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	1. Are you comfortable with the proposed amendments to the intent statement of this change?

	Yes!  Looks great!



	2. Do you understand the intent of the CP?


	Yes



	3. Are you supportive of the principles that support this CP, which is to increase the availability of accessible data which is expected to improve the economic and efficient and operation of the energy market, while driving towards a lower carbon economy?

	Yes.
But:  Can the 1 MW threshold be lowered to, say, 30 kW (to align with the threshold at which DERs must have half-hourly export MPANs)?  As more and more small DERs are installed, these small DERs will add up to a capacity which will be of more and more concern to the ESO.  Even if we opt for a 1 MW threshold in 2020, could we specify a timetable at which the capacity threshold will be reduced?  For example, to pick some dates out of thin air (!):  all DERs over 30 kW should be listed in the ECR starting in 2022; and all DERs over 3 kW should be listed by 2025.  (Perhaps 3 kW is too ambitious.)  To protect the privacy of individuals, domestic-scale DERs could be spatially aggregated.



	4. Do you agree with the data items that the Working Group have decided should be included in an ECR?  If not, what items would you remove/add and why?

	Essential additions
Please add a unique identifier for each DER, to help identify DERs across each monthly release of the ECR.  (MPAN probably isn’t a good unique ID as there isn’t a one-to-one mapping between DER and MPAN.  Customer Name & Customer Site aren’t good unique IDs, either, as they could change over time, whilst still referring to the same DER.  For example, a business might change its name.)  Ideally the unique ID would be globally unique. That is, each ID should be unique even after merging ECR data from all the DNOs.  Perhaps each unique ID should start with the DNO’s initials.  e.g. “WPD_123456”.  A unique ID is also essential to enable the ECR to be cross-reference with other datasets, such as the ESO’s register of which DERs provide ancillary services.
Please add a ‘decommissioning date’ or some other way to track assets which have been decommissioned, or which will soon be decommissioned.
Please add a column for a Renewable Energy Planning Database ID; and another column for a Feed in Tariff ID, to help data users to de-duplicate DERs when merging ECRs with REPD and FiT datasets.  (This will also help satisfy the EDTF’s recommendation for linking datasets).
For DERs with storage (e.g. batteries), please specify the total energy storage capacity in MWh.
Optional changes
Maybe add a “dates of refurbishment / upgrades” column.  This could be a comma-separated list of dates when the DER’s hardware was upgraded.  e.g. a wind turbine whose blades were upgraded once in 2015, and again in 2025; or upgrading a PV inverter.  (This information is useful because the DER’s power curve might change suddenly after re-powering / upgrading).
I could be wrong but I believe that a single DER can have multiple MPANs associated with it, so perhaps the “MPAN” column should allow for either a single MPAN or a comma-separated list of MPANs?
For solar PV, specify if the PV panels are over-specified compared to the inverter (e.g. 5 MW of panels connected to a 3 MW inverter).  This is becoming increasingly common (because panels are getting so cheap), and this significantly changes the power curve.
Many DERs will be controlled by an aggregator; and some of those aggregated DERs may be exposed to the ESO as BMUs (after wider-access to the balancing mechanism came into effect last year).  It would be useful if these relationships between individual DERs and aggregators could be captured in the ECR (especially where DERs are aggregated together and exposed as a BMU).  Specifically, perhaps the ECR could include an ‘aggregator ID’ column, to associate DERs with aggregators?
For the primary resource type and primary technology type, please enforce the use of a standard vocabulary (i.e. so all DNOs use the exact same terms, so the data can be processed automatically).
Each ECR file should specify the version of the data schema used to create each ECR file.  (This could be specified in the filename of each ECR file; or in a separate sheet within the same Excel file, or a separate metadata file).



	5. Do you have any comments on the definitions that have been used for each item proposed to be contained in the ECR?

	No comments.



