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DCUSA DCP 143 Consultation Responses – Collated Comments 

 

Question One 
Do you agree with the intent of DCP 143? Working Group Comments 

British Gas No- no justification has been provided for a power 
factor of 0.9 
 

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. 
 

EDF Energy Yes  

ENC Yes  

ENWL The intent is placing an obligation on (compel) 
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. 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.  
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. When you read the minutes of the 

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. 
 
The Working Group noted the comments, 
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. 
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working group the only rationale seems to be that it 
was raised through the Methodology Issues Group 
so we are raising a change here rather than via the 
impacted code i.e. the Balancing and Settlement 
Code. This is no justification.  
Secondly, 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. The 
BSCP will be discussed later in our response, 
however the use of the value stated above is not 
used in all circumstances. We therefore believe 
defaulting to a 0.9 power factor is not appropriate in 
all circumstances.  

EON Energy Yes  

Northern PowerGrid Yes. However Northern Powergrid feels that this 
process would be better suited to be carried out by 
the data collector 
 

The Working Group noted this comment. 

Npower Yes  

ScottishPower Energy Retail No.  Although we would support a common 
approach where reactive data is missing, we do not 
believe that this change represents the appropriate 

The Working Group noted that there was 
not an alternative solution suggested by this 
respondent. 
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way to do it. 
 

SP Manweb Plc and SP Distribution Ltd’s Yes  

SSE Energy Supply Ltd Yes, there is a requirement for reactive data to be 
estimated when it is not available. 

 

SSE POWER DISTRIBUTION Yes  

UKPN Yes  

Western Power No The Working Group noted that there was 
not an alternative solution suggested by this 
respondent. 

Question Two 
Do you agree with the principles of DCP 143? Working Group Comments 

British Gas Yes- we support achieving commonality in billing 
practice 
 

 

EDF Energy Yes  

ENC Yes  

ENWL This change was raised because some Distributors 
estimate and some do not, and those that do apply 
different estimating logic. 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.  

The Working Group noted that the first 
point is justifiable, but it is not what this CP 
is seeking for a solution. 
 
If any Party does not support the intent, 
commonality in billing, they are welcome to 
vote on the issue as set out in the DCUSA 
process. 
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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.  
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.  

EON Energy Yes  

Northern PowerGrid  
Yes. However Northern Powergrid feels that this 
process would be better suited to be carried out by 
the data collector  
 

The Working Group noted the comment. 

Npower Yes  

ScottishPower Energy Retail No, please see our answer to Q1.  

SP Manweb Plc and SP Distribution Ltd’s Yes  

SSE Energy Supply Ltd No – please see answers to later questions 
 

 

SSE POWER DISTRIBUTION Yes  

UKPN Yes  

Western Power No  
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Question Three 
Does the CP better facilitate the DCUSA General 
Objectives 1 and 2? Please provide supporting 
comments. 

Working Group Comments 

British Gas  
General Objective 1 – We are not convinced that 
General Objective 1 is better facilitated. Our 
understanding is that DNOs will monitor reactive 
flows on their network using their own metering in 
their substations, not their DUoS billing data. Also, 
estimating missing reactive data will only provide a 
better view of reactive flows if the estimate is 
reasonable. Assuming a PF of 0.9 seems excessive to 
us. 
 
General Objective 2 – Commonality of the treatment 
of reactive data will improve competition, currently 
the process is unbalanced. Depending which 
distribution regions your customers are in, you could 
potentially pick up a disproportionate amount of 
reactive charges versus another supplier with 
customers in another region.  
 

Objective 1 – The Working Group queried 
what power factor they would feel would be 
more accurate.  It was noted that there was 
discussion about different power factors, 
but the DCMF MIG Billing Group picked the 
value that BEAMA recommended within 
their paper. 
 
Objective 2 – The Working Group discussed 
this point, and did not come to a majority 
agreement about it being a competition 
issue.  It was noted that you would compete 
for the customer not the particular regions. 
The Working Group did agree that 
commonality will improve competition. 

