APPENDIX A		
DCP 328 Working Group Meeting 30
17 September 2021 at 10:00 - Web-Conference
	Attendee                                             
	Company

	Working Group Members

	Chris Ong [CO]
	UKPN

	Dave Wornell [DW]
	WPD 

	David Fewings [DF]
	Inenco

	Derek McGlashan [DM]
	Forth Ports

	Donald Preston [DP]
	SSE

	Edda Dirks [ED]
	SSE Generation

	Kara Burke [KB]
	NPG

	Shannon Murray [SM] (part-meeting)
	Ofgem

	Thomas Cadge [TC]
	BU-UK

	Will Ellis [WE]
	Leep Utilities

	Code Administrator

	John Lawton [JL] (Chair) 
	ElectraLink

	Mel Kendal [MK] (Technical Secretariat)
	ElectraLink








1. Administration
0. The Working Group reviewed the “Competition Law Guidance”. All Working Group members agreed to be bound by the Competition Law Guidance for the duration of the meeting.
0. The Working Group reviewed the minutes from the last meeting and additional feedback from the Working Group was received. The feedback has been incorporated as tracked changes and will be circulated to the Working Group post-meeting for final review.
	ACTION 30/01: Secretariat to circulate the updated minutes from meeting 29 post-meeting for final review by the Working Group.


0. The Working Group noted the items on the actions list from the last meeting. Updates on all actions are provided in Appendix A. 
1. Purpose of the Meeting
1. [bookmark: _Hlk525215798]The Chair set out that the purpose of the meeting was to continue to discuss and reflect on the responses to the consultation and issues log and determine next steps.
1. Reflection of Consultation Responses and Issues Log Review
During the review of the consultation responses the following key points were noted: 
Question 1: 
Question 1 asked respondents whether they agree with the Working Group to bill the Primary Supplier based on gross metered data from the boundary settlement meter for shared metering arrangements in preference to each Supplier based on the fully settled solutions suggested in the first Consultation. 
Concerns were raised from more than one Party regarding this approach and suggested that they would not be able to provide such data; however, the Party who raised this previously stated that if this approach works everywhere else, they will not have any concerns themselves.
It was also noted that this will be codified, and an obligation will be placed on Suppliers to ensure that the Data Collectors will be able provide this information.
Question 2: 
Question 2 asked respondents which metering data option they prefer (option 1 – DC to provide the metering data, or option 2 – Distributor to use the metering data from each of the embedded Suppliers).
One Party previously stated an approach different to that of both option 1 and 2 that seems to be effective (although not without issues); however, they confirmed they are not looking to progress this as an alternate solution.
After further discussion, the Working Group agreed to progress with option 1 and this decision was made based on a majority vote.
	ACTION 30/02: Secretariat to progress with the next steps for option 1 (DC to provide the metering data).


Question 3: 
Question 3 asked respondents if they have any comments on the EDCM solution.
An action was taken at the previous meeting for the Secretariat to speak with one Party regarding their response, however there was not an update for this meeting. This action remains ongoing until an update has been received.
Question 4:
Question 4 asked respondents if they have any comments on the rebate solution, and the Working Group discussed the queries provided at the previous meeting.
Query 1: what would the rate be and whether this would be cost reflective?
· Private Network Operators (PNOs) would need to apply to claim a rebate, however this will be down to the Distribution Businesses to make the calculation. PNOs need to be able to say upfront what they are expecting to receive. 
Query 2: It should be possible to calculate outside of DURABILL and this could be calculated by the PNO and invoiced to the DNO/IDNO, however this may require verification.
· A standard template could be used, however where the data comes from is currently unknown i.e. the PNO does not receive the metered data, the suppliers do. 
Query 3: How easy would be to verify the invoiced rebate amount and how to ensure all PNOs use consistent processes.
· Concerns have been raised over the PNOs ability to have visibility of the assessment beforehand.
Question 5:
Question 5 asked respondents for their thoughts on Customers that export within the PNO Network and whether there should be any rebate.
Previous discussions suggested that the current solution will cover a majority of cases and the likelihood of negative rebate would be very small – due to this, the Working Group agreed that a negative rebate will not be applied, and therefore no need for a disputes process.
Question 8:
Question 8 asked respondents for their comments on the tariff solution for fully settled metering installations.
One Party provided a suggestion that PNOs could be asked to identify which Customers are on their networks and industry processes and these could then be put into place to create a pseudo boundary meter data that could be used to bill an appointed Supplier DUoS. 
An action was taken at the previous meeting to ask this particular Party for further clarity around this suggestion and how an appointed Supplier would be picked, however there has not been an update on this for the current meeting. The action will remain open until an update has been provided. 
Question 9:
Question 9 asked respondents which Solution they support (Solution A or Solution B) and why.
After reviewing both Solution A and Solution B, the Working Group agreed that although either solution is viable, the preferred option would be to progress with Solution B based on a majority vote.
	[bookmark: _Hlk83069912]ACTION 30/03: Secretariat to progress with the next steps for Solution B.


