal to manage the
Power future uncertainties arising from load switching by supplier-
Distributi | controlled smart meters without placing unduly onerous constraints
on plc on suppliers.
and
Scottish
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc
SSE The obligations on DNOs to provide more detailed information, by Noted
MPAN, will make iteasierforSuppliersto be able to manage
customers they supply in LMA areas. Although this does not change
the existing obligations it does enablethem to be enacted more
accurately improving customerservice.
Western | No Noted
Power
Distributi

on




Company | 3. Do you have any comments on the Ofgem send back letter Working Group Comments
(Attachment 3)?
British We agree with the deficiencies outlined in the Final Modification Point 1. It was noted that there is an action onthe DCP 204 Working
Gas Report by Ofgem. Group chair to ask for cost benefit datafrom DNOs with Load
Point1 The consultationincludes atable of costs and benefits which | Managed Areas.
claimavoided reinforcement costs of between £161 to £718 million
inthe SHEPD area. As no other Distributors have putforward any Point 2. It was noted that this was discussed againstan earlier
benefits we assume thatthisissueislimited toasingle DNOareaand | question.
therefore cannot see any justification for mandating nationwide
obligations. No other benefits have beenidentified Point 3. It was noted that this was discussed againstan earlier
Point2 We agree that no justification has been putforward to extend | question. It was highlighted that a minimum of 600 would not deliver
the current regime to all smart meters the level of system security desired.
Point3 We do not agree with the minimum limit being 600 seconds.
Thisvalue should be the maximum limitto avoid further customer Point4. It was noted that the communication could be done atthe
confusion. point of installation and on-going communication may also be
Point4 We agree that the risk of customer confusion and how this required.
can be mitigated has not been coveredinthe final modification
report. We believe customers willrequire dedicated communications
aroundthe offsetvalue.
E.ON We agree with the Ofgemview that customers will be confuseddue | The group discussed that mitigation mightinclude speakingtothe
to the impacts of randomisation on switching timesand we do not customeraboutit at the time of installation.
see that this has been mitigated.
EDF We agree witha number of the concerns expressed by Ofgemin their | A note from National Grid on DCP 204 that addresses EDF’s concerns
Energy send back letter. As noted in the response to question 2our most has been shared with EDF and information from this email will be

significant concerninregards to DCP204 is the mandationofa
minimum Randomised Offset Limit of 600 seconds across all smart
meters, and not just those in Load Managed Areas. We believe that
randomisationis a negative customerexperience and the application
of itshould be limited as faras possible. We agree that sufficient

capturedinthe DCP 204 Change Report.




evidence was not presented in the original change report that would
justify the proposed minimum Randomised Offset Limit of 600
seconds across all smart metersinstalled nationwide.

Scottish
Power
Energy
Retail
Limited

Ofgemidentifies 4key areas where itfeelsthereiscurrently
insufficientinformation on which it can base a decision. They are:
1. The costs and benefits of continuing the existing regime through
smart metersinthe proposed manner.

2. The benefits and reasonsforrolling out the randomisation
functionalityto all smart meters as opposed to just those in LMAs.
3. Justification for having a minimum randomisation offset limit of
600 seconds (10 minutes) as opposed to anotherlimit.

4. An explanation of how customer confusion from randomised
switching times might be avoided - backed up with consumer
benefits.

Withregard to the first of these, suppliers are likely to want to
replicate the switching times of the old meter, which we expectto be
able to achieve in most cases. If not, the DNO will need to agree to
the times being changed, which should be okay in mostareas.
Nonetheless, an alternative approach will be needed where the DNO
doesnotagree to the proposed switchingregime, which mightbe
most likely for RTS customersin LMAs.

We cannot predict with any reasonable accuracy the number of
customers thiswould apply toin practise, although we expectit will
be very small. It isimportant, therefore, to maintain perspective
when consideringany alternative approach, to ensure it remains
proportionate tothe scale of the issue.

