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	1. Under Clause 29.5A.4 of the draft legal text should a new term DMAN be used in place of the reference to the term Gross MPAN?

	Yes.



	2. Do you consider that a Difference Metering Administration Number (DMAN) should be placed as an item in the Data Transfer Catalogue (DTC) and consequential changes be made to the relevant data flows?

	That would be neater, but there is no need to delay implementation of this DCP pending MRA changes.



	3. The DCP 158 change introduces a new MTC 996 to denote that it is a boundary MPAN. Should a change be raised to the BSC to confirm this process or is the obligation under the DCUSA sufficient? Or both?

	The obligation under DCUSA seems sufficient.  Repeating it within BSC documentation might help prevent future errors and confusions, but there is no need to delay implementation of this DCP pending BSC changes.



	4. The DCP 158 change introduces a free text field in Metering Point Address line 1 (J1036) to denote that the MPAN represents an embedded premise connected to a Private Network or a boundary MPAN. Should a change be raised to MAP 09 (which manages the address data) under the MRA to confirm this process or is the obligation under the DCUSA sufficient? Or both?

	I wonder whether DCUSA should be more prescriptive about the contents of that first line, for example mandate the use of specific words like “Licence Exempt System”.  That might make it easier to handle in some people’s systems.
It would be tidier to implement such indicators through MRA changes than by mandating the use of the first line of the address, but there is no need to delay implementation of this DCP pending MRA changes.

A future MRA modification in this area might adopt a different (better) way of identifying MPANs on Licence Exempt Systems, and if so a consequential change to the DCUSA might be needed then to recognise that new method.  For now, it seems appropriate to mandate within DCUSA the contents of the first line of the address, and not to depend on any MRA changes.




	5. Should proposed clause 146A be placed under schedule 16 under ”Tariff structures for Licence Exempt Systems using Difference Metering” or under clause 19.12 or in another location under the DCUSA?

	It should be included separately in each of schedule 16, schedule 17 and schedule 18, as proposed in the draft legal text.  The use of something other than settlement data and agreed capacity at settlement MPANs to charge for use of system should be mentioned in the distributors’ charging methodology.  



	6. Do you consider clause 147A necessary to provide clarity to the DCUSA or do you consider that the information provided therein is self-evident based on other clauses proposed in the change?

	Clause 147A and similar text in schedule 17 and schedule 18 would be useful to clarify the methodology and make sure that prospective users understand what they might be charged for.
One could argue that this material belongs in the distributors’ charging statements rather than in schedule 16, schedule 17 or schedule 18.  But this modification process cannot rely on changes to distributors’ charging statements, so it is better and safer to include the text in schedule 16, schedule 17 and schedule 18.



	7. If you consider clause 147A necessary under question 6, please advise where this clause is best located under the DCUSA? (Schedule 16 or other location)

	It should appear in each of schedule 16, schedule 17 and schedule 18.



	8. Should the DCUSA stipulate at proposed clause 29.5A.6 that the data should be provided in the same timescales as are required for submission of metering data under the BSC?

	Yes.



	9. Should a provision be introduced to allow the boundary supplier to receive data that does not belong to them (i.e. embedded supplier data) and to onwardly charge the private network operator for their element?

	Yes.

There should be a provision under DCUSA obliging all suppliers involved in a difference metering arrangement to co-operate with each other and to ensure that their supplier agents cooperate with each other in order to ensure that the boundary supplier and the private network operator have full visibility and transparency of all the data involved in difference metering calculations.  There should also be a DCUSA provision permitting the boundary supplier to share data obtained from other suppliers and supplier agents with the private network operator in order to achieve this objective of transparency.

Transparency is necessary to allow the private network operator to check the accuracy of the data, to validate its charges, and bill suppliers or customers for any private network use of system charges that might apply.




	10. If you answered yes to question 9, should this legal text be introduced in to the DCUSA or by raising a change to the BSC?

	These obligations should be included within DCUSA.

This is because transparency is important to the accurate operation of difference metering, and this modification cannot rely on changes to BSC documents.  

Data provision obligations for several aspects of LDNO billing are already included in DCUSA, so this obligation would not be out of place.




	11. Should an MTC be added to the Portfolio Billing HH report so that the DNOs will know whether the IDNO has agreed to raise an MPAN for a HH site within a Private Network?

	I am not sufficiently familiar with the Portfolio Billing HH report to comment. 



	12. Do you consider that this change will have an effect on nested networks?

	I am not sufficiently familiar with the nested networks arrangements to comment. 



	13. Do you have any other comments on the legal text?

	The word “gross” might lead to problems in the event that difference metering is used for a generator within a demand-dominated site, since in that case the flow at the boundary would normally be thought of as “net”.  Perhaps we could omit the word “gross” and just refer to something like “units imported or exported at the boundary between the Company’s network and the Licence Exempt System”.
It might be helpful (to try and limit confusion with the section on portfolio tariffs, which also apply to some Licence Exempt Systems, at least in the case of the EDCM) to include within schedule 16, schedule 17 and schedule 18, near the new paragraphs, a table of the tariffs that might apply to DMAN data and their tariff components.  This would list all the possible half hourly metered demand and generation tariffs and their tariff components, including text such as “applied to units imported or exported at the boundary of the Licence Exempt System” or “applied to maximum import capacity at the boundary of the Licence Exempt System” (perhaps in notes to the tariff table).
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