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1 PURPOSE 

1.1 This document is issued in accordance with Clause 11.20 of the DCUSA and 

details DCP 143 – Estimating Missing Reactive Data.  

1.2 The voting process for the proposed variation and the timetable of the 

progression of the Change Proposal (CP) through the DCUSA Change 

Control Process is set out in this document.  

1.3 Parties are invited to consider the proposed legal drafting amendments 

(Appendix B) and submit their votes using the form attached as Appendix F 

to dcusa@electralink.co.uk no later than 15 April 2013. 

2 BACKGROUND 

2.1 DCP 143 has been raised by E.On Energy as a result of the work undertaken 

by the DCMF MIG Annual Review Billing Supergroup. That group was 

established to determine best practices in DUoS billing and to facilitate 

moving the Industry towards such practices in order that Distributors adopt 

a common approach to billing. 

2.2 The intent of DCP 143 is to compel Distributors to estimate missing reactive 

data using a default power factor of 0.9 applied to the Half Hourly (HH) 

active data. 

2.3 The DCMF MIG Annual Review Billing Supergroup has assessed different 

approaches used by Distributors under current practice and has determined 

its view of the optimal common approach that should be adopted in relation 

to the matter stated in the intent. 

2.4 The group felt that by having a common approach to billing will make it 

easier for Suppliers to build validation routines and provides transparency 

for new entrants. 

2.5 The Proposer notes that in the case of reactive estimation the Billing Group 

felt that estimation was the best way forward. 

2.6 This CP has been deemed a Part 1 matter as it is likely to discriminate in its 

effect upon Parties as some Distributors may have changes to make to their 

billing systems while others may not. 

3 DCP 143 – WORKING GROUP  
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3.1 The DCUSA Panel established a Working Group to assess and refine DCP 

143. The Working Group was comprised of Suppliers, DNO Parties and 

Ofgem representation.  

3.2 Meetings were held in open session and the minutes and papers of each 

meeting are available on the DCUSA website – www.dcusa.co.uk. 

4 DCP 143 – CONSULTATION 

4.1 The Working Group carried out a Consultation to give Parties an 

opportunity to review and comment on DCP 143. There were 13 responses 

received from Parties and these are documented in Appendix C. 

4.2 The majority of the responses to the consultation were supportive of the 

intent and the principles of DCP 143. The Working Group discussed each 

response and its comments are summarised alongside the collated 

Consultation responses in Appendix C.   

4.3 A summary of the responses received, and the Working Group’s 

conclusions are set out below: 

Question 1 - Do you agree with the intent of DCP 143? 

4.4 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents agree with the 

intent of DCP 143. 

Respondent Party Type Yes No 
DNOs 4 2 

Suppliers 4 2 
IDNO 1 0 

 

4.5 One Supplier Party Respondent explained that they do not support the 

intent of DCP 143, as in their opinion, no justification has been provided 

for a power factor of 0.9. 

4.6 The Working Group noted that the justification for choosing the power 

factor of 0.9 came from the BEAMA paper. The Working Group agreed to 

attach a copy of this paper as an appendix for reference with the Change 

Report. 

4.7 Another Supplier Party explained that they do not agree with the intent of 

the CP and that although they would support a common approach where 

reactive data is missing, they do not believe that this change represents 

http://www.dcusa.co.uk/�
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the appropriate way to do it. 

4.8 The Working Group noted that there was not an alternative solution 

provided by this respondent. 

4.9 A DNO Party respondent explained that in their opinion the intent is 

placing an obligation on Distributors to estimate missing reactive data 

where Suppliers have failed to provide such data in accordance with 

DCUSA clause 21.2 in order for the Distributor to bill for use of system. 

They explained that they feel that this should not be allowed. Distributors, 

where such data has not been provided, should (as the current wording of 

DCUSA states) have the option to decide whether to estimate or not.  

4.10 They further explain that by agreeing to such a change proposal this would 

effectively have Distributors undertaking the role of Supplier agents rather 

than the Suppliers managing them by ensuring that they provide such 

data in the first place.  

4.11 They further note, in their opinion, that by making the Distributor use a 

default value of 0.9 may not represent their network, and is potentially not 

cost reflective. However, there may be merit in the value chosen in that 

the work undertaken by BEAMA on Power Factor stated that the average 

Power Factor without corrective equipment installed was 0.887 (UK). 

There was also mention of the BSCP502 quoting a value of 0.9. They note 

that they believe defaulting to a 0.9 power factor is not appropriate in all 

circumstances. 

4.12 The Working Group noted that a change/modification can be made within 

any Industry Code, and the BSC already deals with this issue.  This CP is 

about billing, not the provision of data. 

4.13 The Working Group noted the comments contained within this response, 

but also highlighted that there are no alternative solutions raised by this 

Respondent, only that they do not agree that the power factor is 

appropriate in their opinion. 

4.14 Another DNO Party commented that they do agree with the intent of the 

CP; however they feel that this process would be better suited to be 

carried out by the data collector. 

4.15 A Supplier Party respondent noted that they do agree with the intent of 
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DCP 143 and that there is a requirement for reactive data to be estimated 

when it is not available. 

Question 2 - Do you agree with the principles of DCP 143? 

4.16 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents agree with the 

principles of DCP 143. 

 
Respondent Party Type Yes No 

DNOs 4 2 
Suppliers 4 2 

IDNO 1 0 

 

4.17 One Supplier Party noted that they do agree with the principles of DCP 143 

as they support achieving commonality in billing practices. 

4.18 One DNO Party explained that in their opinion, this change was raised 

because some Distributors estimate and some do not, and those that do 

apply different estimating logic. They further noted that all this can be 

avoided by the Supplier managing their agents in ensuring that they comply 

with clause 21.2 of DCUSA. If there is missing data they can procure their 

agents to provide estimates with or without a BSC change as part of the 

contract they have with them.  

4.19 By saying that this is a common approach to billing is not a justifiable 

reason to place an obligation on the Distributor because the Supplier has 

failed in their obligation. The same DNO Party continues by explaining that 

they feel it should be for the Distributor to determine whether they estimate 

or not and in what manner they estimate. Any subsequent provision by the 

Supplier, through their agent, of actual data (be it estimated or actual) will 

result in an adjustment in any case as per the current drafting of DCUSA. 

4.20 The Working Group noted that the first point is justifiable, but it is not what 

this CP is seeking for a solution. It was further agreed that any Party who 

does not support the intent, commonality in billing, they are welcome to 

vote on the issue as set out in the DCUSA process. 

4.21 Another DNO Party noted that they do support the principles of DCP 143; 

however, they feel that this process would be better suited to be carried out 

by the data collector.  
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Question 3 - Does the CP better facilitate the DCUSA General Objectives 

1 and 2? Please provide supporting comments. 

