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	Purpose of Change Proposal:
The purpose of this change proposal (CP) is to implement parts of Ofgem’s Access SCR Decision in respect of Non-firm Access Rights. This CP seeks to address paragraphs 18 to 22 of the Access SCR Direction. The full Access SCR implementation will also change other parts of the DCUSA and other industry documents
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	This document is a Consultation issued to DCUSA Parties and any other interested parties in accordance with Clause 11.14 of the DCUSA seeking industry views on DCP 407 ‘Access SCR: Speculative Development.
The Working Group recommends that this Change Proposal should proceed to Consultation.
Parties are invited to consider the questions set in section 10 and submit comments using the form attached as Attachment 1 to dcusa@electralink.co.uk by XXXX 2022.
The Working Group will consider the consultation responses and determine the appropriate next steps for the progression of the Change Proposal (CP).

	[image: Description: Description: High_Impact]
	Impacted Parties: 
Suppliers, DNOs, IDNOs and CVA Registrants
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	Impacted Clauses:
New Schedule (Curtailable Connections), Schedule 22 (Common Connection Charging Methodology)
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Timetable
The timetable for the progression of the CP is as follows:
Change Proposal timetable
	Activity
	Date

	Initial Assessment Report
	11 May 2022

	Consultation Issued to Industry Participants
	TBC

	Change Report Approved by Panel 
	21 September 2022

	Change Report issued for Voting
	23 September 2022

	Party Voting Closes
	14 October 2022

	Change Declaration Issued to the Authority 
	18 October 2022

	Authority Decision 
	November 2022 

	Implementation 
	01 April 2023
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[bookmark: _Toc188527263][bookmark: _Toc318962133][bookmark: _Toc453107796][bookmark: _Toc74743435]Summary
[bookmark: _Toc318962134]What?
On 3rd May 2022 Ofgem published their final decision (the ‘Access SCR Decision’) and direction (the ‘Access SCR Direction’) regarding the Access and Forward-Looking Charges Significant Code Review (the ‘Access SCR’). Ofgem believe the Access SCR reforms will be an enabler of Ofgem’s strategic priorities, including enablement of investment in low carbon infrastructure at a fair cost, and the delivery of a more flexible electricity system. The Access SCR Decision focuses on two main areas: changes to the connection charging boundary for demand and generation distribution network connections; and changes to better define non-firm access arrangements at distribution.
Specifically, this CP seeks to implement the necessary changes to the DCUSA to deliver the obligations placed on DNOs in the Access SCR Direction with regard to:-
· the definition of curtailment;
· setting curtailment limits;
· Obligations on the network operator if curtailment is required above accepted limits; and
· End dates for curtailable access.
Why? 
[bookmark: _Hlk65590677][bookmark: _Hlk525813656]The Access SCR Direction places an obligation on DNOs to bring forward the necessary code changes to implement the decision. Failure to implement the decision may lead to DNOs breaching their licence (‘Distribution Licence’) obligations.
How? 
The implementation of the Access SCR Decision requires changes to a number of industry documents. Whilst the main parts of the decision will be implemented through changes to the DCUSA, other aspects of the decision will be implemented through amendments to the model form of the DNO Statements of Methodology and Charges for Connection, the Distribution Licence, and the Electricity Connection Charge Regulations (ECCR).
Non-firm access options for distribution connected users are not available to Small Users or unmetered users. Small Users are defined as “households and non-domestic users that are billed on an aggregated and non-site-specific basis or who are metered directly using whole current meters”. Therefore, changes to the connection terms are needed for users affected by the Access SCR Decision. These terms are currently documented in Schedule 2B Section 3 (National Terms of Connection) and Schedule 2C (Suggested Bespoke Connection Agreement).
Whilst the Access SCR Decision refers to arrangements for ‘non-firm’ access, it is proposed to use terms Curtailable and Non-Curtailable in this CP. This is to aid clarity as the term ‘non-firm’ has different meanings in different situations.
The new DCUSA Schedule will focus on the following areas:- 
· the Bilateral Arrangements between Distributors and Customers to reflect the curtailment arrangements:
· the methodology for determining the curtailment limits; and
· the methodology for setting the price where a distributor exceeds the maximum curtailment hours.
The CP also includes minor changes to Schedule 22 (Common Connection Charging Methodology) to ensure the costs of any equipment needed to manage the curtailment are borne by the customer.
The impact of the Access SCR Decision on the Connections Application process will be addressed in changes to Sections 1 to 3 of the DNO Statements of Methodology and Charges for Connection. Each DNO is required to publish such a statement and the form of this statement is approved by Ofgem. DNOs have collectively developed the current form of the statement and it is used by all DNOs. DNOs will collectively amend the form of the statement as required and seek form approval from Ofgem. This is out of scope of this CP. 
The Access SCR Decision will also need to be reflected in connection offer terms made by DNOs (and IDNOs) to customers. For competition reasons these terms are specific to each distributor and not agreed collectively. Each distributor will therefore be responsible for amending their own terms and this is out of scope of this CP.
The changes to access arrangements will be the same regardless of whether a customer connects to a DNO or IDNO network and this is covered by this CP. There will however need to be changes to the bilateral arrangements between DNOs and IDNOs which are set out in Section 2B (Terms and Conditions) and Schedule 13 (Bi-lateral Connection Agreement). A separate CP covering these changes will be raised.
The other major aspect of the Access SCR Decision is changes to the Connection Charging Boundary. Implementation of these changes will require significant modification to Schedule 22 (Common Connection Charging Methodology). As this is a charging modification, this will be progressed as a separate charging modification, however there will need to be close liaison as both changes are impacting the same sections of DCUSA.

