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DCUSA DCP 203 Consultation Responses — Collated Comments

Question One - Do you agree with the intent of DCP 203?

Working Group Response

Brookfield Non- Yes. The problems highlighted by the Change Proposerare a Noted.
Utilities confidential major concern forall EDNOs. We believe thatif these issues go
un-checked that they have the potential completely stifle the
development of EDNO networks which will in-turn have a major
impacton Competitionin Connections. Furthermore we believe
that the current arrangements so not serve the interest of
customers. LA are beingexposed to additional administration
costs justto enable the DNO and EDNO trade a very small amount
of inter-distribution DUOS revenue in respect of UMS
connections. The intent of DCP 203 will go some way to helping
addresstheseissues.
ENWL Non- No. We do not agree withthe intentdue tothe reductionincost | The Working Group agreed to provide animpact
Confidential reflectivity of Use of System tariffs and the consequences of this. | assessmentonthe existingand new LDNO discount
More detail is provided in question 2. tariffsandinclude this within the Change Report.
ESP Electricity | Non- Yes. The CP will reduce the number of MPANs thatare required Noted.
confidential to be generated for UMS customers —itremovesthe needto
identify the boundary point of connection forinter-distributor
billing purposes.
Northern Non- Yes, we agree withthe intentinso far as it seeks to reduce Noted.
PowerGrid confidential potentially unnecessary administrative costs but we do not
believethisisthe best possible solution.
SP Non- Yes Noted.
Distribution/ | confidential
SP Manweb
UK Power Non- Yes Noted.
Networks Confidential

Company

Confidential?

Question Two - Do you agree with the principles of DCP 203?

Brookfield

Non-

Yes, we believe that the proposed method for determining the

Noted.
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Utilities confidential average weighted discount for UMS connections makes senseand
islikelytoas cost reflective of the existing calculations carried out
inthe Price Control Disaggregation Model (PCDM). Inourview, it
isa reasonable assumption to consider that the ratio of domestic
properties connected to EDNO networks at each boundary
network level can be used as a proxy for the ratio of UMS
connectionsto EDNOs networks at each boundary network level.

ENWL Non- No. Thischange proposal will produce less cost reflective tariffs The Working Group noted thisresponse, and

Confidential by effectively taking aweighted average of the UMS tariffs across | highlighted thatanimpactassessmentwill be

voltage levelsforall IDNOs. This meansthatthe discountfactor included withinthe Change Report.
appliedtothe UMS tariffs will be the same forall IDNOs,
regardless of the boundary of connection. Thiswill leadto IDNOs | The LDNOs networks are governed by the metered
with more networks connected at EHV/HV cross subsidising those | connectionsand the UMS connections are an
IDNOs with a greaternumber of LV connected networks. Aknock | ancillary service provided as part of the main network
on impactisthat this will distort competition in connections by for the metered customers. Therefore, the LDNO
providing an additional financialincentiveto connectat a higher | would nottake the UMS into consideration when
voltage leveland an additional cost at lower voltages. adoptingthe network.

ESP Electricity | Non- Yes, removing the multiple discount factors for UMS connections | Noted.

confidential isa sensibleapproachtothisindustryissue. Itreduces costsfor

customers by removingthe requirement for multiple MPANs to
facilitate LDNO charging. Italsoreduces the costs of
administration forthe DNOs and IDNOs when carrying out LDNO
charging.

Northern Non- No. We are aware that thereisan industryissue if unnecessary The Working Group noted the comments but that this

PowerGrid confidential costs to customers are coming from potentially unnecessary isnot exclusiveto HH, butalsoto NHH and it’s not
administrative costs, but we do not believe thisisanissue which | only MA charges, but all the additional charges;
should be addressed by the DCUSA. We understand that costs including Suppliers charges, admin charges, inter-
applied by meteradministrators (MAs) can be high (althoughasa | Distributor charges, inventory management etc.
DNO we do not have visibility of such costs) especially for pseudo
half hourly UMS customers, butthisisa commercial arrangement | The Working Group recognises that this CP will not
betweenthe UMS customers and MAs, and hence if these costs resolve the situation completely; however, it will
are deemed to be unjustifiably high thenthe MA should be make progress to solve portions of the problem.
challenged directly. This proposal proposes a change to the
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charging methodology which may make asmallimprovement but
will not affectthe underlyingissue of allegedly high MA charges
which should be tackled head-on.

SP Non- Yes Noted.
Distribution/ | confidential

SP Manweb

UK Power Non- Yes Noted.
Networks Confidential

Company

Confidential?

