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Are you comfortable with the proposed amendments to the intent statement of this change?
Since the DCP 350 intent statement was published, DNOs have published, on their websites, data relating to Distributed Energy Resource (DER) connected to their distribution networks. These registers have been produced as part of the Energy Networks Association (ENA) co-ordinated Open Networks (ON) project and are known as System Wide Resource Registers (SWRR).  As the SWRR data registers have significant commonality with the proposed Embedded Capacity Registers (ECRs) proposed by DCP 350, the DCP 350 working group should progress its work so that the output of DCP 350 is incorporated into the SWRR, rather than duplicating it.
We are comfortable with the two amendments to the intent statement and note that it has been confirmed that the obligations to create and support SWRR type registers are being placed on IDNOs in addition to DNOs.
We are comfortable with the proposed amendment to the intent statement in respect of the addition of IDNOs.  However the words ‘all sites that use their networks and influence the operation of the GB power market’ seem quite wide and so the legal text for the change need to be very clear, with more clarity needed on which customer’s sites are to be placed on the register.  
We would highlight that the proposed definition for the ECR includes reference to ‘Demand Side Management’ (capitalized words) and although Demand Side Management is referred to in Schedules 17 and 18 of DCUSA in the context of Demand Side Management (DSM) agreements, Demand Side Management is not in itself a defined Term in DCUSA.  Consequently, we believe that more clarity is needed in the definition of ECR so it is clear which, if any non-export, non-generation or demand-only sites need to be included in the register, especially as many demand-only customers manage the demand on their sites e.g. does the ECR include only those demand-only sites with DSM agreements with the relevant DNO or IDNO?  Consequently, we believe that it would be more appropriate to exclude all demand only sites at this stage such that the issue can be revisited at a later date.


Do you understand the intent of the CP?	

Yes, We understand the intent of the CP.  In supporting the publishing of the SWRR we have also demonstrated our commitment to the principles of Open Data. 


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 are supportive of the principles.
However, a consequential DCUSA change may be needed to place obligations on suppliers to share some of the data they hold that is relevant to this CP.  When connections to generators, storage and DER sites are first established the DNO has a relationship with the customer through the new connection transactions and establishing connection terms, including necessary contact details.  As DER sites are known to change hands from the initial developer and funders to new operators or new owners, and the DNO bills suppliers for DUoS charges not the DER customer, so the contact details DNOs hold in respect of many of these sites may become out-dated through time.  
Suppliers maintain contact with the current site owner through registering the export (and import) MPANs and entering into on-going financial transactions such as striking contracts for power purchase and other services.  Consequently, the contact details the supplier’s hold are likely to be more accurate and up to date, particularly where sites that have changed owners or operating companies without the DNO being aware.  A consequential DCUSA change that would require suppliers to provide periodically refreshed customer contact details should be valuable in assisting DNOs in maintaining registers. 


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?
As noted in the consultation document, many of the data items published in the SWRR align with the data items proposed for the ECRs.  We note that Attachment 3 to the consultation document illustrates the proposed ECR data items and the response from the ENA, which we support, has a number of suggestions regarding these data items based of the work DNOs we have done to develop the SWRR and the DNOs’ experience of collating the SWRR data items.
.


Do you have any comments on the definitions that have been used for each item proposed to be contained in the ECR?
Many of the proposed ECR definitions / descriptions align with those used for the SWRRs.  As these definitions have been collaboratively agreed by DNOs, we are keen to maintain the intended consistency. 
Some of the data fields provide capacities in both MW and MVA.  This recognises that the source data, usually picked up from the customer’s original connection request and reflected in a connection agreement, could be specified as either a MW or a MVA capacity.  A single conversion factor is used for the SWRR and both the MW and MVA values are included in the registers.  It would be prudent to maintain a similar approach for the ECR.


Do you agree with the format chosen by the Working Group for publishing the ECR?
Yes, we agree that a simple Excel based format is appropriate at this time. 


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, we agree that each DNO and IDNO should be accountable for the data relating to its service area and for publishing the ECR in an agreed form template.



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?  
At this stage we support the publication of a commonly formatted ECR by each DNO and IDNO.  Stakeholder feedback will be important for any evolution of the registers.     Creating and maintaining a national register would have costs.  Such costs would need to be justified in terms of the any feedback on the benefits of potential improvements for the ECR. 
If a third party is to produce a register or provide access to the data then there needs to be a consideration of who pays for any such enhanced (and higher cost) arrangement.  Ultimately, these costs are likely to be borne by either all electricity customers or the users of the service.  This requires more consideration in terms of the distribution of costs and benefits.
 


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 agree that publication on the 10th working day of each month is 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?


We agree that the proposed governance arrangements can help ensure that the ECR is updated in a consistent manner.  If further items are included in the ECR, then DNOs and IDNOs should be involved in agreeing the descriptions of the fields to ensure that they are well understood, robust and captured consistently..