[bookmark: _Toc453107797][bookmark: _Toc74743436]Governance
[bookmark: _Toc318962135][bookmark: _Toc453107798]Justification for Part 1 and Part 2 Matter
[bookmark: _Toc74743437]Requested Next Steps
This Change Proposal should:
· Be treated as a Part 1 Matter as it meets a number of the criteria set out in Clause 9.4, namely:- 
· 9.4.1 it is likely to have a significant impact on the interests of electricity consumers;
· 9.4.2 it is likely to have a significant impact on competition in one or more of:
(A) the generation of electricity;
(B) the distribution of electricity; and
(D) any commercial activities connected with the generation, distribution or supply of electricity; and
· 9.4.6 it has been raised by the Authority or a DNO/IDNO Party pursuant to Clause 10.2.5, and/or the Authority has made one or more directions in relation to it in accordance with Clause 11.9A.
· Be treated as an Urgent Change and an Authority Change. The implementation date directed in the Access SCR Decision is 1 April 2023 to align with the start of the RIIO-ED2 Price Control Period. The time available from the Access SCR Decision to this implementation date is therefore short. This therefore meets criteria under Clause 10.7 (A Change Proposal should be treated as urgent if it relates to a current or imminent issue that if not urgently addressed may cause one or more Parties to be in breach of the Relevant Instruments or other law) as failure to meet the implementation could put DNOs at risk of being in breach of a Relevant Instrument (i.e. the distribution licence in this case); and
· Proceed to the Working Group phase. Whilst the CP has included draft legal text designed to implement the Access SCR Decision, it is important that this is given wider scrutiny by other stakeholders.
This CP cannot be withdrawn without the Authority’s consent to do so.
In accordance with Clause 11.9A, the Authority may also, by direction, specify and/or amend the relevant timetable to apply to each stage of the Assessment Process, and where it has determined the implementation date to be 1 April 2023.
It is important that the change is submitted to Ofgem for approval by October 2022 to allow DNOs to meet the obligation placed on them in the Access SCR Direction.

