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Are you comfortable with the proposed amendments to the intent statement of this change?
Triton Power (Triton) welcomes this change proposal as it represents a major step forward in providing greater transparency to the market.  Transparency will improve the efficiency of the market and help the transformation to a low carbon economy. 
However, Triton believes that the national register, including demand as well as generation, as outlined in the original proposal would be a far better way to implement a register.  Triton, and other wholesale parties, would find it more useful and efficient, to have a comprehensive view of the whole market rather than being presented with only regional data.  The mod seems to meeting the needs or desires of the DNOs and IDNO rather than giving maximum value to the wider market, its investors and its customers.


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 mod report identifies the main benefits of this change.  However, the report could draw out more the benefits to the wholesale market.  Putting the data into the market on both small and larger players on an equitable basis, especially given the growth in embedded generation, will have a material impact on the market transparency and operations.  This will be further enhanced were the data to be provided on a national register.
With all due respect to IDNOs, we are not familiar with their names or operations, so it is unclear how we will know if we have found all of their websites and have a complete view of the data.  Creating a national register, similar to the TEC Register and ideally combined with the same set of details for TO connected sites, should be created as quickly as possible.  In the meantime we would want to see the DNOs provide a link to all IDNO registers in their areas to ensure that parties unfamiliar with the IDNOs can easily check they have correctly identified all assets within a region.


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?
We assume that the DNOs will only be able to choose from the technologies defined and no free text will lead to a divergence of data and definitions.
Storage – it is important that the storage is divided by the duration of the asset.  This therefore needs some storage types.
While the DNOs will know which sites they have contracted with, the ESO will need to give ancillary services data to the DNOs to make competition of the register consistent with the lists of ancillary services provided.  It would be useful for parties to understand when the ESO will provide the DNOs with updates to service providers – when they sign up, on the same day as other updates, etc.?


Do you have any comments on the definitions that have been used for each item proposed to be contained in the ECR?
Storage needs sub-types.


Do you agree with the format chosen by the Working Group for publishing the ECR?
No.  Triton would prefer a national database, including TO plants.  That would make it far easier for the market to access a comprehensive set of data for the whole market.


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.
No.  We are very disappointed by this proposal.  What the market needs is a single data set.  At a minimum the IDNOs’ data within a DNO area should be held on the DNO register.  The IDNO and DNO can agree some form of data access protocol where the IDNO can update their own data, but a profusion of registers held in different place will be inefficient compared to a national register.    


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 this should be done as soon as possible, for the reasons discussed above.  The very latest it should be achieved is 6 months after approval of the change.


Do you agree with the proposal to mandate that the ECR is to be updated on a monthly basis on a set date?  
Yes.  It is important that parties know when the register(s) are 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?
The proposals look sensible, but will need to be reviewed to ensure that they are working.


Do you agree with the Working Group’s proposed mechanism to deal with future amendments to the structure of the ECR?
We are not familiar with how such documents are updated under the DCUSA.  However, we would note that it will be important than updates are achieved in a timely manner and an informal process for progressing amendments, such as adding new technologies, setting out the timetable for change.


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.  This is similar data to that the ESO publish on TO plants, that is on the CM, etc and is line with the Energy Data Task Force.  We therefore so no issues if Ofgem approve the change proposal.


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.
1. The development, maintenance and operation by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of efficient, co-ordinated, and economical Distribution Networks.
Better data will allow the DNOs to more efficient plan and operate their networks.
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
Publishing the same data on all plants will help the whole market better understand the market and therefore, in line with economic theory, improve competition.   Treating all sites equitably also enhances competition.
3. The efficient discharge by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of obligations imposed upon them in their Distribution Licences 
The key obligation, on DNOs from our perspective, is the achievement of competition between generators and this modification does that for the reasons outline above.


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


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