The justification for the offset parameters (point 3) ismore a
question forthe DNOs; however, the Government determined thata

It was noted that the Working Group has already covered the points
raised against earlier questions.

It was noted that replication of switchingtimesisarequirementthat
appliestoday through the replication of SSC.




randomisation offset capability should be afeature of version 2 of its
Smart Metering Equipment Technical Specification (SMETS).

Although the switching times will be randomised, this randomisation
isnot dynamicinthat the offsetapplied to each meterwill be fixed.
The effect of this offsetis such that a heating tariff offering ‘off-peak’
between, say, 11lpmand 7am, might have actual switchingtimes of
11.01pm and 7.01am.

It should also be noted that randomisationis already a feature of load
switching, not something beingintroduced by Smart meters, and we
have not been aware of customer confusion resulting fromit.
However, we acknowledge that thisis possibly because such
randomisation would not typically be obvious to the customer;
whereas, with Smart meters, the active tariff will be displayed on the
customer’s IHD, making the randomisation more apparent.

To counterany confusion this might otherwise cause, relevant
customers will have the use and effect of randomisation explained to
them, as part of the demonstration of the IHD, during their Smart
meterinstallation.

The customer benefits of the proposed arrangements come from
havingincreased security of supply.

Southern
Electric
Power
Distributi
onplc
and

We understand the concernsraised by Ofgem but believe that the
Working Group is making significant progress to address these. For
example, to broaden the stakeholder engagement opportunities, a
presentation has been delivered to smallersuppliers at the Domestic
Energy Supplier Forum and the Group are also hostingatelephone-
based Q&A session. These are positive stepsin developing greater

Noted




Scottish engagement which are tobe commended.
Hydro
Electric
Power
Distributi
on plc
SSE The Ofgem letter highlighted some areas of additional work to be Noted
addressed by the Workgroup. The Ofgem comments were recognised
as helpful and have been taken forward to add clarity to the
proposed changesandto include further qualitative and quantitative
cost / benefits. SSE believes all Ofgem’s points have been
adequately addressed.
Western No Noted
Power
Distributi
on
Company | 4. Do you have any information that could aid the Working Working Group Comments
Group in documenting and valuing the costs and benefits of
the proposal (Attachment 4 sets out the costs and benefits
identified thus far)?
British We believe dedicated communications may be required to It was noted that communication with customers on randomisation is
Gas communicate issues relating torandomised offset. We will endeavour | somethingthatyouwould expect Suppliers to do as part of the

to provide anindicative cost per customerindue course

rollout. Itisa businessas usual costand isalready in DCUSA at
present. It can therefore not be classed as an additional cost
associated with DCP 204.

The respondent was asked to take thisinto account when providing




data to the DCP 204 group.

E.ON

We do not supportthe current costs and benefits case. We note that
there are no benefits stated for SPand WPD and we don’tsee
evidence to supportthe documented avoided reinforcement costs for
SHEPD.

We would also challenge that there is marginal costs associated with
communicating to customers. Implementing DCP204 forus as a
supplierwould necessitate a project as we would need to make
system and business changes to manage, receive and hold
information. In addition we would also need to develop a
communications process with customers, create bespoke fulfilment,
review and amend current terms and conditions and train teams to
deal with customer queries. The costs associated with this would be
significant.

It was noted that these points have been discussed against previous
questions.

EDF
Energy

We do not have any more accurate informationinregardstothe
costs and benefitsthat would result from the implementation of
DCP204.

We believe that the costs and benefits that are attributed to DCP204
needtobe clearly associated with the different elements of the
change. Given ourconcernsregarding randomisation, and the impact
that this has on customers, we believe that the benefitsthatare
attributed to this specificelement of the change need to be clearly
and separately identified. We note that Attachment 4 includes
avoided reinforcement costs of £161million to £718million provided
by SHEPD. This is a very wide range whichindicates alack of accuracy
inthe assessment. Itisalso not clear how much of this figureis
associated with maintaining the existing obligations related to
maintaining consistent time switching regimesin Load Managed
Areas, and which are associated with the new obligations regarding
randomisation.