EDF Energy We  Agree that the DNO should estimate the data 
based on a power factor of 0.9 
 

 

ENC We agree with the working groups assessment  
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ENWL 
We seem to have a trend here.  All the DCUSA 
objectives should be challenged against each change 
proposal. 

General Objective 1 is not better facilitated if the 
default value used is not aligned to their network.  If 
this change proposal is accepted the default value 
should be based on the company’s assessment of 
the default value or align to the values quoted within 
BSCP502 that the HHDC would use if they undertook 
such estimation.  This objective is not better 
facilitated if it delivers inaccurate data in which the 
development of the distribution network is based 
on.  There is a negative impact by the introduction of 
this change proposal based on the current drafting. 

Objective 2 is not better facilitated.  It may result in 
supplier’s reducing costs by not managing their 
agents whereas others that do are impacted.  The 
proposer argues that this will make it easier for 
suppliers to build validation routines and provide 
transparency for new entrants.  Changes to all 
suppliers systems for validation purposes may result 
if they have built them based on what they currently 
receive from distributors.  That said there is a 
counter argument that new entrants know what the 

The Working Group also agreed that ENWL 
raised a valid point concerning the CP being 
reviewed against all the Objectives. 
However, it was highlighted that the 
question does not preclude any Party from 
raising points about any of the Objectives, 
and Parties have done so in the past.  

General Objective 1 – The Working Group 
noted this could be the case, but the intent 
is to get a common approach to billing.    

It was noted that the data is not inaccurate, 
as it would all be estimated. 

Objective 2 – It was noted that the 
obligation will still exist, it would just be 
about validating the charges.  The Working 
Group noted the points, but also agreed 
that they are not all valid for this change. 
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default value is and as such may aid new entrants.  
At best this objective may be neutral. 

In this instance we agree that the last three of the 
objectives are not impacted by this change proposal. 

EON Energy We believe this CP better facilitates objectives 1 and 
2 as stated by the proposer. 
Objective 1 is better facilitated as Reactive Power 
flows must be present in all cases. Where the 
Supplier does not provide these, the data should be 
estimated in order to better understand the impact 
on the network. 
General Objective 2 is better facilitated as Suppliers 
will be better able to validate incoming invoices from 
Distributors as there will be a common approach. 
This was something that was envisaged when the 
common charging methodology was introduced in 
that the approach to charging should be common. A 
common approach makes it more transparent to 
new market entrants, as at present it is unclear what 
approach is adopted by Distributors prior to 
receiving an invoice.  
 

 

Northern PowerGrid Yes  

Npower We believe that DCP 143 will better facilitate the 
DCUSA General Objectives 1 and 3. 
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ScottishPower Energy Retail We do not believe that the DNO should be 
estimating this data or that the arguments for using 
a Power Factor of 0.9 have been sufficiently made.  
Further to this we do not believe, due to the 
unpredictable nature of reactive usage, that the 
DNO Parties are placed to estimate this accurately.  
As such we cannot agree that the change will better 
facilitate the development, maintenance and 
operation by the DNO Parties and IDNO Parties of 
efficient, co-ordinated, and economical Distribution 
Networks (General Objective 1). 
 
Where different methods for estimating reactive 
data exist, we agree that the introduction of a 
consistent approach across DNOs is desirable.  
Although we disagree with the solution in this 
proposal, this would remove discrepancies between 
DNOs and help to better facilitate General Objective 
2. 
 

The Working Group noted the comments. 

SP Manweb Plc and SP Distribution Ltd’s Yes, it provides a consistent method of estimation of 
Reactive Demand should the DNO choose to invoke 
their right to estimate data under 21.2.2.1 

The Working Group noted the comments 

SSE Energy Supply Ltd Yes – the intent of this CP does facilitate the DCUSA 
General Objectives 1 and 3, however the setting of 
the power factor gives cause for concern 
 

The Working Group noted the comments 
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SSE POWER DISTRIBUTION Yes  

UKPN Yes  

Western Power No, this is already covered by HHDC requirements; 
DNOs should not be replicating the work of the 
HHDC. 