Question Three - Do you have any comments on the proposed
legal text? Provide supporting comments.

Brookfield Non- We believe that the legal text meets the objectives of DCP203 Noted.

Utilities confidential

ENWL Non- Within paragraph 124, the discount factoris calculated basedon | The Working Group highlighted thatan impact

confidential the number of domesticconnections. Thisdoes notequate tothe | analysis will be included within the Change Report.
numberof UMS installations and using this measure will reduce
the accuracy of the calculation. We would like tosee theimpact | Action—NF to look at the Issue 57 consumption data
on thison the revenue recovered by DNOs from IDNOs for UMS. details. Also to look at the CDCM model for the
forecasts of domestic and UMS.
ESP Electricity | Non- No additional comments. Noted.
confidential

Northern Non- Yes. We believethere isanissue with the legal textallowingan The Working Group highlighted that the driverfor

PowerGrid confidential LDNO party to actively reduce their DUoS charges from the host these decisions will be to reduce the number of
DNO by choosingthe lowest tariff possiblefor each customer. For | MPANSs.
example an LDNO could easily benefit from using the new ‘LDNO
Any’ UMS tariffs fortheir UMS customers with LV DNO The Working Group agreed to modify the legal text to
boundaries, thus receiving ahigherdiscountthan the ‘LDNO LV’ mandate the LDNO any tariff can only be used when
UMS tariff, whilst using the voltage specific tariffs for UMS the LDNO has networks connectto the host DNO at
customers with highervoltage DNO boundaries, thus receivinga more than one interface boundary level.
higherdiscountthan the ‘LDNO Any’ tariff. We do not think the
legal textis clear enough that this should be prohibited. We are
also concerned about the policing of this matter.

SP Non- No Noted.
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Distribution/ | confidential

SP Manweb

UK Power Non- In section 124 we believe that the words ‘forecast forthe The Working Group agreedto amend the legal textin
Networks Confidential chargingyear’ should be addedinstead of ‘determine’ and that line withthe comments received from UKPN.

Company

Confidential?

the word ‘made’ should be removed as showninthe following
paragraph. This change will ensure that the calculation reflects
the numberof MPANSs in the chargingyear.

The DNO Parties will forecast forthe charging year, determine the
total number of Domesticconnections made to LDNO networks,
splitby LDNO discount category (relating to each of the LDNO
boundary network levels), within the DNO Party’s Distribution
Services Area.

In the equationinsection 124, the top part concerns energised
MPANs whereas the bottom part does not. We do not believe this
isthe intent? We propose adding “energised” before the second
“Domestic” inthe following paragraph.

Total No. of LDNO Domesticconnectionsin DNO DSA = the total
numberof energised Domestic MPANSs registered against LDNO
networks withinthe DNO Party’s Distribution Services Area.
Question Four - Do you have any comments on the model
specification documents? Provide supporting comments.

Action: NF

Brookfield Non- No Noted.
Utilities confidential
ENWL Non- The model specification should include the removal of the The Working Group noted that they are keepingall
confidential existing LDNO tariffsas perour response to question 9. the existing tariffs asremoving them would be anti-
competitivefornew marketentrants who only
wanted to connect at one voltage level.
ESP Electricity | Non- No additional comments. Noted.
confidential
Northern Non- No, otherthan to point outthat thischange is introducingseveral | The Working Group feltthat this was out of scope for
PowerGrid confidential new tariffs, asare DCP 179 and DCP 137, which may lead to this particular CP.

industry issues with the number of available LLFCidentifiers.
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SP Non- No

Distribution/ | confidential

SP Manweb

UK Power Non- We are comfortable that the changes proposed to the charging The Working Group noted the comments within this
Networks Confidential and discount models are correct, although we believethatthe response.

Company

Confidential?

proposal to use the total number of domesticconnectionsasa
proxy for the total number of UMS connections might not be
correct. Thiswould be especially noticeable where the public
lightingis provided vialandlords metered supplies, asis often the
case in high density housing schemes such as blocks of flats and in
privately managed housing estates. However, we are notaware
of an alternative method at the current time which would address
these concerns.

Question Five - Do you agree with the proposals to address the
potential error in inter-distributor billing as a result of
customers employing CMS?

The Working Group agreed with the comments
receivedinregardtoQuestion 5, as thiswas a
guestionthat was related to the previous DCP 168.