Why Change?
Background of DCP 404
[bookmark: _Toc74743438][bookmark: _Hlk102996114]As noted this CP has been prepared in response to specific requirements set out in the Access SCR Direction, and modifications to the DCUSA are needed where it does not cover the non-firm arrangements set out in the Access SCR Decision. Specifically, this change has been raised to address paragraphs 18 to 22 of Ofgem’s Access SCR Direction, which have been set out below for reference:
Non-firm Access Rights
18) Reforms to the definition and choice of access rights are explained under ‘Details of our Decision’ in Chapter 4 of the Access SCR Decision - Decision on Access Rights (in the case for change section), specifically in the following sections:
i) ‘The definition of curtailment’, paragraphs 4.35 – 4.44
ii) ‘Setting curtailment limits’, paragraphs 4.45 – 4.47
iii) ‘Obligations on the network operator if curtailment is required above accepted limits’, paragraphs 4.48 – 4.62
iv) ‘End dates for curtailable access’, paragraphs 4.63 – 4.75
19) The Proposal(s) must set out a definition of Curtailment which captures any action taken by the network operator to restrict a user’s access to the distribution system, explicitly excluding interruptions caused by a fault or damage to the distribution system which results in loss of supply to the customer, and excluding distribution network actions resulting from constraints on the transmission network.
20) The Proposal(s) should include restrictions on the circumstances in which a connection offer can include a provision for Curtailment, referred to here as a Curtailable Connection. Those circumstances must include:
i) A Curtailable Connection is only offered where the network operator has identified a requirement for Reinforcement to facilitate a connection
ii) A Curtailable Connection is not available to small users, which should capture households and non-domestic users that are billed on an aggregated and non-site-specific basis or who are metered directly using whole current meters, and is not available to unmetered users.
iii) A Curtailable Connection offer should be accompanied by supporting information on the expected costs of the counterfactual non-Curtailable Connection, to enable the customer to make an informed decision.
21) The Proposal(s) should set out a standardised approach to the application of parameters which would apply to connection offers for Curtailable Connections, including:
i) The capacity that is curtailable, which could be anything up to and including the full capacity requested by the customer (“Curtailable Capacity”).
ii) Calculating the number of hours for which a customer has been subject to Curtailment, as the number of hours the customer has been curtailed multiplied by proportion of Curtailable Capacity which was Curtailed (“Curtailment Hours”)
iii) Setting a limit on the maximum number of Curtailment Hours (“Curtailment Limit”) which should:
a) be applied in respect of Curtailment Hours over a rolling 12-month period.
b) be set by the DNO via a defined process on the basis of maximising network benefit, taking into account network availability and forecast time-profiled levels of demand/generation associated with the relevant network constraint, as well as a probabilistic assessment of the level of Curtailment required.
c) be applied consistently across all network operators.
iv) The steps the network operator must take in order to avoid exceeding the Curtailment Limit, namely the provision of required network capacity or the procurement of flexibility in line with the requirements of Electricity Distribution Standard Licence Condition 31E.
v) The steps which will be taken if the network operator is unable to avoid exceeding the Curtailment Limit, including specifying requirements for notifications from the network operator to the customer prior to exceeding the Curtailment Limit, and payments to the customer at a set price (“Exceeded Curtailment Price”) when the Curtailment Limit is exceeded. The Exceeded Curtailment Price should:
a) be sufficiently high so that network operators are disincentivised to exceed the Curtailment Limit.
b) be markedly higher than contracted market prices of flexibility in the licence area under the requirements of SLC 31E, or the cost of Reinforcement required to provide a connection where contracted market prices are unavailable.
c) be calculated consistently across all network operators.
vi) The date by which the provisions of the Curtailable Connection will cease (“End Date”), and at which point the user will be provided firm access on their full requested capacity. If the customer requests enduring non-firm access, then the Curtailable Connection arrangements will endure.
22) The Proposal(s) should be based on several principles:
i) The process should be as simple as possible whilst achieving the Direction’s
ii) stated objectives.
iii) The processes implemented must be common to all DNOs and be repeatable.
iv) Limits accepted by customers will be included in both their Curtailable Connection offer and connection agreement.
v) Customers subject to Curtailment will receive regular reporting on the level of curtailment relative to their accepted limits.
Failure to develop these proposals and implement associated change by 1 April 2023 will result in failure to implement the Access SCR Decision, and in doing so could result in DNOs being in breach of the Distribution Licence.
[bookmark: _Hlk108036568]Question 1	Do you understand the intent of DCP 404?
Question 2	Are you supportive of the principles of DCP 404? 