Question 10:
Question 10 asked respondents whether they agree with the approach to consider complex site based on the definitions agreed in DCP 359.
From the responses provided to this question, all were supportive of the approach. It was agreed that this will remain ongoing until this has been included within the Change Report.
Question 12:
Question 12 asked respondents whether there are any unintended consequences associated with either solution with consideration given to any impact on IDNOs.
The Working Group reviewed an impact assessment document at a high-level which has identified problems scenarios that do exist within this solution. Additional amendments were made to the analysis document, and the Secretariat agreed to circulate this to the Working Group post-meeting. Working Group members agreed that further consideration needs to be given to what the overall assessment of this Change Proposal. 
	ACTION 30/04: Secretariat to circulate the updated analysis regarding impacts to IDNOs document.


It was also suggested that the Modelers Summary document regarding IDNOs is checked. On the overall assessment, The Working Group agreed that a request to the Modeler is needed to amend the model to remove the HV issue (removing the HVLV from the outputs so it is in line with the IDNO tariffs) and produce an IDNO and LES comparison in the impact assessment.
	ACTION 30/05: Secretariat to check the Modelers Summary document regarding the impacts to IDNOs.


The Working Group discussed one Party’s response where a number of queries and actions were raised at the previous meeting, and the group provided updates as shown below:
The Working Group agreed to review the tariffs to see if there are any impacts to IDNOs.
· The Working Group stated that it would apply to the all the way tariff. Examples of these impacts have been covered within the paper drafted by BU-UK with options and processes to be adopted.
Is there a need to align PDCM in some instances?
· The Working Group stated that changes to the outputs within the model itself will be needed. 
Capture examples of where this issue occurs.
· The Working Group discussed some examples during the meeting and an action was agreed to include these within the Change Report as unintended consequence. 
	[bookmark: _Hlk83126692]ACTION 30/06: Secretariat to include unintended consequence examples within the Change Report. 


Question 13:
Question 13 asked respondents whether there are any unintended consequences associated with DCP 328 and licence obligations.
An action was taken at the previous meeting for the Secretariat to seek legal opinion on whether Article 37 of the 2009/72 Third Energy Package addresses the licence condition concerns raised in the Consultation. This action will remain open until an update has been received.
Question 14:
Question 14 asked respondents whether they have any comments on the legal text.
It was agreed at the last meeting that the Secretariat will update the legal text and general review of the legal text which is still ongoing. 
One Party in their response to the Consultation queried why the charging methodologies have been altered to state within the legal text that the capacity elements and reactive power elements will be allocated to the fixed charge based using an average kVA or kVArh – the Working Group suggested this approach was chosen due to the outcomes of the discussions within the first Consultation. 
The Working Group discussed whether an alternative solution for charging is needed – in order to make a decision on this, an action was taken for the Secretariat to gather further information and create a document explaining why this approach was initially chosen. 
	ACTION 30/07: Secretariat to create a document explaining why the charging methodology approach was taken and bring back to the Working Group for further discussion.  


Determine Next Steps
It was noted that the Secretariat should ensure that all the actions captured at the last meeting and this meeting are captured in the issues log. 
An updated Issues Log can be found in Attachment 1.
Agenda Items for the Next Meeting	
The Working Group discussed the next steps and the following items were captured:
1. The Working Group will need to meet again to continue reviewing the Issues and Action Log.
2. Further discuss whether additional work is needed to the modelling and decision-making process on whether it is fit for purpose.
3. Develop a cost-model for licence-exempt systems.
KB agreed to take an action to seek further views from Lee Wells around whether this approach fits within the vires of this Change Proposal prior to the next meeting. 
	ACTION 30/08: KB to seek further views from LW around whether this approach fits within the vires of this Change.  