4.22 The Working Group agreed that DCUSA General Objectives 1 and 2 were 

better facilitated by DCP 143. 

4.23 The following table outlined the respondents’ views on which Objectives 

are facilitated by the CP:  

DCUSA General Objectives General Objective 

Objective 1 8 
Objective 2 7 
Objective 3 2 
Objective 4 0 
Objective 5 0 

4.24 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents agreed that 

DCP 143 better facilitates DCUSA General Objectives 1 and 2.  

4.25 One Supplier Party noted that they are not convinced that General 

Objective 1 is better facilitated. They highlighted that their understanding 

is that DNOs will monitor reactive flows on their network using their own 

metering in their substations, not their DUoS billing data. They also 

mentioned that estimating missing reactive data will only provide a better 

view of reactive flows if the estimate is reasonable. Finally, they felt that 

assuming a Power Factor of 0.9 seemed excessive to them. 

4.26 The Working Group noted that there was discussion about using different 

power factors, but the DCMF MIG Billing Group picked the value that 

BEAMA recommended within their paper, which is 0.9. 

4.27 One DNO Party noted that in their view all the DCUSA objectives should be 

challenged against each change proposal, not just specific objectives. 

4.28 The Working Group explained that during the course of their work, the 

objectives are reviewed and they are given as an opinion within the 

consultation for Industry comments.  By giving the Working Group’s view 

does not limit which Objectives can be commented upon by Respondents, 

and in fact does not preclude anyone from offering differing views. 

4.29 Another DNO Party explained that they do not feel that this CP better 

facilitates the Objectives as in their view this is already covered by HHDC 

requirements; DNOs should not be replicating the work of the HHDC. 
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4.30 The Working Group noted that this is not replicating the work of the 

HHDC; it would only be where the data is missing. 

Question 4 - Do you have any comments on the proposed legal drafting 

of DCP 143? 

4.31 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents did not have 

any comments on the legal drafting. 

4.32 One Supplier Party noted that they did not have any further comments 

and believed that the current drafting works, subject to DCUSA lawyers 

review. 

4.33 Another Supplier Party explained that whilst do not support DCP143; the 

legal text does support the intent of the change so they have no further 

comments. 

4.34 One DNO Respondent noted that the section which explains that where 

Distributors do estimate they have to calculate missing reactive data 

(clause 21.2.2.2) by applying a default power factor of 0.9 to the HH 

active advances should be deleted in its entirety. 

4.35 The Working Group noted that if that sentence is deleted, it would not 

meet the intent. 

4.36 The same DNO Party highlighted that DCP 143 has been raised as a Part 1 

matter so Clause 9.5.2 will need to be updated to reflect such a situation.  

4.37 The Working Group did not agree with this point, it is a Part 1 change that 

does not introduce a Part 1 clause. The change could potentially have 

different impacts on different parties, which could be viewed as 

discriminatory. 

Question 5 - Should DNOs estimate the reactive data when that data is 

missing? If not, what alternatives do you feel are available and who 

should be responsible for this estimation and how could that be 

codified/enforced within Industry Code Governance? Provide supporting 

comments. 

4.38 One Supplier Party noted that in their opinion, No, they feel that it’s not 

the role of the DNO to estimate data; they believe that the Data Collector 

should estimate reactive data as they do with active data. 
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4.39 They further explain that from the Working group it’s clear that some 

DNO’s think they should and others feel it’s not their responsibility to 

estimate data. They suggest that the Working Group consider the 

alternative (possibly as alternate change proposal) of mandating within 

DCUSA that DNOs do not estimate missing reactive data. 

4.40 The Working Group noted the comments, and agreed that the issue 

discussed within the response would have to be a separate CP as it would 

sit outside the scope of this Working Group. 

4.41 The Working Group also disagreed with the fact that it is not the DNO’s 

role to estimate data when the DCUSA gives an implicit right for them to 

do so. 

4.42 Another Supplier Party noted that ideally Distributors should not have to 

estimate reactive data as this should be provided by the Supplier via the 

DC. However, there are instances where this data is missing and the 

Distributor wishes to invoice where the DC has not yet estimated the data. 

They explained that if they wish to invoice before the missing data has 

been either estimated of retrieved then they believe there should be a 

common way of doing so.  

4.43 They further note that the alternative is that Distributors wait until the 

data is received from the Supplier which may delay their desired billing 

timetable.  

4.44 The same Supplier also provided the estimate that the development costs 

for each bespoke validation for this item to be approximately £3,000; and 

to employ more validation staff £5,000 per annum per Distribution licence 

should DCP 143 not be accepted. 

4.45 A different Supplier Party Respondent explained that they do not believe 

that the DNO should be expected to estimate any missing reactive data.  

They note that the BSC refers to the Data Collector and we believe that it 

is their responsibility to create estimates.  They feel that if a gap exists 

within that process that should be addressed, rather than creating a 

solution elsewhere that places obligations on other parties.   

4.46 They believe this change may have the unintended consequence of 

introducing misalignment between settlement data (D0036), DNO data, 

and customer billing.  Any estimated data should be aligned across all 
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systems and should not be done outside of settlements by the DNO. 

4.47 One DNO Party explained that they intend to estimate missing reactive at 

0.9. 

4.48 A different DNO Party explained that in their opinion, there should be a 

choice available to the Distributor. In their view, the current process and 

codification is sufficient. The responsibility to send metering data 

(including estimated data) and data as specified in the Relevant Charging 

Statement (Clause 21.2) is that of the Supplier.  

4.49 The Supplier backs off this through a contractual relationship with the 

HHDC. The HHDC has to be a qualified agent in line with the BSC. This is 

then supported by BSCP 502 which places an obligation on HHDCs to 

estimate such data (including reactive data).  

4.50 It is further noted that the Distributor should retain the right to estimate if 

they so choose (clause 21.2.2.1). There is no need to change DCUSA. 

They note, as stated above within their response, the Supplier via their 

agent is non compliant with clause 21.2.1 and as such they should then 

not be able to dictate how such estimation is calculated. If they comply 

with their obligations they have no (validation) impact on their business. 

4.51 The Working Group noted that the issue is not about complying; it is about 

the timing of the billing.  If the DNO chooses to bill sooner than the data is 

available, then there must be estimation; otherwise it would be the option 

to wait to bill. 

Question 6 - Do you agree with the Power Factor of 0.9 should be used 

to estimate the missing reactive data? If not, what other value do you 

feel should be used for this estimation?  Please provide supporting 

comments. 

4.52 The Working Group noted that the responses to this question were mixed, 

and there was not an overwhelming majority in favour or against using the 

PF of 0.9. 