DCP 404 Working Group Assessment 
[bookmark: _Toc318962139]The DCUSA Panel established a Working Group to assess DCP 404 This Working Group consists of Supplier, DNO and IDNO representatives. Meetings were held in open session and the minutes and papers of each meeting are available on the DCUSA website – www.dcusa.co.uk.
Methodology for Setting Curtailment (Load Duration Curve)
The Load Duration Curve Methodology can be found as Attachment XX.
The Working Group discussed the use of historical data and quickly agreed that this would need further consideration as there is a question around how far back you look – for example, during the COVID period this would not necessarily show a good representation of the norm as previous years would.
A concern was raised around exceptional circumstances in relation to a national acceptance rate and suggested that this change should state that all DNOs must use the national acceptance rate unless they can demonstrate the reasons why they will need to deviate from it.
It was suggested that the Demand Curtailment Threshold may vary across different projects – the Working Group believe that this threshold should be the same across all DNOs and Customers will seek whether it is worth applying for Curtailment or not. 
The Working Group discussed using a 95% Curtailment limit threshold and tested this with worked examples to ensure this figure is suitable. There was a concern raised that **INSERT FROM WG 07 MINS**
Question X: Do you agree that a 95% Curtailment limit threshold is a suitable figure? If not, please provide alternate figures and why. 

The Working Group agreed for additional wording to be included within the legal text to state that all DNOs should use the national acceptance rate, unless in extreme circumstances. Examples of these extreme circumstances will need to be created and included within the legal text.
Further discussion showed that using acceptance rates can be questionable and providing pseudo precision in determining a cap which is expected to be a high bar considering there is best endeavours obligation not to breach it. Due to this, 50% has been suggested as it acknowledges that a number of offers may not be accepted. The Working Group noted that this number can be revisited in the future if needed when more valid data becomes available.
[bookmark: _Hlk108038282]Question X: Do you agree that a 50% national acceptance rate is a suitable figure? If not, please provide alternate figures and why. 

**INCLUDE DEMAND CURTAILMENT THRESHOLD EXAMPLES**
Following discussions around concerns with the methodology for calculating the Curtailment limit, the Working Group agreed to include the caveat ‘Unless otherwise determined by the Authority’ – including this will allow the DNOs to be able to take this to Ofgem to seek permission to amend if the methodology calculates a figure that is incorrect.
Methodology for Determining the Exceeded Curtailment Prices (Conversion of £’s to MVAh)
The Working Group discussed and agreed that a methodology needs to be created to convert MW to MVA and then to £/MVAh to reflect time.
The Working Group discussed the two similar approaches of currently doing this within the Common Distribution Charging Methodology (CDCM) and also the Common Evaluation Methodology which could potentially be adopted within this change. After further review, the Working Group agreed to adopt the current methodology within the CDCM.
It was noted that there may be a high chance of volatility within local flexibility markets - if DNOs set the price for a charging year based on the flexibility within the previous charging year, there may be issues if the price of flexibility significantly increases (meaning the price is no longer ‘markedly higher’ than the flexibility market.
The Working Group discussed whether the Curtailment price should be fixed or variable across the contract period – it was agreed to seek wider industry view.
[bookmark: _Hlk108039839]Question X	Do you believe that the Curtailment price should be fixed or variable across the contract period?
The DNO representatives within the group believed that it would be beneficial to include all DNO flexibility market price information within the Consultation 
Curtailable Connection Agreement
The Working Group discussed whether there should be separate figures for Import and Export in relation to Exceeded Curtailment Prices – The Working Group suggested that this could be down to the DNOs discretion, however it was agreed
[bookmark: _Hlk108040333]Question X	Do you believe that there should be separate figures for import and export in relation to Exceeded Curtailment Prices? Please provide reasons why.

