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Are you comfortable with the proposed amendments to the intent statement of this change?
Yes. It is right for each individual organisation to be responsible for publishing their own data as this is simplest solution from a governance, legal and ownership point of view. If all publishers conform to the same template and ensure that their most up to date information is always available in the same location (a permanent, non-changing URL), then the process of obtaining a collating the registers is simplified.
It may be possible for a third party to provide an aggregate version of the register. To facilitate this the DNOs and IDNOs should publish their individual registers as Open Data with a suitable licence. As an example the ESO now publishes data using a licence based on the Open Government Licence v3 (see https://data.nationalgrideso.com/licence).
Requiring both DNOs and IDNOs to publish this data will ensure a full picture of embedded assets. To ensure that security of supply is maintained at an affordable level to consumers it is important that assets on both the DNO and IDNO networks are accounted for in setting the target capacity for each delivery year.


Do you understand the intent of the CP?	
Yes. Whilst the consultation document focuses on addressing the concerns of the BEIS Panel of Technical Experts in relation to the Capacity Market, there are many other benefits that will result from this change proposal. We have explained some of these in our answer to question 13.


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. More broadly, National Grid ESO is supportive of increased availability of data in general. This is reflected in our Forward Plans [1], Towards 2030 document [2], RIIO2 business plan [3], and Digitalisation Strategy [4]. We believe that data should shared openly wherever possible to inform competitive and efficient markets, enable innovation and inform change across industry. We agree with the Energy Data Taskforce’s recommendation of “presumed open” access to data, with access only ever being restricted to mitigate security, privacy, legal or consumer impact risks. For this CP we believe that the data can and should be shared to improve the economic and efficient and operation of the energy market, while driving towards a lower carbon economy.
[1] https://www.nationalgrideso.com/about-us/business-planning-riio/forward-plans-2021[2] https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/161996/download [3] https://www.nationalgrideso.com/about-us/business-planning-riio/riio-2-final-business-plan [4] https://www.nationalgrideso.com/document/157931/download


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?
Partly. We agree that it makes sense to align to the System Wide Resource Registers (SWRRs) where possible and also agree that there is a need to include additional attributes that are not included in the current SWRRs. We believe that there are several issues that still need addressing and that there is a potential future issue with the way that the proposal deals with co-located assets.
For data to be of most value it is important to consider how the data will be used alongside other datasets. In general it should be possible to link your data to other people’s data to provide context (this being the fifth star in the 5-star deployment scheme for Linked Open Data [1]). Within the ESO we plan to use the MPAN and location data (address and coordinates) in order to enrich this data by linking it to other data sources. For example, by linking it to weather data or historic generation (by MPAN) it can be used in forecasting and in setting fair Capacity market de-rating factors for each technology type.
This CP includes MW in places with the SWRR only included MVA. As it is the de-rated MW continuation to security of supply that is rewarded via the Capacity Market auctions, it is right to include this in the ECR. 
We disagree with the current list of proposed technology and resource types. We acknowledge that getting this right is difficult and multiple different lists appear in different places. It is important that the final list covers all the important technologies without duplication (or confusion) that could result in reporting differences between each DNO/IDNO. Currently the list of resource types and technology types excludes important technologies for the purpose of security of supply analysis. As an example, it is missing storage duration. This data should be added to ensure that we can calculate de-rating factors for each technology. This will ensure that each technology is appropriately awarded for the contribution it makes to security of supply whilst reducing the risk to consumers of over or under-procurement under the Capacity Market.
We are open to working further with DCUSA Ltd and the DNOs/IDNOs on this. It should however be noted that the G99 list is insufficient as this only convers fuels and not technologies. For “Fossil Gas” there are several technologies from CCGTs to Gas Reciprocating Engines. Each operate differently and may therefore have a different contribution towards security of supply. If all are given the same de-rating factor this may result in asset owners not being rewarded correctly and also increased risk to consumers of over or under-procurement under the Capacity Market. For example, in our 2019 Future Energy Scenarios we project up to 10 GW of gas reciprocating engines. A one percentage point change in de-rating factor is therefore equivalent to 100 MW. If lack of data results in the incorrect de-rating factor being used this can result in significant costs being passed on to consumers (over-procurement would cost £2.5 million per year if the Capacity Market clears at £25/kW.
The resource and technology list should, as a minimum, cover the technologies that are receiving payments via the Capacity Market or other schemes (Feed-in-Tariff, Renewable Obligation, Contract for Difference).
Finally on co-located sites, we accept the current proposal to include extra columns within the table for each component. This does however create a long-term risk that co-location may expand beyond the three resource/technology types allowed for. We believe that a relational database approach (separate but linked tables with the site details in table 1 and the asset details in table 2) makes more sense.
[1] https://www.w3.org/DesignIssues/LinkedData.html 