4.53 One Supplier Party noted that they do not agree with using 0.9 as the 

Power Factor.  They explain that if missing reactive data is to be 

estimated, then 0.90 seems excessive to them and that in their view, the 

Consultation has provided no justification for the value.  
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4.54 They further explain that from DNOs CDCM models they have been able to 

see that chargeable excess reactive units are approximately 10% of the 

level of chargeable active units for HH sites. This represents reactive units 

below a power factor threshold of 0.95. They can therefore estimate a 

range of the overall power factor for all HH sites by assuming that every 

other unit of active power has a power factor between 0.95 and 1.0.  

4.55 They noted that this provides a range of power factor of between 0.92 

(minimum) and 0.99 (maximum) for HH sites. Therefore assuming that a 

site which is missing reactive data has a power factor of 0.90 would 

appear to be excessive to in their view. If missing reactive data is to be 

estimated, they feel that a 0.95 power factor would seem to be more 

appropriate and more consistent with the assumptions contained in the 

CDCM. 

4.56 The Working Group explained that the Power Factor of 0.9 was chosen as 

per the BEAMA recommendation.  

4.57 One DNO Party noted that in their opinion they believe 0.9 is fair and 

reasonable and only have concerns with the amount of corrections/re-bills 

required when reads do become available. 

4.58 Another DNO Party explained that the current drafting places this against 

all reactive values be they RI or RE (missing reactive data). The BSCP 

covering reactive estimation makes a distinction between the two.  

4.59 The Working Group noted this point and explained that it was discussing 

the 2 different channels, and perhaps there could be additional extra 

clarification within the legal text. The Working Group agreed to progress 

with only the one channel, and will examine the legal text to ensure that 

there is clarity specifying this going forward with the DCUSA legal 

advisors. 

Question 7 - Are you aware of any wider industry developments that may 

impact upon or be impacted by this CP?  If so, please give details, and 

comment on whether the benefit of the change may outweigh the 

potential impact and whether the duration of the change is likely to be 

limited. 

4.60 The Working Group noted that the majority of Respondents were not 

aware of any wider industry developments that could impact or be 
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impacted by DCP 143. 

4.61 One Supplier Party noted that there are many DCUSA DCPs that are aimed 

at improving the billing and subsequent validation processes of 

Distributors and Suppliers. The majority of costs associated with these are 

development costs to billing or validation tools. These costs are greatly 

reduced when more than one change can be undertaken at any time. 

4.62 One DNO Party noted that they are comfortable with the estimating logic 

they apply; they believe that they should not amend their estimating logic 

associated with non-P266 (Improving the allocation of Reactive Power 

flows between Import and Export Metering Systems) compliant meters. 

Once the meter has been reconfigured their logic then applies the default 

values contained within the BSCP that the Supplier’s HHDC undertake.  

4.63 They go on to explain that P266 was raised to resolve the following two 

issues:  

Issue 1 - In order to calculate accurate Distribution Use of System 

(DUoS) charges for a Shared Site, a Supplier must have access to data in 

respect of the active and reactive flows at the site boundary at a given 

point in time. If the reactive flow is recorded independently on a separate 

meter from the active flow, Suppliers will be unable to calculate accurate 

UoS charges.  

Issue 2 - Where the import and export bills at a Shared Site are paid by 

separate parties, one party may end up paying for reactive power flows 

caused by the other party. Because there is only a single connection point, 

it is not possible to determine which party is responsible for the reactive 

flow. While the extent to which this leads to one party being billed in 

respect of the other party’s reactive power flows may vary under the 

different arrangements for metering reactive power, it is not possible to 

mitigate it entirely where import and export are metered at a single point. 

4.64 They explain that unfortunately P266 is not retrospective and will 

eventually be implemented as and when the meter operator of the 

Supplier configures the meter. They believe that since this is within the 

gift of Suppliers it is not appropriate for Distributors to change their 

estimating logic of pre-P266 sites. It is an expense the Industry cannot 

afford to take.  
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4.65 They feel that it would be helpful to understand the current status, since 

Ofgem’s approval and the subsequent implementation of this Modification, 

as to how many sites are P266 compliant against the total number of sites 

and how many of these are new connections, and if Suppliers have an end 

date in mind. This will help the Working Group understand the potential 

impact in this area.  

4.66 They further note that the costs of implementing this change are 

significant, and the Use of System Charges (potential exceeded capacity 

charges and reactive charges) increased as a consequence of the current 

drafting. 

4.67 The Working Group noted that this response is mainly providing 

background of why P266 was raised, and not addressing the question 

asked within the Consultation. 

4.68 The Working Group noted that CDCM has been implemented since then, 

and solves some of the issues that were brought up for P266. 

Question 8 - Do you agree with the implementation date of DCP 143? 

4.69 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents, 9 of 11, 

agreed with the implementation date of DCP 143. 

 
Respondent Party Type Yes No 

DNOs 4 2 
Suppliers 5 0 

IDNO 0 0 

 

4.70 One DNO Party noted that this depends on how quickly this change 

progresses, as they would like a minimum of six months from Ofgem’s 

determination. 

4.71 The Working Group noted that according to the timeline in which they are 

working, and the implementation date of October 2013 there would be 

more than six months notice if this change were implemented. 

4.72 One Supplier Party noted that they recognise that adjusting billing systems 

to accommodate small changes can be costly. They noted that they do not 

believe, however, this should be a reason to either reject the modification 

or delay the change implementation. DNOs in those circumstances should 
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apply for derogations and seek to implement in an efficient fashion. 

Question 9 - Are there any alternative solutions or matters that should be 

considered by the Working Group? 

4.73 The Working Group noted that there were a few issues that were raised by 

Respondents to this questions which mirrored earlier responses. 

4.74 One DNO Party commented that they believe that the solution to having 

Distributors estimating data is to ensure that data is provided in the first 

place. The Working Group should determine why Suppliers and their 

agents cannot provide such data and then suggest the necessary changes 

to the correct governing code together with implementing P266; the DNO 

respondent further notes that by attempting to have a common approach 

to Distributor estimation is completely missing the issue at hand.  

4.75 They feel that non compliance by one Party should not dictate to the other 

how they should then deliver against such a non compliance. 

4.76 The Working Group noted that this is not about non-compliance and is an 

alternative solution; the others won’t fit the intent of the CP. 

4.77 Two DNO Party Respondents felt that there is no solution is required as 

the onus is already on the HHDC to provide this information and for the 

Supplier to ensure that it happens. 

4.78 A Supplier Party noted that they believe the MIG Working Group have 

already discussed this widely and believe this to be the optimal solution. 

5 SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS 

5.1 The Working Group agreed to ask Parties for additional information in the 

form of Supplementary Questions in order to allow Parties to provide the 

impacts and materiality of implementing DCP 143. There were 10 

responses received from Parties and are documented in Appendix D. 

5.2 The Working Group discussed each response and its comments are 

summarised alongside the collated Consultation responses.   