It was noted that the wide range is due to the methodology of the
reportand where issues may arise due tothe nature of the network
and geography.

Scottish and Southern Energy Power Distribution providedthe
followinginformation regarding this consultation response.

Regarding the values detailed in the attachment4 the £161million to
£718million rangeis dueto the way the work was scoped in order to
ensurethatthe work captured the aspects and locations of our SHEPD
network that would likely be mostimpacted by the withdrawal of the
RTS system. The aspects of our distribution system studied were:

e Generation (principally embedded generation across the

island groups);
e 33kV distribution network;
e 33/11kV primary substations;




Clearevidence must be provided by DNOs or by National Grid that
demonstrates the benefits of applying mandated randomisation
across all smart metersfor EDF Energy to be able to support this
element of DCP204; as it stands we are not able to do so.

e 11kV distribution network;
e 11kV/LVtransformers; and
e Security of supply.

There are also specific issues related to the geography of the SHEPD
licence area so the study considered theimpact at six geographic
locations, these were:

o slay;

e Skye;

e The Orkney Islands;

e The Shetland Islands;

e The Western Isles; and

e Dundee(asanexample of a typical urban area).

To allow forthe completion of the study in the requisite timescale and
manage the extent of the associated workload, aprocesswas
developed thatinvolved the detailed study of one or two regions.
Details of the use of the RTS in different scenarios would provide
information that would allow extrapolations to be performed for the
otherregions. The highest detail was given to Shetland, a medium
level to Orkney and lower levels to the remaining locations.

The £161 million figureis therefore accurate as an estimate forthe
minimum level of reinforcement that would be required to manage
network issues associated with an increase in the coincidence of load.

It should also be noted thatthis figureis based on DPCR5 allowed
expenditure, i.e. Ofgem, Electricity Distribution Price Control Review
Final Proposals —Allowed revenue — Cost assessment appendix,
December 2009. It should therefore be recognised that that any
futurereinforcement work would incur a higher cost.




Scottish Notavailable atthistime Noted

Power

Energy

Retail

Limited

Southern | We have already provided information to the Working Group but Noted

Electric recognise thatitis notreasonably possible to undertake afull cost

Power benefitanalysis. In ourview the Working Group are adoptinga

Distributi | reasonable and pragmaticalternativeapproachinresponse to the

on plc requestforgreaterinformation on costs and benefits, in the absence

and of accurate data to work from.

Scottish

Hydro

Electric

Power

Distributi

on plc

SSE All information available to SSE has already been incorporated into Noted
the Working Group’s assessment.

Western | No Noted

Power

Distributi

on

Company

5. Do you have any further comments?

Working Group Comments




British The original Change Report confirmed animplementation date for It was noted that the group has discussed the implementation date
Gas DCP 204 as 1° April 2016. Given the delays as a result of the Ofgem againsta previous question.

send back letterand the delays to DCC go live we do not believe that

this date is eitherachievable orrequired.

We would suggest animplementation date of November 2016 at the

earliest.

E.ON We are not currently supportive of this change. The respondent explained that the Working Group’s decision to
change the implementation date and safeguarding legal text
amendments have gone some way to addressing their concerns.

EDF No Noted

Energy

Scottish We fail to see this as a retail responsibility issue forthe following Key | The group noted that they were unsure of the significance of the

Power reasons: points raised by SP Energy Retail. The requirement on Suppliers

Energy » Alertsthatinvolve voltage qualityissue are sentto the under DCP 204 is to work with DNOs to address networkissues based

Retail Distribution Network Operators andthe Suppliersdonotsee | onthe knowledge thatthe DNO has.

Limited these alerts.

» Additionally Suppliers do not have knowledge of DNOs Electralink took an action to seek further clarification fromthe
network orwhere these customers are positioned; neitherdo | respondent.
Suppliers have accountability for this.
It was observed that DCP 204 will give Suppliers a greater level of
information than at present.