Any Other Business
There were no other items raised.
Date of Next Meeting
The date of the next meeting has been scheduled for 28 September 2021 at 10am.
Attachments
· Attachment 1: Updated DCP 328 Issues Log
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· Attachment 2:  Updated Impacts to IDNOs Document



New and Open Actions
	[bookmark: _Hlk529786764]Action Ref.                                          
	Action
	Owner
	Update

	01/01
	ElectraLink to consider approaches to ensure appropriate engagement with private network operators.
	ElectraLink 
	Ongoing and considered at each meeting or consultation circulation

	28/01 
	Billing the Primary supplier based on gross metered data from the boundary settlement meter. Concern raised that historically DCs were unable to provide this data. Secretariat to explore concerns further.
	ElectraLink
	Ongoing – captured in issues log

	28/02 
	Secretariat to seek further information in relation to ENWL concern raised in question 3 of consultation.
	ElectraLink
	Ongoing – captured in issues log

	28/03 
	Review the impact assessments to determine whether appropriate consideration was given in regard to impact on LDNO tariffs.
	All 
	Ongoing – captured in issues log

	28/04 
	Review the impact assessments to determine whether there are any impacts where an end customer is connected to the DNO via both an IDNO and private network.
	All 
	Ongoing – captured in issues log

	29/01 
	Secretariat to seek legal opinion on whether Article 37 of the 2009/72 Third Energy Package addresses the licence condition concerns raised in the consultation.
	ElectraLink
	Ongoing – captured in issues log

	29/02 
	Secretariat to review legal text and make necessary amendments as stated in paragraph 3.6 and 3.7 of meeting 29 minutes.
	ElectraLink
	Ongoing – captured in issues log

	29/03 
	Secretariat to review previous discussions regarding capacity and reactive charges to determine why decision was made to allocate to the fixed charge using an average KVA or KVArh.
	ElectraLink
	Ongoing – captured in issues log

	29/04
	Secretariat to prepare a summary of the charging objectives comments and include this within the Change Report.
	ElectraLink
	

	29/05
	Secretariat to inform the Working Group of what system changes will be required in order for a decision on the preferred solution to be made.
	ElectraLink
	

	29/06
	Secretariat to add clarity within the Change Report to state that: whilst ensuring that the data required to ensure the solution is applied transparently and is made available, no commercially sensitive information about individual PNOs is to be published.
	ElectraLink
	

	29/07
	Working Group members to review the analysis carried out by KB in preparation for the next meeting for further discussion.
	Working Group
	

	30/01
	Secretariat to circulate the updated minutes from meeting 29 post-meeting for final review by the Working Group.
	ElectraLink
	

	30/02
	Secretariat to progress with the next steps for option 1 (DC to provide the metering data).
	ElectraLink
	

	30/03
	Secretariat to progress with the next steps for Solution B.
	ElectraLink
	

	30/04
	Secretariat to circulate the updated analysis regarding impacts to IDNOs document.
	ElectraLink
	

	30/05
	Secretariat to check the Modelers Summary document regarding the impacts to IDNOs.
	ElectraLink
	

	30/06
	Secretariat to include unintended consequence examples within the Change Report.
	ElectraLink
	

	30/07
	Secretariat to create a document explaining why the charging methodology approach was taken and bring back to the Working Group for further discussion.  
	ElectraLink
	

	30/08
	KB to seek further views from Lee Wells around whether this approach fits within the vires of this Change.  
	Working Group (KB)
	







Closed Actions
	Action Ref.                                          
	Action
	Owner
	Update

	25/02 
	SM to review whether there are any approved charging methodologies for Private Networks with fully settled metering.
	SM
	There are no approved charging methodologies for Private Networks with fully settle metering.

	27/01 
	Secretariat to issue a doodle poll to members to confirm date which has best availability on which to hold the next meeting.
	ElectraLink
	Closed
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