5.3 A summary of the responses received, and the Working Group’s 

conclusions are set out below: 
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Question 1 - How will DCP 143 affect your organisation? Please provide 

supporting comments. 

5.4 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents would be 

impacted by the implementation of this CP. 

5.5 One Supplier noted that considering the size of reactive data, this should 

not have significant impact on our business. However the change should 

be considered from a “commonality” charging structure. 

5.6 Another Supplier Party explained that in their opinion they do not believe 

that the DNO is best placed to estimate missing reactive data or that an 

arbitrary PF of 0.9 is appropriate.  They highlighted that they are 

concerned that this “one size fits all” approach will cause an increase in 

disputes raised by customers and the resource that is required to manage 

these.   

5.7 A different Supplier noted that they will have to change our validation 

routine in our business systems to accommodate any changes to the 

calculation of the charges.  

5.8 One DNO Party explained that there would be no effect, as they already 

estimate at 0.9. 

5.9 Another DNO Party noted that they do not currently have an automated 

process within the billing system to estimate missing reactive data. They 

have calculated that it would take more than one WTE to complete this 

task each month with current processes, so we would need to get changes 

made to the billing system to provide this. 

5.10 They further note that, in addition to the completion of missing data this 

will increase the number of queries we are receiving as customers and 

Suppliers quite rightly question the bills they are receiving.  

5.11 They explain that it is also unclear from this CP what action should be 

taken where no AI data has been received either, will there be an onus on 

the DNO to estimate AI data and then RI data, or would we assume zero 

for both? Assuming zero for both seems to be contradictory to the idea of 

DNOs estimating it in the first place. 

5.12 The Working Group noted that estimating AI is discretionary, but if you do 
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estimate this, you have to estimate RI at 0.9. 

5.13 A different DNO Party explained that they do undertake estimation when 

there is missing HH advances.  The impact on their organisation is 

therefore associated with the need to use a default of 0.9 for reactive 

values. 

5.14 Changes to the IT system that undertakes the estimation of missing data 

associated with reactive values. As indicated in their consultation response 

document they do use the default value of 0.9 for RI, but as a last resort, 

and they use zero in line with the Elexon guidelines for RE. The estimation 

logic will therefore need to be amended. 

5.15 The Working Group noted that they have agreed to remove the second 

channel and only keep RI relevant for the legal text. 

Question 2 - Will there be any associated costs with implementing DCP 

143? Please provide supporting comments. 

5.16 The Working Group noted that there are impacts on some of the 

Respondents as they have noted they will have to update their billing 

systems. 

5.17 One IDNO Party noted that there will be costs as they will need to make 

changes to their billing system. The Working Group noted that there was 

not a quotation provided for reference. 

5.18 One DNO Party noted that they will incur costs as a result of DCP 143; 

their billing system will need to be redeveloped with indicative costs of 

around £75k. It was explained that this relates to the technical 

specification of system and there is no current functionality to estimate 

reactive data. 

5.19 Another DNO Party responded by estimating costs of £40k based on 

previous similar billing system changes. 

5.20 The Working Group discussed and noted the comments. 

5.21 A different DNO Party responded by giving One-Off Costs and Business 

Costs. They noted that for the one off system costs, there will be a need to 

undertake system changes to cater for the amendment to the estimating 

logic. Their IT service provider needs more time to evaluate this and the 
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other system changes within this pack.  

5.22 It is therefore difficult to give actual costs but they did provide a high level 

impact based on internal discussions on the likely impacted areas they 

have identified.  It is likely that this is considered to be a medium impact 

(in the region of 20-50 man days effort), with significant business testing 

and project management resources being added on top of this.  The 

estimated cost therefore is in the region of £25k to £40k. 

5.23 In terms of business costs, they noted that due to the limited time it is 

difficult to assess what this impact is, but based on the data they produced 

when evaluating DCP114/115 – over/under utilisation of capacity, the 

number of HH sites that are within 11% of the agreed Maximum Capacity 

(calculated capacity value/0.9) is 6938 (47%). Those greater than 70kVA 

represent 5051 (34%). This number being where there may be a potential 

impact on the network. Export sites represent 2% of all the HH sites so 

based on the customers above 70kVA this equates to 101 sites being 

potentially impacted. Each of these would result in opening a dialogue with 

the customer usually after the third occurrence. This may well occur for all 

at some point dependent on their load profile and may result in an 

additional 0.5 full time equivalent resource being required spread amongst 

the capacity management team and the billing team dependent upon how 

often they occur each month and how many result in a rebilling 

requirement. 

5.24 The Working Group discussed and noted the comments regarding the 

costs. 

5.25 The Working Group also noted that there are many comments in relation 

to DCP 114 and 115 being implemented, and that these CPs are still in the 

Working Group stage; and highlighted that this CP, like all CPs, should be 

considered on its own merit. 

6 SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS 

6.1 Following further discussions, the Working Group agreed to pose further 

questions to Parties to gain further insight into this CP. 

Question 1 - Do you estimate missing reactive import (RI) data and 

what power factor do you use? 
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6.2 One IDNO Party noted that they do not currently, but they are intending to 

in the future – and we would use a PF of 0.90. 

6.3 A DNO Party noted that they do not estimate missing reactive data. 

6.4 Another DNO Party noted that in their earlier consultation responses, they 

stated that they do undertake estimation for any missing data item 

inclusive of RI.  They also indicated that they used 0.9 and this value was 

based on an assessment of the HH customers within their distribution 

area.   

6.5 They noted that they must caveat within answer in that they can only use 

0.9 if they have RE for the same HH period.  If this is not available they 

follow similar lines to that of the HHDC (in complying with their BSC 

obligations) by considering historic data.   

6.6 They further explain that where no historic data is available (e.g. a new 

connection) that they calculate the value based on an estimated annual 

consumption/ (365*48). 

6.7 They further caveat that on import/export sites it depends on whether the 

site is exporting or importing during that HH period if the metering is not 

P266 compliant.  Also on non compliant P266 metering consideration is 

given on using the same value on the import as on the export for the 

same HH period but would only be used in a calculation dependant on 

whether it was exporting or importing at that time. 

6.8 They feel that if it is being attempted to mandate reactive estimation by 

the Distributor this cannot be delivered unless you determine all the 

variables that would prevent such estimation otherwise the Distributor 

would be in breach of DCUSA.   

6.9 In their opinion, using a power factor of 0.9 is not the full answer and as 

such based on: 

• the limited intent (the use of only such a value irrespective of whether it 

be for RI or RE); and  

• the inability to estimate such a missing value if other data is not available 

when considering the calculation contained in the CDCM);  

6.10 They note finally, that in their view, this change proposal should be 
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withdrawn. 

Question 2 - As at July 2012, how many HH billed customers did you 

have? 

Question 3 - Of those, for how many customers have you received 

complete active data but not complete reactive data from the HHDC for 

the month of July 2012? 

