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Distribution Charging Methodologies Development Group (DCMDG) - Meeting 36

04 February 2021 at 10:00 
Teleconference via Microsoft Teams  

	Attendees                                              
	Company 

	Ahna Taylor [AT]
	SSE

	Alan Fradley [AF]
	SSE

	Andrew Neves [AN]
	Engage Consulting Ltd

	Chris Ong [CO]
	UKPN

	David Fewings [DF]
	Inenco

	Donald Preston [DP]
	South Eastern Power Networks plc

	Joseph Underwood [JU]
	Energy UK

	Kara Burke [KB]
	Northern Powergrid Limited

	Kyran Hanks [KH]
	Waters Wye Associates

	Karl Maryon [KM]
	Haven Power Limited

	Kathryn Evans [KE]
	Scottish Power Energy Networks Holdings Ltd

	Lee Stone [LS]
	E.ON

	Mark Jones [MJ] 
	SSE

	Peter Tubey [PT]
	Scottish Power Energy Retail Ltd

	Rustam Majainah [RM]
	OVO-SSE

	Thomas Cadge [TC]
	BUUK Infrastructure

	Tom Chevalier [TCh]
	Power Data Associates Ltd

	Tom Faulkner [TF]
	Cornwall Insight Ltd

	Tom Perryman [TP]
	St Clements Services Limited

	Tony Collings [TCo]
	Ecotricity

	[bookmark: _Hlk47689794]Secretariat 
	

	Angelo Fitzhenry [AF] (Chair)
	ElectraLink  

	Dylan Townsend [DT]
	ElectraLink

	Amina Uddin [AU]
	ElectraLink


 
Administration
The Chair welcomed the DCMDG attendees to the meeting. 
The Chair noted apologies from Megan Coventry.
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 07 January 2021 and agreed that they were an accurate representation of the discussions held. A copy of these minutes can be found in the post-meeting paper pack.
Attendees reviewed the Actions Log and an updated 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 noted that there was no update on proposals waiting for implementation.
The Chair confirmed that DCP378 and DCP380 were out for voting. 
The Chair noted that DCP379 was also out for voting post issuing the papers for this meeting.  
The Chair noted that the Access SCR was on hold until April or May 2021. 
The Chair noted that there was a consultation out on Market Wide  Half-Hourly Settlement.

Ofgem Update
Ofgem were not present at the meeting to provide an update. 
The Chair updated the group that a decision DCP 343 is currently de-prioritised.
The Chair noted that as DCP 313 is potentially related to the work of the Access SCR it is not a surprise that a decision is not forthcoming.
The Chair updated the group that he has been advised the decision for DCP 266 is drafted and awaiting final sign-off.

Targeted Charging Review (TCR) Implementation Update
TC queried how to dispute the allocated banding as he was aware of one customer whose capacity has reduced significantly. The Chair noted that this had been a topic of discussion between Distributors.
CO noted that that an average of 24 months of capacity it is used ; there was a threshold in the legal text to say that the Supplier or Customer could review the banding if reduced by greater than 50%. 
DT noted that TC could refer to paragraph 6 of schedule 32 of DCUSA.
The Chair advised the Group that the ENA via the TCR Implementation Steering Group were preparing a set of FAQs to assist stakeholders in understanding the practicalities and scenarios of moving to the new banding allocations. 

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

Any Other Business (AOB)
There were four AOB items for discussion. 
MC, SSE (Supplier) (Presented by the Chair in MC’s absence)
“Now that the DNOs and IDNOs have sent their TCR banding info to all the suppliers, a TPI has approached us asking for the LLF data for all supplies they have the letter of authority for. Have other suppliers received similar requests from TPIs? And, is there anything that should prevent suppliers from sharing that information with a TPI in this scenario? I remembered that the DNOs had shared at a previous DCMDG concerns about GDPR and sharing all the banding data with suppliers (which DCP 376 resolved) and wondered whether suppliers might have similar concerns in the scenario described above It’d be great to get the views of others at the forum on this.”
LS explained that yes, if they had a letter of authority for customers, they would be informed of their banding which would be specific and unique to that customer. Others in the group had the same view that if there was a Letter of Authority, they would give out the information.
DF, Inenco (Consultancy)
DF wanted to know if the issue complex sites supplied by IDNOs and DNOs would now be looked at by DCUSA.  The Chair confirmed that a Change Proposal is expected to be raised by a party to DCUSA. 
LS agreed to potentially pick this up if a DNO or IDNO did not come forward to raise the change.
It was suggested that this matter could be raised at the next DCP 328 meeting given it is a related matter.
DF indicated that without the issues associated with complex sites being addresses, some customers would see significant increase in their charges. 
It was requested for DF’s original email and attachment to be distributed with the minutes. DF consented to this. 
One member questioned if the example of high voltage site was in the scope of DCP 328 and was it a private network with HV Supplies. DF confirmed it was a DNO network. 
A member noted that if it was a DNO HV network with a series of connection points then why is not perceived as being in scope of the TCR. DW explained it was because the site could not put onto a single connection agreement. 
AT,  SSE (Supplier) (Presented by the Chair in AT’s Absence)
“It is my understanding that some DNOs had expected to incur bad debt as a result of defaulted payments due to the Network deferral scheme. Under the scheme, the DNOs could recover bad debt costs through an adjustment to the 2021/22 DUoS charges. I wanted to know if any DNOs had done this and when the charges would be expected to be republished? Regarding the change to the charges, would this be in the form of a fixed charge adder?” 
WPD were looking to do this and had just received new models for DCP 379. It is expected a small change will apply in the fixed charge adder. 
DT noted that a new element would be on the fixed charge adder sheet would be included related to COVID19 bad debt along with Supplier of Last Resort and the Existing Eligible Bad Debt.
These would come into effect in 2021/2022 for WPD.
Other DNOs expressed that they would either not being doing this or unlikely to do so. 
CO, UK Power Networks (DNO)
CO wanted to make parties aware of some discussions DNOs have been having about the Allowed Revenue for 2023/24 which is the first year of ED2.
CO explained the issue that arises when a new regulatory period commences and the fact that DNOs do not know their allowed revenue until possibly 3 months prior to the new period commencing.  This means that the mechanism to agree to any adjustments to previously published tariffs need to be discussed and agreed.  This matter was raised for information only.

Date of Next Meeting
The next DCMDG meeting will be held on 04 March 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 




 

image1.emf

image2.jpg
W)

u ElectraLink




image3.jpeg
W)

u ElectraLink