The Working Group discussed the Curtailment End Date and agreed that it would be beneficial to include within this Consultation various examples of when this date could change – please find these examples below:
**INSERT EXAMPLES OF WHERE THE CURTAILMENT END DATE COULD CHANGE**
Question X	The Working Group agreed that DNOs should be allowed to amend the Curtailment End Date in certain circumstances at the DNOs discretion – do you agree? Please provide reasons why. 
The Working Group discussed publishing the DNOs flexibility market prices on a quarterly basis, publicly on the DCUSA website. ElectraLink confirmed that this could be done with the approval of the DCUSA Panel, however this may come at an additional cost.
Question X	The Working Group agreed that it would be beneficial for all DNO flexibility market prices to be publicly available on the DCUSA website (updated on a quarterly basis) – do you agree that this would be beneficial? If not, please provide your reasons why. 

Clean Energy Package
The Clean Energy Package was raised as a consideration within the Working Group in relation to this change. It was stated that when considering the Clean Energy Package Article 13(7) obligations it is necessary to consider its component parts. ED also noted that as the CEP is retained UK law, it sits above both the Licenses that either the ESO or DNOs operate under and it is also superior to the DCUSA.
It was stated that if this CP solution could result in a payment that was less than the higher of the (CEP) calculated element (as the mandated level of compensation) then an ‘uplift’ would need to be applied to the DCP 404 calculated amount to bring it up to the equal of the (CEP) calculated power. Due to this, it was suggested that the DCP 404 solution needs to therefore take this into account.
The Working Group discussed the Clean Energy Package and could not reach an agreement around whether this needs to be considered when developing a solution as this was not mentioned within the Ofgem Decision or Direction. 
As the Working Group could not reach a decision, it was agreed that Ofgem be notified of this concern for further feedback. 
[bookmark: _Hlk108040572]Question X	Do you believe that the Clean Energy Package should be considered when developing the solution for this change? Please provide your explanation. 

The 
[bookmark: _Toc318967199]
[bookmark: _Toc74743439]Assessment Against the DCUSA Objectives 
For a DCUSA CP to be approved it must be demonstrated that it better facilitates the DCUSA Objectives. There are five General Objectives and six Charging Objectives. DCP 404 will be measured against the DCUSA General Objectives, which are set out in the table below: 
	
	DCUSA General Objectives
	Identified impact

	
	The development, maintenance and operation by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of efficient, co-ordinated, and economical Distribution Networks
	Positive


	☐
	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
	Neutral


	
	The efficient discharge by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of obligations imposed upon them in their Distribution Licences
	Positive


	☐
	The promotion of efficiency in the implementation and administration of the DCUSA
	Neutral


	☐
	Compliance with the EU Internal Market Regulation and any relevant legally binding decisions of the European Commission and/or the Agency for the Co-operation of Energy Regulators.
	None



	
	DCUSA Charging Objectives 
	Identified impact

	☐
	1. That compliance by each DNO Party with the Charging Methodologies facilitates the discharge by the DNO Party of the obligations imposed on it under the Act and by its Distribution Licence
	None

	☐
	That compliance by each DNO Party with the Charging Methodologies facilitates competition in the generation and supply of electricity and will not restrict, distort, or prevent competition in the transmission or distribution of electricity or in participation in the operation of an Interconnector (as defined in the Distribution Licences)
	None

	☐
	That compliance by each DNO Party with the Charging Methodologies results in charges which, so far as is reasonably practicable after taking account of implementation costs, reflect the costs incurred, or reasonably expected to be incurred, by the DNO Party in its Distribution Business
	None

	☐
	That, so far as is consistent with Clauses 3.2.1 to 3.2.3, the Charging Methodologies, so far as is reasonably practicable, properly take account of developments in each DNO Party’s Distribution Business
	None

	☐
	That compliance by each DNO Party with the Charging Methodologies facilitates compliance with the EU Internal Market Regulation and any relevant legally binding decisions of the European Commission and/or the Agency for the Co-operation of Energy Regulators; and
	None

	☐
	That compliance with the Charging Methodologies promotes efficiency in its own implementation and administration.
	