 

6.11 One DNO Party noted that the information from their billing team indicates 

that they billed 8898 HH sites of which 4.96% had an incomplete set of 

data. It is difficult to assess whether this was AI, RI, RE or AE data that 

caused the estimation; it was further explained that any such analysis 

would take a considerable time to gather.   

6.12 They further query that perhaps this question should have also been 

considered by Suppliers who receive the same data we do from their HH 

Data Collector especially if they estimate missing data to calculate their 

DUoS bill as part of their validation criteria and as such should be able to 

provide this level of granularity.   

6.13 Another DNO Party noted that across all of their networks we had 33,750 

energised HH MPANs in July, of which 6,510 have incomplete reactive 

data. 

6.14 One IDNO Party responded and noted that they had 129 HH MPANs 

currently being billed, of which 16 are missing RI data for July 2012. 

7 PROPOSED LEGAL TEXT 

7.1 The proposed legal drafting of DCP 143 has been considered by the 

Working Group, and reviewed by the DCUSA legal advisors, and is 

attached as Appendix B. 

8 DCP 143 – WORKING GROUP CONCLUSIONS 

8.1 The Working Group agreed that under the current rules some DNOs are 

estimating reactive power data, which they are entitled to do, whilst other 

DNO’s do not estimate. The Working Group members had split opinions on 

mandating DNOs estimating reactive power; however it was agreed by the 

overall majority that a single approach is the optimal solution and meets 
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the intent of the CP. 

8.2 The majority of Working Group also felt that having a mixed method for 

billing was confusing, and this makes invoices complicated to validate as 

separate validation routines are required for different DNOs. 

8.3 Taking into account the diverse Party opinion as presented in the 

Consultation responses and Supplementary Questions, the majority of the 

Working Group concluded that,  the proposed drafting meets the intent of 

DCP 143 and should therefore be issued for voting and Party 

determination.  

9 EVALUATION AGAINST THE DCUSA OBJECTIVES 

9.1 Following the discussion about the split in views among the Respondents 

to the consultation, and also a minority of members on the Working 

Group, the overall majority of the Working Group considers that the 

following DCUSA General Objectives are better facilitated by DCP 143: 

General Objective 11

 

 – Better Facilitated. The Working Group agrees that 

reactive power flows must be present in all cases. Where the Supplier does not 

provide the data, it should be estimated in order to better understand the impact 

on the network; doing this will better facilitate DCUSA General Objective 1. 

General Objective 22

10 IMPLEMENTATION 

 – Better Facilitated. The Working Group agrees that DCP 

143 will promote consistency and transparency in the methods faced by 

Suppliers, thereby better facilitating DCUSA General Objective 2. 

10.1 DCP 143 is classified as a Part 1 matter in accordance with Clause 9.4.2 

(B) of the Agreement, and therefore will go to the Authority for 

determination after the voting process has completed. 

10.2 The implementation date, subject to Authority approval, is 1 October 

2013.  

                                                 
1 The development, maintenance and operation by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of efficient, co-
ordinated, and economical Distribution Networks 
2 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 
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11 ENGAGEMENT WITH THE AUTHORITY 

11.1 Ofgem has been fully engaged throughout the development of DCP 143 as 

a member of the Working Group. 

12 PANEL RECOMMENDATION 

12.1 The DCUSA Panel approved this Change Report on 20 February 2013 and 

considered that the Working Group had carried out the level of analysis 

required to enable Parties to understand the impact of the proposed 

amendment and to vote on DCP 143. 

12.2 The timetable for the progression of the Change Proposals is set out 

below: 

Activity Date 
Change Report issued for voting 21 March 2013 
Voting closes  15 April 2013 
Change Declaration 17 April 2013 
Authority Decision 23 May 2013 
CP Implemented 1 October 2013 

13 APPENDICES:  

• Appendix A – DCP 143 Change Proposal 

• Appendix B – DCP 143 Proposed Legal Drafting  

• Appendix C – DCP 143 Consultation Documents 

• Appendix D – DCP 143 Supplementary Questions 

• Appendix E – BEAMA Technical Bulletin 

• Appendix F - DCP 143 Voting Form  

 


	1 PURPOSE
	1.1 This document is issued in accordance with Clause 11.20 of the DCUSA and details DCP 143 – Estimating Missing Reactive Data.
	1.2 The voting process for the proposed variation and the timetable of the progression of the Change Proposal (CP) through the DCUSA Change Control Process is set out in this document.
	1.3 Parties are invited to consider the proposed legal drafting amendments (Appendix B) and submit their votes using the form attached as Appendix F to dcusa@electralink.co.uk no later than 15 April 2013.

	2 BACKGROUND
	2.1 DCP 143 has been raised by E.On Energy as a result of the work undertaken by the DCMF MIG Annual Review Billing Supergroup. That group was established to determine best practices in DUoS billing and to facilitate moving the Industry towards such p...
	2.2 The intent of DCP 143 is to compel Distributors to estimate missing reactive data using a default power factor of 0.9 applied to the Half Hourly (HH) active data.
	2.3 The DCMF MIG Annual Review Billing Supergroup has assessed different approaches used by Distributors under current practice and has determined its view of the optimal common approach that should be adopted in relation to the matter stated in the i...
	2.4 The group felt that by having a common approach to billing will make it easier for Suppliers to build validation routines and provides transparency for new entrants.
	2.5 The Proposer notes that in the case of reactive estimation the Billing Group felt that estimation was the best way forward.
	2.6 This CP has been deemed a Part 1 matter as it is likely to discriminate in its effect upon Parties as some Distributors may have changes to make to their billing systems while others may not.

	3 DCP 143 – WORKING GROUP
	3.1 The DCUSA Panel established a Working Group to assess and refine DCP 143. The Working Group was comprised of Suppliers, DNO Parties and Ofgem representation.
	3.2 Meetings were held in open session and the minutes and papers of each meeting are available on the DCUSA website – www.dcusa.co.uk.