Do you agree with the Working Group’s proposed mechanism to deal with future amendments to the structure of the ECR?
Yes, the proposal on governance is a reasonable basis to deal with future amendments to the registers.
 


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?
The issues around data confidentiality, data privacy and commercial sensitivity are complex.  DNOs and IDNOs are subject to a range of legislation that may be relevant to the data items being considered for this change proposal, including the Utilities Act, REMIT, Standard Licence Conditions, Network and Information Systems Regulations 2018, Network Codes, Law of Confidence, Privacy and Data Protection Laws and Competition Law.
As part of the SWRR assessment, the ON product team worked with the Network Innovation Allowance (NIA) funded RecordDER project to obtain independent legal advice on the proposed data items to be published.  A report detailing this advice should be completed shortly and could be made available by the RecorDER project to the DCP 350 working group to assist in this area.
There are some data items, as highlighted below, where additional legal consideration may assist Ofgem in its decision making regarding this DCP (for inclusion in the change report).
MPAN – the Information Commissioner’s Office has stated that, where data is linked to the MPAN of a domestic property (or a commercial property where the business owner is a sole trader), it is likely to be personal data, even if the name of the individual (or individuals) who live there is not known. It is possible that an individual may own a generation site with an export capacity of greater than 1MW but it is highly likely that such a site will be owned by a company, in which case disclosure of the MPAN should not be a data protection compliance issue.
Customer Name – it is possible that an individual may own a generation site with an export capacity of greater than 1MW, but as the owner, the customer’s name is more likely to be a company or the party that has registered the metering point, rather than an individual person, therefore, disclosure of the customer’s name is also unlikely to data protection compliance issues.
We can see the relevance of using an actual grid reference for the location of the site. However, it may be prudent to take legal advice regarding any implications such a disclosure may have in respect of compliance with the Network and Information Systems Regulations 2018.  


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 believe that the implementation of DCP 350 should better facilitate DCUSA objectives 1 and 2. 
For Objective 1 – connecting DER and the flexibility the equipment offers will drive greater efficiency in the development of distribution networks. The transparency of connected DER that the ECR will provide is likely to facilitate the connection of further DER and the identification of opportunities to utilise DER services.
For Objective 2 – The increased visibility of DER to wider industry and market participants is likely to assist research around innovative energy solutions and improve energy forecasting and assist flexibility and capacity markets.
For Objective 3 – It is unclear from the consultation how the approval of DCP 350 would better facilitate this objective.


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

Yes, we support the proposed implementation date.
It is our intention to modify the SWRR already being published in order to deliver the requirements of this DCP.  It is worth noting (as we have highlighted in our answer to question 3, regarding a potential consequential change on suppliers) some data items may not be available to DNOs and IDNOs or be as current as we would like them to be.
Going forward, it is proposed to publish the ECR on the 10th working day of each month.  A further development of the SWRR to include additional data items is proposed for July 2020 and, if this CP is approved, we would propose to include in the SWRR as many of the additional data items identified for the ECR as is practicable at this time.
If the CP is approved after July 2020 with additional data items, we propose that the modified format should be adopted on the second publication following Authority approval.



Do you have any comments on the draft legal text for DCP 350?
In addition to the response from the ENA (which we support), we have a number of points to highlight regarding parts of the legal text.  
Clause 35C.4 defines the scope of the ECR. The wording appears to include sites that are applying to connect to a distribution system or that have accepted connection agreements in place (not only those sites already connected). We think this clause should be redrafted as it isn’t the intention of the Change Proposal to include sites which are in the process of applying for a connection.  Requests from customers for a modified connection should be treated the same as requests for new connection and excluded from the drafting, including the removal of 35C.4 (a) i) ‘alter the characteristics of the physical assets on site’ 
For adherence to the intent and the need to redraft the text to exclude customers and their sites that are in the process of requesting a connection the definition of Embedded Capacity Registers to be change to remove the words ‘or are to be connected’.  For the same reason 35C.4 (b) ‘applications received’ should also be removed.
While this is a point about the legal text in relation to the intent, we would also highlight that customer’s requesting connections may regard their commercial activities, at that point, particularly commercially sensitive.  Customers who have accepted connection offers may have similar views until they are connected and become visible to energy markets.
The sentence at 35C.4 (a) ii) may need reviewing as in may have a missing verb.
35C4 (c) may benefit from a slight redraft ‘any necessary changes as a result of the Company (i) being notified that previously held information pertaining to a site was incorrect; and (ii) having been notified of the correct information’.
Does 35C.6 mean the transition period referred to in para 3.5 of Schedule 31? If so it the text would benefit by it being referenced. 
We have attached some suggested edits to the legal text as tracked changes. 
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