Southern | In ourview, the proposed changes are essential steps which are Noted

Electric necessary toreflectthe changes of technology and transfer of control

Power of customer demand load switching as a consequence of mass-scale

Distributi | smart metering.

on plc In particular, we firmly believe that switching randomisation, in the

and form proposed by the Working Group, isa fundamental necessity to

Scottish lessentherisk of incidentsinduced by synchronised load switching

Hydro

which may have serious effects onthe integrity of distribution




Electric networks and which may also compromise the role of National Grid in
Power theircapacity as GB System Operator.
Distributi
on plc
SSE SSE Supply business recognises the importance of these changesand | Noted
the benefits that will be achieved from improved information from
the DNOs which can be used to inform our customersinrelationto
LMAs. We also understand the requirement toimplement the
Randomised Offsetin a pragmatic mannerto replicate the diversity of
load pick up and drop off as occurs today. This proposal achieves the
desired outcome inafair and equitable mannerand facilitates future
changes as may be required.
Western | One of the objectives of the Change Proposal was to simplify the It was noted that this point has been previously discussed.
Power security restriction notice process. Whilstthere hasbeensome
Distributi | improvement, the difference between the noticesisalmost
on imperceptible, which leads to confusion rather than clarity:

e Both SRN and ESRN appearto be advisoryinnaturei.e.on
theirown do notrequire any corrective action to be taken.
e Corrective action appearsto be mandated by the issue of
Compliance Notices
e Thisbegsthe question whetherboth SRNsand ESRNs are
necessary since asingle notice could indicatewhetherthere
was a “material” or “immediate” risk to security of supply.
The need fora separate Compliance Notice is also questionable as
the actions to be taken and the timescales required could be included
on the SRN/ESRN.







Appendix 1 - WPD Legal Text Concerns and Working Group Response

WPD Concern

Working Group Response

Thereisa lot of repeated text which, in my opinion, makes the Schedule
confusingtoread. Removal of such text would aid clarity & understanding of
the requirements/ obligations. This could be achieved, forexample, by the
use of one multi-stage notice ratherthan multiple notices.

The repeated text means that all the requirements for each notificationareina
singlelocationrather than being spread over different locations. This makes iteasier
for those that have received a particular notification to easily refer to the
requirements.

SRNsand ESRNs do not appearto require Usersto doanything. They seem
merely to flagup that the original LMA notice has beenignored, that the
capacity headroomisincreasingly diminished, and that there may be future
consequencesinthe form of Compliance Notices. Any consequences appear
to be restricted only to changes made postissue of the SRN / ESRN rather
than postissue of the LMA. Accordingly, itis unclear what the purpose of
the SRNs/ ESRNs are, and | have endeavoured to remedy this.

The differences between the stages are set outin the DCP 204 Change
Reportand itshould be clearin the legal text.

Compliance Notices are not definedinany way.

Compliance Notice isin the definitions section.

In the case of ESRNS, it is not practicable to dictate a longlist of MPANs over
the telephone to multiple parties. Itisalso unclearwhatthe Usercould do
with thisinformationin real time. If the distribution network was in such
jeopardy them DNOs would take action in accordance with Distribution
Code DOC6 rather than employ Schedule 8. Consequently | have amended
ESRNs such that they are issued in accordance with Clause 59?

The legal text does notrequire alist of MPANs to be passed overthe
telephone.

DOC6 action may be taken butSuppliers need to know which MPANs are
affected. It would not be unreasonableto notify the Supplier by telephone
and thensend an email with alist of MPANSs.

Multiple references to Suppliers ratherthan Users. | have suggested we stick
to Users only.

The group has previously discussed thistopicand agreed thatitis correct to
referto Suppliers, as this encompasses Suppliers that currently do not have
any customersinthe LMA.

Where Notices to be sentto the User, all other Suppliers and the Authority |
have suggested that this should be to all Users and the Authority

Seeresponse topoint5.