	4 DCP 143 – CONSULTATION
	4.1 The Working Group carried out a Consultation to give Parties an opportunity to review and comment on DCP 143. There were 13 responses received from Parties and these are documented in Appendix C.
	4.2 The majority of the responses to the consultation were supportive of the intent and the principles of DCP 143. The Working Group discussed each response and its comments are summarised alongside the collated Consultation responses in Appendix C.
	4.3 A summary of the responses received, and the Working Group’s conclusions are set out below:
	Question 1 - Do you agree with the intent of DCP 143?
	4.4 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents agree with the intent of DCP 143.
	4.5 One Supplier Party Respondent explained that they do not support the intent of DCP 143, as in their opinion, no justification has been provided for a power factor of 0.9.
	4.6 The Working Group noted that the justification for choosing the power factor of 0.9 came from the BEAMA paper. The Working Group agreed to attach a copy of this paper as an appendix for reference with the Change Report.
	4.7 Another Supplier Party explained that they do not agree with the intent of the CP and that although they would support a common approach where reactive data is missing, they do not believe that this change represents the appropriate way to do it.
	4.8 The Working Group noted that there was not an alternative solution provided by this respondent.
	4.9 A DNO Party respondent explained that in their opinion the intent is placing an obligation on Distributors to estimate missing reactive data where Suppliers have failed to provide such data in accordance with DCUSA clause 21.2 in order for the Dis...
	4.10 They further explain that by agreeing to such a change proposal this would effectively have Distributors undertaking the role of Supplier agents rather than the Suppliers managing them by ensuring that they provide such data in the first place.
	4.11 They further note, in their opinion, that by making the Distributor use a default value of 0.9 may not represent their network, and is potentially not cost reflective. However, there may be merit in the value chosen in that the work undertaken by...
	4.12 The Working Group noted that a change/modification can be made within any Industry Code, and the BSC already deals with this issue.  This CP is about billing, not the provision of data.
	4.13 The Working Group noted the comments contained within this response, but also highlighted that there are no alternative solutions raised by this Respondent, only that they do not agree that the power factor is appropriate in their opinion.
	4.14 Another DNO Party commented that they do agree with the intent of the CP; however they feel that this process would be better suited to be carried out by the data collector.
	4.15 A Supplier Party respondent noted that they do agree with the intent of DCP 143 and that there is a requirement for reactive data to be estimated when it is not available.
	Question 2 - Do you agree with the principles of DCP 143?
	4.16 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents agree with the principles of DCP 143.
	4.17 One Supplier Party noted that they do agree with the principles of DCP 143 as they support achieving commonality in billing practices.
	4.18 One DNO Party explained that in their opinion, this change was raised because some Distributors estimate and some do not, and those that do apply different estimating logic. They further noted that all this can be avoided by the Supplier managing...
	4.19 By saying that this is a common approach to billing is not a justifiable reason to place an obligation on the Distributor because the Supplier has failed in their obligation. The same DNO Party continues by explaining that they feel it should be ...
	4.20 The Working Group noted that the first point is justifiable, but it is not what this CP is seeking for a solution. It was further agreed that any Party who does not support the intent, commonality in billing, they are welcome to vote on the issue...
	4.21 Another DNO Party noted that they do support the principles of DCP 143; however, they feel that this process would be better suited to be carried out by the data collector.
	Question 3 - Does the CP better facilitate the DCUSA General Objectives 1 and 2? Please provide supporting comments.
	4.22 The Working Group agreed that DCUSA General Objectives 1 and 2 were better facilitated by DCP 143.
	4.23 The following table outlined the respondents’ views on which Objectives are facilitated by the CP:
	4.24 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents agreed that DCP 143 better facilitates DCUSA General Objectives 1 and 2.
	4.25 One Supplier Party noted that they are not convinced that General Objective 1 is better facilitated. They highlighted that their understanding is that DNOs will monitor reactive flows on their network using their own metering in their substations...
	4.26 The Working Group noted that there was discussion about using different power factors, but the DCMF MIG Billing Group picked the value that BEAMA recommended within their paper, which is 0.9.
	4.27 One DNO Party noted that in their view all the DCUSA objectives should be challenged against each change proposal, not just specific objectives.
	4.28 The Working Group explained that during the course of their work, the objectives are reviewed and they are given as an opinion within the consultation for Industry comments.  By giving the Working Group’s view does not limit which Objectives can ...
	4.29 Another DNO Party explained that they do not feel that this CP better facilitates the Objectives as in their view this is already covered by HHDC requirements; DNOs should not be replicating the work of the HHDC.
	4.30 The Working Group noted that this is not replicating the work of the HHDC; it would only be where the data is missing.
	Question 4 - Do you have any comments on the proposed legal drafting of DCP 143?
	4.31 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents did not have any comments on the legal drafting.
	4.32 One Supplier Party noted that they did not have any further comments and believed that the current drafting works, subject to DCUSA lawyers review.
	4.33 Another Supplier Party explained that whilst do not support DCP143; the legal text does support the intent of the change so they have no further comments.
	4.34 One DNO Respondent noted that the section which explains that where Distributors do estimate they have to calculate missing reactive data (clause 21.2.2.2) by applying a default power factor of 0.9 to the HH active advances should be deleted in i...
	4.35 The Working Group noted that if that sentence is deleted, it would not meet the intent.
	4.36 The same DNO Party highlighted that DCP 143 has been raised as a Part 1 matter so Clause 9.5.2 will need to be updated to reflect such a situation.
	4.37 The Working Group did not agree with this point, it is a Part 1 change that does not introduce a Part 1 clause. The change could potentially have different impacts on different parties, which could be viewed as discriminatory.
	Question 5 - Should DNOs estimate the reactive data when that data is missing? If not, what alternatives do you feel are available and who should be responsible for this estimation and how could that be codified/enforced within Industry Code Governanc...
	4.38 One Supplier Party noted that in their opinion, No, they feel that it’s not the role of the DNO to estimate data; they believe that the Data Collector should estimate reactive data as they do with active data.
	4.39 They further explain that from the Working group it’s clear that some DNO’s think they should and others feel it’s not their responsibility to estimate data. They suggest that the Working Group consider the alternative (possibly as alternate chan...
	4.40 The Working Group noted the comments, and agreed that the issue discussed within the response would have to be a separate CP as it would sit outside the scope of this Working Group.
	4.41 The Working Group also disagreed with the fact that it is not the DNO’s role to estimate data when the DCUSA gives an implicit right for them to do so.
	4.42 Another Supplier Party noted that ideally Distributors should not have to estimate reactive data as this should be provided by the Supplier via the DC. However, there are instances where this data is missing and the Distributor wishes to invoice ...
	4.43 They further note that the alternative is that Distributors wait until the data is received from the Supplier which may delay their desired billing timetable.
	4.44 The same Supplier also provided the estimate that the development costs for each bespoke validation for this item to be approximately £3,000; and to employ more validation staff £5,000 per annum per Distribution licence should DCP 143 not be acce...
	4.45 A different Supplier Party Respondent explained that they do not believe that the DNO should be expected to estimate any missing reactive data.  They note that the BSC refers to the Data Collector and we believe that it is their responsibility to...
	4.46 They believe this change may have the unintended consequence of introducing misalignment between settlement data (D0036), DNO data, and customer billing.  Any estimated data should be aligned across all systems and should not be done outside of s...
	4.47 One DNO Party explained that they intend to estimate missing reactive at 0.9.
	4.48 A different DNO Party explained that in their opinion, there should be a choice available to the Distributor. In their view, the current process and codification is sufficient. The responsibility to send metering data (including estimated data) a...
	4.49 The Supplier backs off this through a contractual relationship with the HHDC. The HHDC has to be a qualified agent in line with the BSC. This is then supported by BSCP 502 which places an obligation on HHDCs to estimate such data (including react...
	4.50 It is further noted that the Distributor should retain the right to estimate if they so choose (clause 21.2.2.1). There is no need to change DCUSA. They note, as stated above within their response, the Supplier via their agent is non compliant wi...
	4.51 The Working Group noted that the issue is not about complying; it is about the timing of the billing.  If the DNO chooses to bill sooner than the data is available, then there must be estimation; otherwise it would be the option to wait to bill.
	Question 6 - Do you agree with the Power Factor of 0.9 should be used to estimate the missing reactive data? If not, what other value do you feel should be used for this estimation?  Please provide supporting comments.
	4.52 The Working Group noted that the responses to this question were mixed, and there was not an overwhelming majority in favour or against using the PF of 0.9.
	4.53 One Supplier Party noted that they do not agree with using 0.9 as the Power Factor.  They explain that if missing reactive data is to be estimated, then 0.90 seems excessive to them and that in their view, the Consultation has provided no justifi...
	4.54 They further explain that from DNOs CDCM models they have been able to see that chargeable excess reactive units are approximately 10% of the level of chargeable active units for HH sites. This represents reactive units below a power factor thres...
	4.55 They noted that this provides a range of power factor of between 0.92 (minimum) and 0.99 (maximum) for HH sites. Therefore assuming that a site which is missing reactive data has a power factor of 0.90 would appear to be excessive to in their vie...
	4.56 The Working Group explained that the Power Factor of 0.9 was chosen as per the BEAMA recommendation.
	4.57 One DNO Party noted that in their opinion they believe 0.9 is fair and reasonable and only have concerns with the amount of corrections/re-bills required when reads do become available.
	4.58 Another DNO Party explained that the current drafting places this against all reactive values be they RI or RE (missing reactive data). The BSCP covering reactive estimation makes a distinction between the two.
	4.59 The Working Group noted this point and explained that it was discussing the 2 different channels, and perhaps there could be additional extra clarification within the legal text. The Working Group agreed to progress with only the one channel, and...
	Question 7 - Are you aware of any wider industry developments that may impact upon or be impacted by this CP?  If so, please give details, and comment on whether the benefit of the change may outweigh the potential impact and whether the duration of t...
	4.60 The Working Group noted that the majority of Respondents were not aware of any wider industry developments that could impact or be impacted by DCP 143.
	4.61 One Supplier Party noted that there are many DCUSA DCPs that are aimed at improving the billing and subsequent validation processes of Distributors and Suppliers. The majority of costs associated with these are development costs to billing or val...
	4.62 One DNO Party noted that they are comfortable with the estimating logic they apply; they believe that they should not amend their estimating logic associated with non-P266 (Improving the allocation of Reactive Power flows between Import and Expor...
	4.63 They go on to explain that P266 was raised to resolve the following two issues:
	Issue 1 - In order to calculate accurate Distribution Use of System (DUoS) charges for a Shared Site, a Supplier must have access to data in respect of the active and reactive flows at the site boundary at a given point in time. If the reactive flow i...
	Issue 2 - Where the import and export bills at a Shared Site are paid by separate parties, one party may end up paying for reactive power flows caused by the other party. Because there is only a single connection point, it is not possible to determine...
	4.64 They explain that unfortunately P266 is not retrospective and will eventually be implemented as and when the meter operator of the Supplier configures the meter. They believe that since this is within the gift of Suppliers it is not appropriate f...
	4.65 They feel that it would be helpful to understand the current status, since Ofgem’s approval and the subsequent implementation of this Modification, as to how many sites are P266 compliant against the total number of sites and how many of these ar...
	4.66 They further note that the costs of implementing this change are significant, and the Use of System Charges (potential exceeded capacity charges and reactive charges) increased as a consequence of the current drafting.
	4.67 The Working Group noted that this response is mainly providing background of why P266 was raised, and not addressing the question asked within the Consultation.
	4.68 The Working Group noted that CDCM has been implemented since then, and solves some of the issues that were brought up for P266.
	Question 8 - Do you agree with the implementation date of DCP 143?
	4.69 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents, 9 of 11, agreed with the implementation date of DCP 143.
	4.70 One DNO Party noted that this depends on how quickly this change progresses, as they would like a minimum of six months from Ofgem’s determination.
	4.71 The Working Group noted that according to the timeline in which they are working, and the implementation date of October 2013 there would be more than six months notice if this change were implemented.
	4.72 One Supplier Party noted that they recognise that adjusting billing systems to accommodate small changes can be costly. They noted that they do not believe, however, this should be a reason to either reject the modification or delay the change im...
	Question 9 - Are there any alternative solutions or matters that should be considered by the Working Group?
	4.73 The Working Group noted that there were a few issues that were raised by Respondents to this questions which mirrored earlier responses.
	4.74 One DNO Party commented that they believe that the solution to having Distributors estimating data is to ensure that data is provided in the first place. The Working Group should determine why Suppliers and their agents cannot provide such data a...
	4.75 They feel that non compliance by one Party should not dictate to the other how they should then deliver against such a non compliance.
	4.76 The Working Group noted that this is not about non-compliance and is an alternative solution; the others won’t fit the intent of the CP.
	4.77 Two DNO Party Respondents felt that there is no solution is required as the onus is already on the HHDC to provide this information and for the Supplier to ensure that it happens.
	4.78 A Supplier Party noted that they believe the MIG Working Group have already discussed this widely and believe this to be the optimal solution.