Do you have any comments on the definitions that have been used for each item proposed to be contained in the ECR?
See Above.
The Grid Supply Point (GSP) should match those registered within Settlement. National Grid ESO have observed some networks using an alternate list of GSPs (such as creating multiple GSPs in the case of split busbar sites). This poses challenges when using the data with other datasets (linked data).
Regarding the section on Providing Services, National Grid ESO is committed to supporting the recommendations of the Energy Data Task Force including improving the transparency and accessibility of its data. This includes our work in Open Networks including working with DNOs to develop the SWRR. We acknowledge the comments in para. 4.18 of this consultation and are actively exploring how the ESO can provide this information.


Do you agree with the format chosen by the Working Group for publishing the ECR?
We support publication in excel format, however it should be noted that in Open Data it is customary to avoid proprietary file formats such as the excel format. Instead basic CSVs or the OpenDocument Spreadsheet (.ods file) is common. 
To allow the data to be processed by script merged cells should be avoided in the main data table.


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. See answer to question 1.


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?  
To provide the legal certainty third parties would require to publish this data, Open Data licences should be used. If these are in place, and the files are published in a permanent location (non-changing URL) it is likely that this will happen without further intervention. 


Do you agree with the proposal to mandate that the ECR is to be updated on a monthly basis on a set date?  
Yes. We encourage DNOs and IDNOs to publish more frequently in cases where a major change happens. Based on current evidence monthly seems appropriate.


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?
No. As noted in question 4 the resource/technology types should be changed to avoid any risk of each DNO interpreting the categories differently. Currently there is potential for confusion – for example with CHP sites.


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


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.


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, we agree with the assessment shown in 6.2 of the consultation. 
Accurate forecasting of the underlying electricity demand ensures that the right level of generation is procured in the Capacity Market thereby reducing the cost to the consumer of buying more capacity than needed or conversely a lower level of security of supply if enough hasn’t been procured. The consultation includes an example in which a saving of £2.5 million is explained and we provided one way in which this may happen in our answer to question 4. It should be noted that in addition to the direct saving of not procuring surplus capacity, there is an additional benefit if the clearing price is lower when the target capacity is set such that surplus capacity is not procured. This is because all capacity is awarded the same clearing price. If the clearing price reduced by £1 this would deliver an additional saving of £50 million in the T-4 auctions [1].
There are also several benefits beyond the security of supply case set out in this consultation. Excellent knowledge of end consumer demand and generation enables our short-term forecasters to deliver accurate forecasts thereby reducing the number of balancing actions that we need to take. This reduces balancing costs that ultimately feed through to end consumers.
Whilst it is difficult to quantify, transparency is essential for efficient markets. Increasing visibility of all generation assets greater than 1 MW is a step which will provide greater consistency in how generation assets are reported to the industry.
[1] 50 GW x £1/kW = £50m (assuming the CM delivers 50GW of capacity)


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?
Minor: It may be worth using a different name instead of “Embedded Capacity Register”. The acronym (ECR) is already used within the use case this CP has been raised for. As noted in the consultation the BEIS Panel of Technical Experts scrutinise the ESO’s Electricity Capacity Report (ECR). 
Paragraph 2.4 refers to “X.X”. Please update with the right reference.
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