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Are you comfortable with the proposed amendments to the intent statement of this change?
Yes, we are comfortable with the proposed amendments as long as the intention is made clear, should this CP be approved, that DNO’s will not collate IDNO information to ensure that embedded capacity information is not double counted.


Do you understand the intent of the CP?	
Yes, we understand the intent of the CP.


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, we support the principles that support the CP providing that the only parties that can access the data are those parties that can influence the economic, efficient and operation of the energy market in order to drive towards a lower carbon economy.  We do not support the principle that this data should be made public to all.


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?
The information we currently hold regarding our sites is the information captured through the G99 application process therefore providing that the information required is reflective of the G99, we support the data items suggested.


Do you have any comments on the definitions that have been used for each item proposed to be contained in the ECR?
Providing that the definitions are reflective of the G99, we are comfortable with the definitions proposed.


Do you agree with the format chosen by the Working Group for publishing the ECR?
We do not agree that the registers should be made publicly available.  We are happy with the suggestion of a standardised format and we are happy to publish this on our website but would recommend this be password protected or published by a 3rd party where access can be facilitated and authorised for relevant parties who can contribute towards the desired benefits of this change.


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.
As detailed in our response to Question 6, we do not agree that the registers should be publicly available, however we would be happy to publish on our website with the inclusion of restricted access.


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?  
We believe that the central co-ordination of a central register could work but we would want to understand further details around any such proposals to assess the cost of such a service across all parties, review the proposed security measures to understand  how sensitive data could be protected thereby ensuring only parties who can contribute towards delivering the benefits of this CP could access the information.  


Do you agree with the proposal to mandate that the ECR is to be updated on a monthly basis on a set date?  
No, we believe updating this information on a monthly basis would be too frequent given that we only acquire generation assets once a year and some years have been less than that.  We would be happy to be mandated to update the register as and when assets of this nature are acquired; coupled with the completion of a formal review and submission on an annual basis.


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?
We suggest that the definitions should be extracted from the existing ENA standards to drive a common understanding of the data to be populated.  We have no concerns around the proposed governance to manage the template and requirements of the register.


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


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?
We are still concerned around the requirement for complete public access however fully acknowledge and support the benefits described in sections 1 and 3.  We would suggest restricting access to parties who are able to support the delivery of the benefits described as opposed to allowing complete public access to anyone.  We appreciate that there may be difficulties in implementing this suggestion however believe password protection controlled by each party (similar to accessing each parties LTDS) or a central function, like DCUSA, maintaining a list of verified parties who must be provided with access; or alternatively register access being granted through a 3rd party website like DCUSA would ensure verified parties are able to freely access the information.


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.
We agree that the objectives highlighted in the CP may be better facilitated by this change and understand that the information detailed in the register supports wider programmes like Open Networks and the DSO programme which are also focused on achieving efficient and economical networks that drives the promotion of competition.


Are you supportive of the proposed implementation date being 10 Working Days following Authority approval?
We could certainly implement the proposal within 10 working days providing we have prior warning on when the final decision is due to be made; this is maintained on DCUSA’s website therefore we feel this would be achievable.


Do you have any comments on the draft legal text for DCP 350?
No, we are comfortable with the legal text proposed.
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