	5 SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS
	5.1 The Working Group agreed to ask Parties for additional information in the form of Supplementary Questions in order to allow Parties to provide the impacts and materiality of implementing DCP 143. There were 10 responses received from Parties and a...
	5.2 The Working Group discussed each response and its comments are summarised alongside the collated Consultation responses.
	5.3 A summary of the responses received, and the Working Group’s conclusions are set out below:
	Question 1 - How will DCP 143 affect your organisation? Please provide supporting comments.
	5.4 The Working Group noted that the majority of respondents would be impacted by the implementation of this CP.
	5.5 One Supplier noted that considering the size of reactive data, this should not have significant impact on our business. However the change should be considered from a “commonality” charging structure.
	5.6 Another Supplier Party explained that in their opinion they do not believe that the DNO is best placed to estimate missing reactive data or that an arbitrary PF of 0.9 is appropriate.  They highlighted that they are concerned that this “one size f...
	5.7 A different Supplier noted that they will have to change our validation routine in our business systems to accommodate any changes to the calculation of the charges.
	5.8 One DNO Party explained that there would be no effect, as they already estimate at 0.9.
	5.9 Another DNO Party noted that they do not currently have an automated process within the billing system to estimate missing reactive data. They have calculated that it would take more than one WTE to complete this task each month with current proce...
	5.10 They further note that, in addition to the completion of missing data this will increase the number of queries we are receiving as customers and Suppliers quite rightly question the bills they are receiving.
	5.11 They explain that it is also unclear from this CP what action should be taken where no AI data has been received either, will there be an onus on the DNO to estimate AI data and then RI data, or would we assume zero for both? Assuming zero for bo...
	5.12 The Working Group noted that estimating AI is discretionary, but if you do estimate this, you have to estimate RI at 0.9.
	5.13 A different DNO Party explained that they do undertake estimation when there is missing HH advances.  The impact on their organisation is therefore associated with the need to use a default of 0.9 for reactive values.
	5.14 Changes to the IT system that undertakes the estimation of missing data associated with reactive values. As indicated in their consultation response document they do use the default value of 0.9 for RI, but as a last resort, and they use zero in ...
	5.15 The Working Group noted that they have agreed to remove the second channel and only keep RI relevant for the legal text.
	Question 2 - Will there be any associated costs with implementing DCP 143? Please provide supporting comments.
	5.16 The Working Group noted that there are impacts on some of the Respondents as they have noted they will have to update their billing systems.
	5.17 One IDNO Party noted that there will be costs as they will need to make changes to their billing system. The Working Group noted that there was not a quotation provided for reference.
	5.18 One DNO Party noted that they will incur costs as a result of DCP 143; their billing system will need to be redeveloped with indicative costs of around £75k. It was explained that this relates to the technical specification of system and there is...
	5.19 Another DNO Party responded by estimating costs of £40k based on previous similar billing system changes.
	5.20 The Working Group discussed and noted the comments.
	5.21 A different DNO Party responded by giving One-Off Costs and Business Costs. They noted that for the one off system costs, there will be a need to undertake system changes to cater for the amendment to the estimating logic. Their IT service provid...
	5.22 It is therefore difficult to give actual costs but they did provide a high level impact based on internal discussions on the likely impacted areas they have identified.  It is likely that this is considered to be a medium impact (in the region of...
	5.23 In terms of business costs, they noted that due to the limited time it is difficult to assess what this impact is, but based on the data they produced when evaluating DCP114/115 – over/under utilisation of capacity, the number of HH sites that ar...
	5.24 The Working Group discussed and noted the comments regarding the costs.
	5.25 The Working Group also noted that there are many comments in relation to DCP 114 and 115 being implemented, and that these CPs are still in the Working Group stage; and highlighted that this CP, like all CPs, should be considered on its own merit.