None



The Access SCR proposals are designed to facilitate more efficient development of the electricity distribution systems and hence implementing these will have a positive impact on General Objective 1. As these changes are the result of an SCR and DNOs have received the Access SCR Direction to implement the necessary code changes, this CP has a positive impact on General Objective 3.

Question 4: Do you consider that the proposal 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.
[bookmark: _Toc318962138][bookmark: _Toc453107802][bookmark: _Toc74743440]Impacts & Other Considerations
[bookmark: _Toc318962140][bookmark: _Toc453107803]There are no cross-code impacts of this CP.
Does this Change Proposal impact a Significant Code Review (SCR) or other significant industry change projects, if so, how?
This CP is part of a suite of changes that will implement the Access SCR Decision, therefore the SCR phase shall be treated as having ended.
	Does this Change Proposal Impact Other Codes?



	BSC……………...
	☐	MRA…………
	☐
	CUSC……………
	☐	SEC…………
	☐
	Grid Code……….
	☐	REC……….
	☐
	Distrbution Code..
	☐	None……….
	☒
	Consideration of Wider Industry Impacts



The issue has been subject to a number of industry consultations as part of the Access SCR process. In addition, at the time of submitting this CP, the ENA has held one briefing session for parties interested in joining a DCUSA working group on these changes and plans to hold another prior to the formal change process commencing.

Question 5:	Are you aware of any wider industry developments that may impact upon or be impacted by this CP?  
  
	Confidentiality 



[bookmark: _Toc74743441]No parts of this CP are confidential.
Implementation
It is proposed that this CP should be implemented on 01 April 2023.
[bookmark: _Toc74743442]Legal Text
New Schedule
Part 1: METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMING FULL CURTAILMENT HOURS
Part 2: METHODOLOGY FOR DETERMINING THE EXCEEDED CURTAILMENT PRICES
Part 3: CURTAILABLE CONNECTION AGREEMENT
Schedule 22
Additional Cost Allocation for Flexible and Curtailable Connections

Legal Text
Included in attachment 1.
Text Commentary
The solution to introduce a new schedule (in three parts) was developed by the Electricity Networks Association (ENA) implementation working group and is designed to implement the requirements of the Access SCR Direction.  It was developed along with an overall high-level process to ensure that all aspects of the implementation were addressed.
Question 6: Do you have any comments on the proposed legal text? 

[bookmark: _Toc74743443]Code Specific Matters
Reference Documents
Reference Documents
Access SCR Decision[footnoteRef:1] and Access SCR Direction[footnoteRef:2]. [1:  https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2022-05/Access%20SCR%20-%20Final%20Decision.pdf]  [2:  https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2022-05/Access%20SCR%20-%20DCUSA%20Direction1651572952655.pdf] 


[bookmark: _Toc74743444]Consultation Questions
The Working Group is seeking industry views on the following consultation questions:
	No.
	Questions

	1 
	Do you understand the intent of DCP 404?

	2 
	Are you supportive of the principles of DCP 404?

	3 
	

	4 
	Do you consider that the proposal 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.

	5 
	Are you aware of any wider industry developments that may impact upon or be impacted by this CP?  

	6 
	Do you have any comments on the proposed legal text?

	7 
	

	8 
	

	9 
	Any other comments?

	10 
	Any other comments?


Responses should be submitted using Attachment 1 to dcusa@electralink.co.uk no later than, XXXX 2022.
Responses, or any part thereof, can be provided in confidence. Parties are asked to clearly indicate any parts of a response that are to be treated confidentially.
[bookmark: _Toc74743445]Attachments 
· [bookmark: _Hlk2681468]Attachment 1: DCP 404 Consultation Response Form
· Attachment 2: DCP 404 Draft Legal Text
· Attachment 3: DCP 404 Change Proposal Form
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