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Distribution Charging Methodologies Development Group (DCMDG) - Meeting 38

01 April 2021 at 10:00 
Teleconference via Microsoft Teams  

	Attendees                                              
	Company 

	Alan Fradley [AF]
	SSE

	Andrew Neves [AN]
	Engage Consulting Ltd

	Chris Ong [CO]
	UKPN

	Claire Campbell [CC]
	SP Energy Networks 

	David Fewings [DF]
	Inenco

	Dave Wornell (DW)
	WPD

	Edda Dirks [ED]
	SSE Generation 

	Julia Haughey [JH]
	EDF Energy

	Kara Burke [KB]
	Northern Powergrid Limited

	Kyran Hanks [KH]
	Waters Wye Associates

	Karl Maryon [KM]
	Haven Power Limited

	Kayt Button [KB]
	Ofgem 

	Laura Waldron [LWa]
	Engie UK

	Mark James [MJ]
	Uk Power Networks Holdings Limited

	Megan Coventry [MC]
	SSE

	Paul Farmer [PF]
	Shell Energy Retail Limited

	Peter Tubey [PT]
	Scottish Power

	Rachel Mackinnon [RM]
	Scottish Power

	Rustam Majainah [RM]
	OVO

	Ryan Roberts [RR]
	Energy Potential 

	Taylor Ahna [TA]
	SSE

	Tom Perryman [TP]
	St Clements Services Limited

	Tom Faulkner [TF]
	Cornwall Insight

	Tony Collings [TCo]
	Ecotricity

	[bookmark: _Hlk47689794]Secretariat 
	

	Angelo Fitzhenry [AF] (Chair)
	ElectraLink  

	Dylan Townsend [DT]
	ElectraLink

	Amina Uddin [AU] (Technical Secretary)
	ElectraLink


 
Administration
The Chair welcomed the DCMDG attendees to the meeting. 
The Chair noted apologies received from Lee Stone [LS] and Lee Wells [LW].
The Group reviewed the DCUSA “Competition Law Guidance” and agreed to be bound by this for the duration of the meeting.
Attendees reviewed the draft minutes from the last meeting, held on 04 March 2021 and agreed that they were an accurate representation of the discussions held. 
Attendees were informed that the Actions Log was up to date and a version can be found as Attachment 1. 

[bookmark: _Hlk58410277]DCMDG Forward Work Plan and Issues Log
The group reviewed the DCMDG Forward Work Plan and Issues Log and an updated version can be found as Attachment 2. 
The Chair confirmed that there were no new issues to discuss. 
The Chair briefly reviewed the DCMDG Forward Work Plan and Issues Log.
The Chair gave a brief overview on the DCUSA Charging Change Proposals and External Activities within the Forward Work Plan. 
The Chair noted that there was a new DCUSA release due today which will incorporate 7 CPs many of which are charging related.

Ofgem Update
KB provided an Ofgem Update. 
KB updated the group that DCP 313 and DCP 343 were currently deprioritised due to lack of resources and other more pressing matters at Ofgem. 
ED requested for further information on the Access SCR and if there was any update. KB noted that no significant updates are available at this time.
The Chair noted that there was a joint Access Charging Delivery Group and Challenge Group meeting on 26 March 2021; with a key takeaway (whilst not explicitly confirmed) is that anything related to DUOS charging is unlikely to be communicated in the short term and that implementation of any new methodologies is now very likely to be delayed to April 2024. 
One member questioned if the Charging Methodologies were not going to be reviewed due to the ongoing Access SCR; was there any point of having this on the agenda. The Chair noted that the challenge and  that the agenda item is still obligatory as is part of the DNOs electricity license. 

Targeted Charging Review (TCR) Implementation Update
JH questioned on the certification of Non-Final Demand Sites; and whether this should come from Suppliers or Customers. 
There was discussion that both the Supplier and Customer could provide the certificate dependant on the user. 
DT clarified that CVA sites would come from the Customer and the SVA would come from the Supplier. 
KB noted that there was a FAQ document on the Charging Futures website TCR page which would help to answer who should sign the certificate. 
LWa noted that their organisation had a mass ORS update flow from UKPN; and if that schedule on the Charging Futures website was up to date. CO noted that this was not intended, and this was due to an issue from them switching billing systems.
KB updated the group that LW had put together a draft CP to do with reallocation of MPANs; the first part was to do with making reallocations clearer; and the second part was to do with introducing an annual allocation review.  This is being shared with Ofgem and the TCR Implementation Steering Group prior formal submission to the DCUSA Panel.
One member noted that not all lists of MPANs were accurate; these would need to be republished. KB noted that this would be included in the CP.