	6 SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS
	6.1 Following further discussions, the Working Group agreed to pose further questions to Parties to gain further insight into this CP.
	Question 1 - Do you estimate missing reactive import (RI) data and what power factor do you use?
	6.2 One IDNO Party noted that they do not currently, but they are intending to in the future – and we would use a PF of 0.90.
	6.3 A DNO Party noted that they do not estimate missing reactive data.
	6.4 Another DNO Party noted that in their earlier consultation responses, they stated that they do undertake estimation for any missing data item inclusive of RI.  They also indicated that they used 0.9 and this value was based on an assessment of the...
	6.5 They noted that they must caveat within answer in that they can only use 0.9 if they have RE for the same HH period.  If this is not available they follow similar lines to that of the HHDC (in complying with their BSC obligations) by considering h...
	6.6 They further explain that where no historic data is available (e.g. a new connection) that they calculate the value based on an estimated annual consumption/ (365*48).
	6.7 They further caveat that on import/export sites it depends on whether the site is exporting or importing during that HH period if the metering is not P266 compliant.  Also on non compliant P266 metering consideration is given on using the same val...
	6.8 They feel that if it is being attempted to mandate reactive estimation by the Distributor this cannot be delivered unless you determine all the variables that would prevent such estimation otherwise the Distributor would be in breach of DCUSA.
	6.9 In their opinion, using a power factor of 0.9 is not the full answer and as such based on:
	6.10 They note finally, that in their view, this change proposal should be withdrawn.
	Question 2 - As at July 2012, how many HH billed customers did you have?
	Question 3 - Of those, for how many customers have you received complete active data but not complete reactive data from the HHDC for the month of July 2012?
	6.11 One DNO Party noted that the information from their billing team indicates that they billed 8898 HH sites of which 4.96% had an incomplete set of data. It is difficult to assess whether this was AI, RI, RE or AE data that caused the estimation; i...
	6.12 They further query that perhaps this question should have also been considered by Suppliers who receive the same data we do from their HH Data Collector especially if they estimate missing data to calculate their DUoS bill as part of their valida...
	6.13 Another DNO Party noted that across all of their networks we had 33,750 energised HH MPANs in July, of which 6,510 have incomplete reactive data.
	6.14 One IDNO Party responded and noted that they had 129 HH MPANs currently being billed, of which 16 are missing RI data for July 2012.

	7 PROPOSED LEGAL TEXT
	7.1 The proposed legal drafting of DCP 143 has been considered by the Working Group, and reviewed by the DCUSA legal advisors, and is attached as Appendix B.

	8 DCP 143 – WORKING GROUP CONCLUSIONS
	8.1 The Working Group agreed that under the current rules some DNOs are estimating reactive power data, which they are entitled to do, whilst other DNO’s do not estimate. The Working Group members had split opinions on mandating DNOs estimating reacti...
	8.2 The majority of Working Group also felt that having a mixed method for billing was confusing, and this makes invoices complicated to validate as separate validation routines are required for different DNOs.
	8.3 Taking into account the diverse Party opinion as presented in the Consultation responses and Supplementary Questions, the majority of the Working Group concluded that,  the proposed drafting meets the intent of DCP 143 and should therefore be issu...

	9 EVALUATION AGAINST THE DCUSA OBJECTIVES
	9.1 Following the discussion about the split in views among the Respondents to the consultation, and also a minority of members on the Working Group, the overall majority of the Working Group considers that the following DCUSA General Objectives are b...

	10 IMPLEMENTATION
	10.1 DCP 143 is classified as a Part 1 matter in accordance with Clause 9.4.2 (B) of the Agreement, and therefore will go to the Authority for determination after the voting process has completed.
	10.2 The implementation date, subject to Authority approval, is 1 October 2013.

	11 ENGAGEMENT WITH THE AUTHORITY
	11.1 Ofgem has been fully engaged throughout the development of DCP 143 as a member of the Working Group.

	12 PANEL RECOMMENDATION
	12.1 The DCUSA Panel approved this Change Report on 20 February 2013 and considered that the Working Group had carried out the level of analysis required to enable Parties to understand the impact of the proposed amendment and to vote on DCP 143.
	12.2 The timetable for the progression of the Change Proposals is set out below:
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