Brookfield Non- There is no potential of an error being generated asaresult of Noted.
Utilities confidential CMS as the IDNO and DNO inventory will be maintained separate
underthe proposalssetoutin DCP203. A potential errorwould
onlyarise if the inventories were combined underasingle MPAN
and the EDNO was usingthe total equivalentannual consumption
of theirinventory forinter-distributor billing purposes.
ENWL Non- The consultation does notexplain what the potential errors that Noted.
confidential existorhow they will be addressed underthis change proposal.
ESP Electricity | Non- We are not sure why CMS has been singled out asa questionin Noted.
confidential this consultation. Inouropinionthere willnotbe anerrorin
inter-distributor billing if customers employ CMS.
Northern Non- Questionaskedinerror. Noted.
PowerGrid confidential
SP Non- Assuming this questionisreferring to having one UMS MPAN Noted.
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Distribution/ | confidential rather than multiple, then yesthisis sufficientto allow the DNO
SP Manweb to charge appropriate DUOS charges for LVN and HVN
connections, asthe DUOS prices will probably differ.
UK Power Non- ‘CMS’ isn’treferred to within the consultation documentand so Noted.
Networks Confidential we are not able to considerthis question.

Company Confidential? Question Six - The Working Group considers that DCUSA General
Objective 1' and 2, along with Charging Objective 2° are better
facilitated by DCP 203; do you agree with this opinion? Please

provide supporting comments on this and any other DCUSA
General or Charging Objective you feel isimpacted by DCP 203.
Brookfield Non- A single EDNO discount will reduce the inter-distributor billing Noted.
Utilities confidential costs forboth the host DNO and the EDNO, which will enable
both Parties to better meet DCUSA General Objective 1as the
currentarrangements resultin the creation of additional MPANs
that add little ornovalue.

DCUSA General Objective2and CDCM Charging Objective 2are
likely to be betterfacilitated indirectly by this CP as these changes
will help reduce some of the additional administration burden
that LA customers are exposedto asa result of the land they
adoptfrom developers being services from IDNO networks. The
practice of requiring multiple MPANs for EDNO UMS connections
(notsomethingthe host DNO has to do) has led to LAs refusing to
complete highway adoption agreements with developers who opt
to make connectionstoan IDNO network onthe grounds of the
increased administration costs that the LA could be exposed to.
The current arrangements have the real potential to distort

' The development, maintenance and operation by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of efficient, co-ordinated, and economical Distribution Networks

? The facilitation of effective competition inthe generation and supply of electricityand (sofaras is consistenttherewith) the promotion of such competition inthe sale,
distribution and purchase of electricity

? that complianceby each DNO Party with the Charging Methodologies facilitates competitionin the generation and supply of electricityand will notrestrict, distort, or
prevent competition inthe transmission or distribution of electricity orin participation inthe operation of an Interconnector (as defined in the Distribution Licences)
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competition as developers face additional obstaclesin achieving
highway adoption when connectingtoan EDNO ratherthan a
DNO network. The simplification of this process should go some
way to addressing the concernsraised by LAs. Whilstwe are
happy to support this change proposal we do not believe thatit
will resolveall of the problems highlighted by the Change
Proposer, instead it will help reduce the frequency of their
occurrence.

We believe that the only way to effectively dealwithissueisto
enable the customertrade of all the UMS connectionsintheir
portfoliowithin a GSP group undera single MPAN. Neverthe
less, this CP still has meritas itimproves the efficiency of the
inter-distributor billing that will be required regardless of whether
all inventory items connected to more than one distribution
networks are traded under the same or multiple MPANs.

Itisimportantto note that EDNOs will continue to have a choice
to settle inter-distributor billing using the combined average
weighted discount set outinthis CP or they could continue with
the status quo and raise separate MPANSs forinventories
connected to networks foreach applicable DNO/EDNO boundary.
This will help ensure thatany EDNO that wishesto adoptonly
networks where the DNO/EDNO boundary is at EHV will not be
unduly disadvantaged and forced to accept a lowerdiscountasa
result of the average weighted discount being created.

