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Are you comfortable with the proposed amendments to the intent statement of this change?
The PTE welcomes this change and would like to thank the group for its work on this proposal, in particular Sembcorp for sponsoring the change.
We fully support the intent of the proposal and while disappointed that the original scope has been scaled back, so that it no longer includes a national register containing demand as well as generation, we believe it was necessary to reduce the scope to get at least some data in a timely manner.  We very much hope that the industry will move forward with a national register and the DNOs will look at how to capture more demand data later in the year. 
We believe that it is vital for the economic and efficient operation of the market that transparency is improved around the assets connected to the DNOs.  


Do you understand the intent of the CP?	
Yes


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?
The PTE notes that economic theory is clear that markets operate more efficiently when parties have greater knowledge of the market fundamentals, i.e. transparent markets are more competitive and therefore work better for customers.  The role of the PTE is to challenge National Grid ESO’s forecasting for the Capacity Market and the report rightly notes that we have had ongoing concerns about the ESO’s ability to forecast correctly the CM requirement in an absence of detailed data on embedded generators and DSR.  This change proposal will increase transparency for all parties and we therefore believe it will achieve the benefits set out in section 1.5.
Further, we believe that the data, and the act of creating the database, will help the DNOs themselves better understand what assets are connected to their networks.  Giving parties a route to easily notify changes in sites to a DNO will also make the industry as a whole more responsible for helping clean, and keep up to date, this important market data.  As the market moves to one where there is a more active role for DSOs a greater understanding of local system conditions will help identify both issues and solutions as the GB energy market seems fundamental changes such as the take-up of EVs, electric heating, smart meters, etc. 


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?
Line 19 in the spreadsheet – it would be useful to know the type of storage, for example is it storage with a 4 hour duration or 30 minutes?  Also tidal stream and tidal range should be two different classes.
The PTE also believes that the technology definitions must be kept consistent, so a drop down menu of technology choice is used as a way to ensure consistency.  If the text is free form there is a risk technology definitions could start to diverge.


Do you have any comments on the definitions that have been used for each item proposed to be contained in the ECR?
The PTE has concerns that in future the different nature of different battery types should have a different definition, to allow the ESO to track the duration of the storage on the system.  Lithium ion are generally short duration <4 hr batteries, but other storage may have a far longer duration.  The PTE would like to see this considered as an enhancement, if not for go live, within a limited time of say 6 months. 
Likewise tidal stream and tidal range have different operating characteristics and it should be a goal to increase these types of classification.
The PTE further note that there are new technologies coming forward under the ESO’s Stability Pathfinder projects, and we do not know what the future holds, so we believe the definitions and content should be reviewed on a 6 monthly basis.  The management of the register contents was deliberately proposed as being outside the DCUSA to allow changes to be fast and flexible.  It would be good to see the DNOs commit to a 6 monthly review process.


Do you agree with the format chosen by the Working Group for publishing the ECR?
The PTE still supports a national database, but recognise that waiting for a party to deliver this risks a delay to the industry seeing the benefits of the mod.  However, we hope that Ofgem will push for a party to create a national database as quickly as possible rather than wait for a third party to bring something forward on a complete solution.


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 noted above, we believe that the majority of the users of this data are interested in the regional and GB wide situation.  We would therefore support a national register.  The majority or parties will not know which IDNOs are active in a given region, so we would prefer the host DNOs to put the IDNOs in their region on their web-sites.  This would still not be as beneficial as a national database, but would make it easier for parties to at least get a full regional view.
An alternative may be to require the DNOs to provide links to all the IDNO registers within their region.  However, we have a general concern that sometimes providing part of a data set can be more misleading than providing no information.  We would urge Ofgem to consider what powers it has to require consolidation of the registers.


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?  
Yes.  However, if it is left for someone to do on a voluntary basis they may charge for access to this data.  The rationale for the mod was to give a transparent view of the whole market to the whole market.  We believe a national database could be achieved within 6 months and we would like to see Ofgem require a party(s) to achieve this.  If other parties want to take the data and use it for services that they sell that is fine, but the aim of the change is to provide a clear view to all parties, including smaller parties and new entrants, who may not have the resources to buy in data services.


Do you agree with the proposal to mandate that the ECR is to be updated on a monthly basis on a set date?  
Yes, and we support those updates all being done on the same day so that at given point in time the user of the data will know it was correct at that point across the GB market.  Consistency across the registers will be key in making sure that parties can take a “best view” of the state of the market at set points in the year to keep their own forecasts, etc. up to date.


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 welcome the work that the DNOs have done on defining the fields.  We have noted above that there are further enhancements that should take place and we urge the DNOs to keep working on data transparency.  There needs to be a group that parties can put changes or clarifications to for discussion by the data collators.  However, we suspect there is some learning by doing that will be required.  
The fundamental design looks robust, but we urge the DNO and IDNOs to review progress in 6 months to see if there are any discrepancies in the data, new technologies to include, etc.  The PTE would also hope that within 6 months a national register can be established and that more sites can be added to make the view of a region more detailed.  We further believe that this data will start to inform other work, such as Ofgem’s charging review, the development of future ancillary services, etc., which should all go towards creating a more efficient market for the customers of today and tomorrow.


Do you agree with the Working Group’s proposed mechanism to deal with future amendments to the structure of the ECR?
Yes as a starting point the process looks robust.  However, it may be necessary to reconsider this in light of the number of changes coming forward.  It is not obviously a good use of the Panel’s time to oversee small changes and, given the expertise involved in designing a useful, robust database, an expert group may be required in the longer term.  We note that the BSC uses a number of expert groups to agree the more technical changes via e-mail.  Again we would recommend a review after 6 months to check the mechanisms are working as expected.


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.  Having seen Ofgem’s draft opinion and the general support of BEIS, Ofgem and the Energy Data Task Force for greater data transparency, we believe that the mod is very much in line with direction of travel on data policy.  
It was unfortunate that the DNOs did not share their own legal opinion with the group, but we assume that this was because they were now comfortable with the legal position.


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.
The development, maintenance and operation by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of efficient, co-ordinated, and economical Distribution Networks. 
This objective will be met by the DNOs and IDNOs having better data on assets attached to their networks.  The data should be more easily checked and updated by third parties, helping the DNOs and IDNOs efficiently record the nature of connected sites and then manage their networks accordingly.  They should also find it easier to signal to investors where spare capacity exists, or specific types of assets would be useful for system support, etc.
2. The facilitation of effective competition in the generation and supply of electricity and (so far as is consistent therewith) the promotion of such competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of electricity
This objective will be met by allowing all parties to see and asses either the market in their area of the wider market.  For example, investors will be able to monitor the role of specific technology types, note the growth/reduction in the need for specific services and identify third parties with which they can transact.  In particular, the Capacity Market has seen a lot of site changes and were a site to find its connection delayed it may be able to use the register to identify another party with a site it can move an asset to.
3. The efficient discharge by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of obligations imposed upon them in their Distribution Licences 
The licence obligations on these parties are wide ranging, but the general thrust is to run their systems as economically and efficiently as they can, facilitating competition and benefitting customers.  All of the licence requirements will be easier to carry out with additional data, for example the investment in DNO’s systems will be more efficient if they can identify trends in the changes to technologies and can more easily approach parties to ask for network management services.  Again, we note that information is key to rational and efficient decision make, regardless of the type of party taking those decisions. 


Are you supportive of the proposed implementation date being 10 Working Days following Authority approval?
Yes – the sooner the data are made available the quicker the market can benefit from it.


Do you have any comments on the draft legal text for DCP 350?
No
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