	6. Do you agree with the format chosen by the Working Group for publishing the ECR?

	It’s a great idea to use a standard format for releasing data.
But I would be cautious about using Excel files!  Excel files can be surprisingly hard for automated software scripts to read if the formatting is complex, and it’s easy for humans to accidentally enter malformed data (for example, Excel will try to format MPANs as floating point numbers, and hence cut off many of the digits!  This is especially dangerous when exporting CSVs from Excel, because the truncated MPANs will be irreparable in the CSV files.)
Please ensure the data is easy for both humans and automated scripts to read (e.g. using Python’s Pandas library).  PSV files (pipe-separated-values) might be a good choice.  CSV could also be a good choice, although CSV can be a little tricky for text fields like postal addresses which might contain commas but that’s solvable by putting the text into quotes.
Excel files will work, but they are a dangerous option, in my humble opinion!  If you must use Excel files then please specify the data types for each column (e.g. MPAN should by int64, not float), and ensure that the sheet which contains the main bulk of the data is as simple as possible (no merged cells.  Just a header row, and then straight into the data rows.)  If you want to put ‘human readable’ text in the Excel file then please put that on a separate sheet.  Also, any ‘metadata’ (e.g. the date the ECR was last updated; and contact details) should not be put on the same sheet as the main dataset.
Once you have a draft template, I’d be more than happy to try loading it into an automated script to make sure it’s easy to read.  Or, if you’d prefer, you could do it yourself by trying to load the Excel file into Python using the pandas.read_excel() function, and make sure that you see the data you were expecting.
Here’s a discussion of the pros and cons of using Excel files for datascience: https://twitter.com/jack_kelly/status/1227281093474144257 
Please specify the format for dates (e.g. ISO 8601 format).
I would suggest that it’s essential to specify a data license with the ECR data.  Strict data users will refuse to use data if it lacks a license.  Please ensure the license allows re-distribution of the data.  Allowing redistribution will allow innovators to re-shape the data into forms that’s easier for a range of use cases.  An example data license would be the Creative Commons By-Attribution license: https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



	7. Do you agree with the proposal that each DNO and IDNO is to publish a populated version of the common ECR on their individual website? Please provide rationale.

	Yes, that’s fine.  It’s definitely easier (for the DNOs) than trying to set up a national database. And it shouldn’t be too hard to merge these individual files.  I wouldn’t be surprised if someone in the open-source community builds a simple, free service to aggregate all the assets, and plot them on a map – we might help build such a service in my non-profit, Open Climate Fix.
Please ensure each DNO’s file is easy for both humans and automated scripts to download and open the ECR files.



	8. Do you believe that the publication of a national register by a third party in the future would be of most use to all market participants? If so, in what timeframe would you like to see this in place by?  

	I don’t mind.  It shouldn’t be a huge amount of work to merge data from each DNO.
That said, a national register (which the DNOs could directly edit) would make the data slightly easier to consume, and could validate the data while the DNO is entering the data.  To implement this, there is no need to write a huge data platform, instead please consider building a thin wrapper around a managed database-in-the-cloud, such as Google Cloud’s Bigtable, which costs $0.026 per GByte per month[1].  Using a cloud-native database would also make it easier for innovators to build new services on top of the ECR data.
1. https://cloud.google.com/bigtable/pricing



	9. Do you agree with the proposal to mandate that the ECR is to be updated on a monthly basis on a set date?  

	Yes



	10. Do you believe that the governance arrangements proposed by the Working Group as to how the ECR is populated will lead to DNOs and IDNOs updating it in a consistent manner?

	Hopefully :) 



	11. Do you agree with the Working Group’s proposed mechanism to deal with future amendments to the structure of the ECR?

	Yes.  Please version each published ECR structure; and ensure that each ECR references the applicable schema version.



	12. Do you believe that the Working Group has sufficiently covered off concerns related to data privacy regulations and potentially commercially sensitive information, specifically given the range of benefits as described in sections 1 and 3? And if not, then what else do you consider that Working Group needs to do?

	Yes, as far as I can tell, the working group has sufficiently covered off concerns relating to data privacy (although this isn’t my area of expertise).



	13. Do you consider that DCP 350 better facilitates the DCUSA General Objectives? If so, please detail which of the General Objectives you believe are better facilitated and provide supporting reasons. If not, please provide supporting reasons.

	Yes



	14. Are you supportive of the proposed implementation date being 10 Working Days following Authority approval?

	Yes  (The sooner the better, from my perspective!)



	15. Do you have any comments on the draft legal text for DCP 350?

	No comments!
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