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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.
Since the intent statement was published DNOs have published, on their websites, data relating to Distributed Energy Resource (DER: generators, storage and demand sites with contract DSR/DSM) connections to their distribution networks. These registers are known as the System Wide Resource Registers (SWRR) and they have significant commonality with the Embedded Capacity Registers (ECR) of this change proposal. The ECR represents an extension to the existing public SWRR registers.
Also, as detailed in section 1.1 of this consultation document the DNOs and IDNOs will maintain registers of connected DER with a capacity greater than 1MW where DER includes “generators, demand sites (that have a contract to provide the DNO or IDNO with DSR/DSM)”. The definition “each connected site” is not specific within the intent statement, and this is of concern as it may imply that the ECR should include all demand sites (with/without DSR/DSM contracts) which we do not believe will further the aims and objectives of the DCUSA or this change proposal. The legal text definition of ECR makes this clear but it should also be in the intent statement for clarity.


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


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. Within the working Group we also proposed that this change proposal should seek to appropriately modify the National Terms of Connection (para. 25.5) to provide transparency of our intention to publish their data. We would still like to see this amended as part of the deliverables of DCP350.
There is also a consequential need to amend the D-Code (DIN6) to align with the confidentiality implications of DCP350.


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?
Where DNOs do not currently collect and hold items of data then there needs to be a rigorous business case relating to the specific item justifying why customers money is spent to retrospectively collect and then maintain that data item.
The ECR requires data items Resource Type and Technology/Plant Type. DNOs collect data from their customers at the connection stage; the nationally agreed Requirements for Connection of Generation (EREC G99) and its associated Generator Standard Application Form (ENA ER G99) requires the customer to provide only the Technology Production Type. This is the data that DNOs hold and publish as part of their SWRR. Collecting the disaggregated Resource Type and Technology/Plant Type data specified in this change proposal will be an arduous and costly task. Therefore, these data items should be rigorously justified.


Do you have any comments on the definitions that have been used for each item proposed to be contained in the ECR?
The definitions of the ECR data fields that are common with the SWRR data fields have been collaboratively agreed by the network companies, through their work within the Open Networks project, they are therefore robust definitions.
Where the ECR requires more data fields than the SWRR the definitions will need to have more precise definition to ensure consistency across the DNO/IDNO publications. This is particularly so should the ECR include data items Resource Type and Technology/Plant Type.


Do you agree with the format chosen by the Working Group for publishing the ECR?
Yes.


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 already detailed the ECR represents an extension of the SWRRs that the DNOs already collate, maintain and publish. Processes and procedures are in place and well understood. All the individual SWRRs can be accessed centrally through the ENA website. Publishing the data in this manner clearly puts the responsibility for the holder of the data to ensure the quality and timeliness of the data publication.


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?  
For ease of access to all the data a national register clearly offers advantages, however establishing this will have costs which will need to be justified against the benefits before proceeding. Once appropriately justified the 12 to 18 months lead time is appropriate.


Do you agree with the proposal to mandate that the ECR is to be updated on a monthly basis on a set date?  
Yes.


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?
Provided that the data definitions are clarified then the proposed governance arrangements are appropriate.


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?
We believe in respect of s.105 UA 2000 concerns have been covered, but we still have reservations in respect of publishing individual people’s names as opposed to company / business names / titles (eg “the manager”, “the CEO” etc) site or project names so we question whether there is any real need to provide individuals names as opposed to titles? This doesn’t seem to provide any benefit to the intent of the change proposal and for example the use of titles would still provide for some anonymity.


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 DCP350 better facilitates the DCUSA General Objectives as follows:
1 – The development, maintenance and operation by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of efficient, co-ordinated and economical Distribution Networks. DER connections and the flexibility they offer will drive greater efficiency in the development of Distribution Networks. The transparency of DER connections, that the ECR will provide, will facilitate DER connections identifying and offering service to the DNO/IDNO and will also help to find potential locations for new connections.
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. Further to the response to General Objective 1 (above); increasing numbers of DER providers increases the liquidity in the flexibility market and competition in the generation and supply of electricity. 


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?
We agree with the proposed text. There are two potential errors in the paragraph referencing as follows:
Section 3.4 references Paragraph 2.5.4. Paragraph 2.5.4 of Schedule 31 does not detail how to make representations/objections, so it’s either an error or another Paragraph which needs an explicit reference.
Section 3.6 references Paragraph 2.7 which does not exist within Schedule 31, so it’s either an error or another Paragraph which needs an explicit reference.
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