ENWL Non- The consultation does notset out why the DCUSA objectivesare | The Working Group acknowledged that cost
confidential better met. Thisshould be setout inthe consultationto allow reflectivityisreduced tosome extent, butthatitis

respondentsto considerthe views of the Working Group. not to a significant extent. (Get more on this...)
Notwithstanding thisissue, we do not agree that this change
proposal better meets the general or charging objectives as
follows:
General Objective 1: The development, maintenance and
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operation by the DNO Partiesand IDNO Parties of efficient, co-
ordinated, and economical Distribution Networks

General Objective 2: The facilitation of effective competitionin
the generation and supply of electricity and (so faras is consistent
therewith) the promotion of such competitioninthe sale,
distribution and purchase of electricity

Charging Objective 2:that compliance by each DNO Party with
the Charging Methodologies facilitates competitionin the
generationand supply of electricity and will not restrict, distort,
or prevent competitioninthe transmission or distribution of
electricity orin participationin the operation of an
Interconnector (as defined inthe Distribution Licences)

. This change proposal reducesthe cost reflectivity of
DNOs charges by merging the IDNO UMS tariffs across the voltage
of connection. Thisdistorts the price signals provided by DNOs to
IDNOs and resultsinalarger margin for IDNOs connecting at
highervoltagesand alower margin where the connectionis at
lowervoltages. The consequence of thisisthatitwill distort
competition as IDNOs will receive afinancialincentiveto connect
at highervoltages as they will receive a higher margin as a result
of this change proposal. Consequently, this change proposal does
not better meet general objectives 1and 2 or charging objective
2.

ESP Electricity

Non-
confidential

The current arrangements are a majorissue forIDNOs/LDNOs.
Some UMS customers are complaining of additional
MPAN/administration charges for multiple MPANSs. This causes
delaysin highway adoption—an issue that the Host DNOs do not
experience. Asa resultitseriously impacts competitionin
connections—for whatin realityis a very small amount of
revenue (if revenueisrecoverable in the first place —making
reference tothe MWh field in DO030 billing flows where much of
the low LDNO consumptionis notrecorded inthe 3-decimal place
field of the flow).

Noted.
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Therefore we believe DCUSA General Objective 2and CDCM
Charging Objective 2are betterfacilitated. Asthis CPintroduces
amore efficientand economicalbilling process we believe it
could be argued that General Objective lisalso betterfacilitated.

Northern Non- We agree with the Working Group that general objectives 1and 2 | The Working Group did not agree that there would be
PowerGrid confidential and charging objective 2are betterfacilitated. However there is a loss of cost reflectivity, but merely asmall
potential foradetrimental impactto charging objective 3as the reduction.....
averaged discountfactorsleadtoalossin cost reflectivity. We
would like the Working Group to consider whether the benefits of
the change will make thislossin cost reflectivity justifiable.
SP Non- Yes, in general. Noted.
Distribution/ | confidential
SP Manweb
UK Power Non- We agree withthe views of the WG that General Objectives1and | Noted.
Networks Confidential 2 and Charging Objective 2would be improved as a result of this

proposal (although no justification was contained within the
consultation relating to how the WG believed the objectives were
improved).

industry agrees that thisis the bestsolutiontotake forward then

Company Confidential? QuestionSeven - Do you agree with the implementation date of
DCP 203?
Brookfield Non- Yes
Utilities confidential
ENWL Non- No. DNOs need a decisionand completed pricingmodelsreadyto | The Working Group believethat theyare on track to
confidential produce indicative chargesin December2014. Giventhe work meetthe deadlinesinordertobe implementedinto
still required, we think that that the implementation date of April | the December 2014 indicative charges
2015 isnot achievable.
ESP Electricity | Non- Yes Noted.
confidential
Northern Non- As perour previous responses, we do not believethisisthe most | Noted.
PowerGrid confidential appropriate solution to the underlying problem. However, if the
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yeswe see no reason to delay the implementation beyond
01/04/2015.

SP Non- Yes, April 2015 seems achievable Noted.
Distribution/ | confidential

SP Manweb

UK Power Non- The implementation date of this DCP isn’tincluded within the Noted.
Networks Confidential consultation documentitself, but reference to the CP shows that

Company

Confidential?

thisis April 2015, which we believe is achievableat the current
time.

Question Eight - Are there any alternative solutions or matters
that should be considered by the Working Group?

Brookfield Non- None at thistime

Utilities confidential

ENWL Non- The consultation makes noreference to CP1414 and we assume The Working Group explained that the two changes

confidential that thisis a standalone proposal. However, giventhatthe are completelyindependent. The combining of
original change proposal (DCP 168) considered thisissue inventories within DCP 168 was withdrawn as it was
alongside the merging of inventories, this consultation should betterplaced withinthe BSCandis now CP1414.
explain how the twointeract, orif they are completely
unconnected. The Working Group agreed to provide additional
clarity on this point within the Change Report.
ESP Electricity | Non- Notthat we are aware of that relates specifically to DCUSA and
confidential this WG.