The Working Group noted that this is not 
replicating the work of the HHDC; it would 
only be where the data is missing. 
 

Question Four 
Do you have any comments on the proposed legal 
drafting of DCP 143?  

Working Group Comments 

British Gas  The numbering could be clearer. New paragraph 
numbering for 21.2.2.1 to 21.2.2.3 would tend to 
suggest that these paragraphs relate solely to 21.2.2 
when in fact they relate to 21.2.1 and 21.2.2. The 
working group should review whether the 
numbering is as clear as it could be. 

The Working Group noted that these types 
of comments will be picked up at the legal 
review by Wragges & Co.   

EDF Energy No  

ENC No  

ENWL We raised, at the expert group meeting, that this 
change is limited to the estimating reactive data and 
how best such values should be calculated. We 
asked whether this should be widened to cover all 
data (active as well as reactive), and the impact the 
Balancing and Settlement Code P266 would and 
should have in this area. The group determined that 
this is a separate issue.  
 

The Working Group did not agree with the 
point about the intent of the CP. The 
Proposer has stated that the intent is to 
compel DNOs to do this; it will be clarified 
with Wragges upon the legal review.  
 
The Working Group noted that if that 
sentence is deleted, it would not meet the 
intent. 
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We would therefore like to know how we are to 
calculate missing reactive if there are no active 
readings to base the calculation on. It can only be 
assumed that we can either apply whatever 
estimating logic we wish to both Active Import and 
Active Export in then determining the reactive values 
or not apply the default value because there is no 
active data to base the calculation on (the intent 
states „applied to the HH active data‟  so if there isnt 
any we dont apply the default value in the 
calculation).  
The way the legal text is drafted (and aligns to the 
intent but not that of the expectation of the expert 
group i.e. the intent states how to estimate missing 
reactive data and not when estimating data should 
be applied) it still allows for the company to decide 
whether they want to estimate or not (clause 
21.2.2.1). We are fully supportive of this position 
and it should not be altered. It is our decision 
whether to estimate of not.  
 
However, 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. This should be deleted in its 
entirety.  
If the change proposal is not withdrawn then, as 

 
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. 
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stated earlier regarding the network and on the next 
question relating to default values, the use of 0.9 as 
the default value is not acceptable. This does not 
align with what HHDCs have to comply with specific 
to reactive export.  
The use of consumption data is a broad reference. It 
is sensible to make it clear that it is at „period 
metered consumption‟  so it is applied to any 
missing consumption period or periods.  
Finally, this change has been raised as a part 1 
matter so clause 9.5.2 will need to be updated to 
reflect such a situation.  
 

EON Energy No, we believe the current drafting works, subject to 
DCUSA lawyers review. 
 

 

Northern PowerGrid No  

Npower No  

ScottishPower Energy Retail While we do not support DCP143, the legal text does 
support the intent of the change so we have no 
further comments. 
 

The Working Group noted the comments. 

SP Manweb Plc and SP Distribution Ltd’s No, other than to state that 21.2.2.2 provides the 
methodology for estimating Reactive usage on basis 
that the DNO exercises their right to estimate for 
missing data under 21.2.2.1 

The Working Group noted the comments. 
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SSE Energy Supply Ltd No – please see responses to later questions 
 

 

SSE POWER DISTRIBUTION No  

UKPN No  

Western Power The legal text does not cover what to do in the 
eventuality that no active data has been provided by 
the user either. 

The Working Group noted the comments. 

Question Five 
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. 

Working Group Comments 

British Gas No, it’s not the role of the DNO to estimate data; we 
believe that the data collector should estimate 
reactive data as they do with active data. 
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. We 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.  
 

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. 
 
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. 