Agenda Items for the next meeting
There were no new items to add to the agenda for the next meeting.

Draft CP Reactive Power and Mixed-use Sites
The Chair noted that the Draft CP was circulated to the group. 
The Chair noted that feedback via email has been occurring and that this has both involved and has been shared with LS.
AN feedback included:
I have a concern around the proposed definition of Eligible Services: “Eligible Services” shall be defined as any Balancing Service or Ancillary Service which imports or exports Reactive Energy but does not result in the production or export of any Active Power to the distribution system. Would it be the case that a service that produces or exports any active power whatsoever - even a single kWh - would not be an Eligible Service?  I wouldn’t claim expertise in the various technologies used to produce reactive power, but I do suspect that some at least may unintentionally produce or export the odd bit of active power from time to time - during commissioning or on start-up, perhaps? 
ED feedback included:
Some thoughts from me regarding the definition of ‘eligible services facility’:
It would be good to understand why the proposed wording doesn’t follow the CUSC wording more closely, in particular, why there is no reference to a ‘single site’ which is a key requirement for TCR compliance. Wrt Andrew’s comment on the unintentional/rare spilling of active power onto the system, I’m told that the issue may be due to the fact that CMP334 was drawn up in the context of synchronous compensation equipment (where, as I understand it, this isn’t an issue) but the wording may need to be either tweaked for distribution-connected synchronous compensation equipment with slightly different characteristics, or removed and replaced by the CUSC wording to avoid a discrimination of treatment.
Regarding the definition of ‘mixed use sites’: I was wondering why the term ‘sites’ was used in the plural rather than the singular. The all-important definition of site as a ‘single’ site in previous TCR modifications is intended to prevent multiple sites being exempted from the residual. Regarding certification requirements, it might be worth clarifying that a ‘mixed demand site’ is defined as one where final and non-final demand can be metered separately (and certified as such), but that any similar (mixed) site where they can’t, the site is treated as a final-demand site only (and hence no certificate needs to be issued).
KB noted that it may be better if the CP was raised as two separate CPs instead of one to allow the Reactive Power CP to be approved faster; the group had no objection to this. 
[bookmark: _Hlk69119068]The Chair confirmed that he would update LS and Matthew Tucker of the Ofgem’s recommendation (supported by the group) to keep the Reactive Power and Mixed Use Sites as separate CPs.DCMDG_038/01: Chair to update LS and Matthew Tucker of the Ofgem’s recommendation to keep the Reactive Power and Mixed Use Sites as separate CPs.

Post meeting note following a query from one member.  Ofgem have provided the following additional information:
We have spoken to the Elexon team working on Issue 88 to confirm that they are working on ‘complex sites’ which is a term relating to various metering configurations.  We have spoken to members of the DCMDG to explain why we have changes the terminology we are using changing from ‘complex sites’ as used in the decision and directions to ‘mixed use sites’ because of this conflict between the existing work in the BSC and the work to implement TCR.  We have also spoken to the TCR steering group to inform them of the change and this has been reflected in the ‘mixed use sites’ modification raised by the ESO and in the Change proposal for DCUSA also considering ‘mixed use sites’.

Any Other Business (AOB)
ED questioned if there were any next steps on DCP 384 – ‘Charging of Third Party DNO Works to Transmission Connected Users’; the Chair confirmed that a decision to proceed this to a Working Group due to its likely interaction with the Access SCR is pending from the Authority. 

Date of Next Meeting
The next DCMDG meeting will be held on 06 May 2021 via Microsoft Teams/Teleconference at 10am.

DNO Operational Matters
There were no DNO Operational Matters raised at this meeting.

Attachments

· Attachment 1 – Updated DCMDG Actions Log

· Attachment 2 – Updated DCMDG Forward Work Plan 
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