Northern Non- It may be useful forthe Change Reportto highlightthe necessity | The Working Group noted the response, and agreed

PowerGrid confidential for striking an appropriate balance between the administration to provide additional clarity within the Change
costs caused by multiple tariffs and the potential forsome lossof | Report.
cost reflectivity from having fewer tariffs.

SP Non- Otherthan the comments made in our response to Q9 below, The Working Group noted the comments within the

Distribution/ | confidential SPEN believe thatitshould be noted that the approval of DCP203 | response.

SP Manweb willinall likelihood negate the need for CP1414.
SPEN wish to highlight that the number of MPANs inrealityis
nowhere nearthe potential number quotedinthe DCP203and
used as the basis for the change proposal (our responses to
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withdrawn DCP 168 refer), and are pleased to see that this point
has been noted. Notwithstandingthisitseemsinefficientto
create multiple MPANs within the IDNO businesses purely for
internal DUoS charge and settlement purposes
UK Power Non- The proposal, which will resultin an average use of system charge | The Working Group explained that animpact analysis
Networks Confidential irrespective of the embedded network thatis provided, could will be provided within the Change Report that will

Company

14 July 2014

Confidential?

restrict or overstate the operating margin available to embedded
networks. This would be especially relevantif anetwork operator
focussesona niche areaof network types. Forexample larger
EHV schemes orsmaller LV connected schemes. We appreciate
that thislinks with the issue discussed in question 9and we
acknowledge thatthisisacomplex areato resolve.

An impact analysis comparing the average discount percentage
for eachlicenced embedded network operatoragainst the
average discount percentage forall licenced embedded network
operatorshould be undertakento ensure that the proposal will
not unfairly restrict the margins fora network operator.
Question Nine - The Working Group have decided to create 5
new “LDNO Any: Unmetered” discount tariffs rather that
replacing the existing LDNO UMS discount tariffs. This means
that an LDNO would have the option to choose to be billed on
the “LDNO Any: Unmetered” discount for its UMS Connectees
only or to opt for the relevant LDNO discountto be applied for
all its UMS Connectees connected to its distribution systems at
each applicable networklevel. The Working Group anticipates
that all established LDNOs will opt for the new “LDNO Any:
Unmetered” discount although future new market entrants that
only adopt distribution systems connected to HV or EHV
networks may wish to opt for the higher discount that would be
available if they were to raise an MPANs for each of their UMS
connected at each of the applicable boundary network levels.
The Working group believes that this is the best approach to
avoid unfair discrimination to any future LDNO market entrant.
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Do you agree with this assertion?
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Brookfield
Utilities

Non-
confidential

Yes, we agree with the Working Group that thisisthe correct
approach

Noted.

ENWL

Non-
confidential

We strongly believethat there should not be two sets of tariffs
that customers can choose between. Thishasbeenanissue for
NHH and HH tariffsfor customers that can electto be settled half
hourly as there is a price impact when each customer moves
between the tariffs. Thishasalsobeen a historical issue for UMS
customers wherein one DNOs area a substantial number of UMS
customers moved to non-half hourly settlementin one yearand
then back to half hourly settlement the followingyear. We urge
the Working Group to consideronly making one set of tariffs
available to overcome potential issues in the future.

The Working Group agreed to anotherimpact analysis
inorder to demonstrate the materiality of the idea of
cherry picking between tariffs....Get more info

ESP Electricity

Non-
confidential

Yes, we agree withthe WG’s approach

Noted.

Northern
PowerGrid

Non-
confidential

We agree that by maintaining the old tariffs as well as introducing
more allows flexibility for new market entrants. However, as per
our response to question 3, we are concerned about appropriate
tariff selection and whether additional flexibility could lead to
tariff miss-selection. LDNOs will need to make adecision up-front
aboutwhich set of UMS tariffs they wish to use.

We also believethat the process orideally the legal text should
clearly define thatthe choice referred above isaonce-only option
inorder to preventunnecessary changes totariffsyearonvyear.

Same as the response for ENWL
Alsoaboutlockingitdownto boundary level

SP
Distribution/
SP Manweb

Non-
confidential

SPEN have some concerns that providing a choice to the LDNO on
whetherto use existing tariffs orthe new “LDNO Any:
Unmetered” tariff creates inconsistency and possible unfair
discrimination towards particular markets/portfolios. Thisalso
raises the question as to whetherthe LDNO can ‘cherry-pick’ the
tariffstouse (i.e.choose Any forsome and specificforothers) —it
should be made absolutely clearthat the choice is for one or the
other, and is exclusiveto the other. If the issue which has caused
the DCP 203 to be raisedisso prevalentacross the market that

The Working Group noted that this goes back to the
boundary levels...and also the same response as
ENWL.
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the Working Group anticipates full transfer, we are not convinced
that a choice should be givenin anticipation of afuture eventand
instead would therefore suggest that the existing tariffs and
MPANs etc. are removed. Should the specificfuture event occur,
thereisthenan opportunity tointroduce further CPs which
would be limited to that situation.

UK Power
Networks

Company

Non-
Confidential

Confidential?

Although we understand why the WG have made the decision
which they have, we believe that thisintroduces the possibility of
‘cherry picking’ of tariffs taking place between the new ‘ANY’
discountandthe one relevantfortheirconnected voltage.
Question Ten - The working group discussed the migration of
UMS connection form the current discount tariffs to the new
arrangement should this DCP be successful. It was agreed that
the impact should be negligible as most IDNO networks are still
waiting for Local Authorities to complete the highways
adoption. This tariff is likely to only be used for LA customers so
there is not expected to be any migrationissues. Do you agree
with this assertion?

Noted.

Brookfield Non- Yes we agree with the Working Group’s ascertain. ENCand IPNL | Noted.
Utilities confidential probably have some of the longest established EDNO network
servicingdomesticdevelopments. Due to the normal time lag
between completion of adevelopmentand the adoption of the
highways by the local authority, the vast majority of adoptable
highways served by our networks are notyetadopted by Local
Authorities. We therefore cannotforesee therebeingany
problem with migrating existinginventories if this CPis
successful.
ENWL Non- Thisissue has not been described within the consultation Question 1— Lockingit down, there won’t be a choice
confidential document which makesitdifficulttoanswerthe question. We Question 2— The Working Group agreed to include
would like the following questions clarified: this withinthe Change Report
J The question states that this tariffis likelyto be only used | Question 3— The Working Group explained thatthe
for LA customers. Thisimpliesthat other customers will remain process would be explained more fully in the Change
on the existingtariffs. We donot thinkitisappropriate that Report.
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IDNOs can put customers on eithertariff. Question4— The Working Group noted that they are
. What percentage of LA UMS connections are still waiting | both standalone CPs.
for Local Authorities to complete the highways adoption?
. What is the process formigration? Will thisinvolve the
de-energisation of existing MPANs and creation of new MPANs?
J Does this have any interaction with CP1414?
ESP Electricity | Non- Yes, we agree with the WG’s assertion Noted.
confidential
Northern Non- Based on the RFI conducted by the Working Group there are a The Working Group did not understand why the
PowerGrid confidential relatively small number of LDNO UMS supplies, howeveras per respondent felt that this will need to take place ona
our response to question 3, all of these customers (foreach single day.
LDNO) would need to be migrated on a single day. Itisassumedin | Action: NF to email NPG for more information
guestion 9that LDNOs will take up the new tariffsimmediately,
so provided LDNOs handle the migration correctly we have no
concerns about migration.
SP Non- No —SPEN refute the suggestion that “This tariff is likely to only The Working Group believe that this will be mostly be
Distribution/ | confidential be usedfor LA customers...” SPEN understandingfromthe used by LA customers, butit will not be restricted to
SP Manweb DCP203 textisthat it introduces areplacementtariff forthe them.

LDNO to use fortheircomplete UMS Portfolio. The creation of
MPANs is linked to the fact that a UMS supply exists —the
‘adoption by LA’ status isirrelevantto the need for multiple
MPANSs at each network connectionleveland energy profile
option. MPANs should have beenorneedto be created for
Developersinthe firstinstance before ‘transferring’ them onto
the LA ‘equivalent’ MPAN(s) following adoption. In addition, the
situation being addressed applies to all UMS Customers, and not
just Local Authorities. There are many Developersand
Commercial Enterprises operating across several network
boundariesand ALLmust be includedin this CP —This was
addressedinthe responsestothe previous DCP 168 and
amended before ultimate withdrawal. Otherwise whatis actually
beingproposedisa”Any’ tariff for LA UMS and the remaining
LDNO UMS portfolio continuesasitis, which as statedin our
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response to Q9 above would be unacceptable to SPEN.

UK Power
Networks

Non-
Confidential

We would agree with the views of the WG on this matter.

Noted.
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