EDF Energy We  Agree that the DNO should estimate the data  
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based on a power factor of 0.9 

ENC Yes  

ENWL There should be a choice available to the Distributor.  
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. 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).  
The Distributor should retain the right to estimate if 
they so choose (clause 21.2.2.1). There is no need to 
change DCUSA. As stated above 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.  

The Working Group noted that it is not 
about complying; it is about the timing of 
the billing.  If the DNO chooses to bill 
sooner, then there must be an estimation; 
otherwise it would be the option to wait to 
bill. 

EON Energy 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. If they wish to invoice before the missing data 

The Working Group noted the comments. 
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has been either estimated of retrieved then we 
believe there should be a common way of doing so. 
The alternative is that Distributors wait until the 
data is received from the Supplier which may delay 
their desired billing timetable.  
We estimate the development costs for each 
bespoke validation for this item to be approximately 
£3,000. To employ more validation staff £5,000 per 
annum per Distribution licence should this DCP not 
be accepted. 
 

Northern PowerGrid Northern Powergrid feels that this process would be 
better suited to be carried out by the data collector  

The Working Group noted the comments 

Npower We believe that DNOs should estimate reactive data 
when that data is missing. It will improve our 
validation process to know a value is present for a 
particular time period as we will know that there is 
no omission error on the invoice.  
 

 

ScottishPower Energy Retail We do not believe that the DNO should be expected 
to estimate any missing reactive data.  The BSC 
refers to the Data Collector and we believe that it is 
their responsibility to create estimates.  If a gap 
exists within that process, that should be addressed, 
rather than creating a solution elsewhere that places 
obligations on other parties.   
 

The Working Group noted the comments 
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We 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 
settlements by the DNO. 

SP Manweb Plc and SP Distribution Ltd’s We believe the HHDC as appointed by the 
Supplier/Customer should be obligated to provide 
this data or an estimation of same based on the 
definitions above and as agreed in this CP. 

The Working Group noted the comments 

SSE Energy Supply Ltd If the supplier/supplier agent is unable to provide 
reactive data then we accept that DNOs should 
estimate reactive data.  
 

The Working Group noted the comments 

SSE POWER DISTRIBUTION We feel this is an interim solution where by we 
would like to see an end date where meter 
operators have recalibrated the meters.  
 

The Working Group noted the comments 

UKPN We intend to estimate missing reactive at 0.9 
 

The Working Group noted the comments 

Western Power No, this is already covered by the requirements of 
the HHDC. 

The Working Group agreed that they should, 
but this is again about the timing issue of 
the billing and whether the DNO chooses to 
wait. 

Question Six 
Do you agree with the Power Factor of 0.9 should 
be used to estimate the missing reactive data? If 

Working Group Comments 
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not, what other value do you feel should be used 
for this estimation?  Please provide supporting 
comments. 

British Gas No, if missing reactive data is to be estimated then 
0.90 seems excessive to us and the consultation has 
provided no justification for the value.  
 
From DNOs CDCM models we 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. We 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. 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 us. If missing 
reactive data is to be estimated, a 0.95 power factor 
would seem to be more appropriate and more 
consistent with the assumptions contained in the 
CDCM. 

The Working Group noted that the Power 
Factor was chosen as per the BEAMA 
recommendation.  
 
 

EDF Energy Yes  

ENC We agree with the principle of having a unified 
approach to billing but we question why the power 

The Working Group noted this point and is 
the same as the response above, and 
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factor has been set at 0.9 and not 0.95?  We would 
request, from the working group, an impact 
assessment quantifying the benefits of 0.9 over 0.95.  
 

highlighted that they chose the power factor 
from the BEAMA paper. 
 
 

ENWL 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.  
BSCP502 Clause 4.2 covers off data estimation for 
HHDCs. This indicates how estimation is undertaken 
for a number of scenarios and in the main they are 
based on historic information but then define what 
default values should be used should this not be 
possible.   
Clause 4.2.1 covers Import metering systems.  
Clause 4.2.1 (g) states how HHDCs should estimate 
where there is no Meter advance, historical data, 
operational data or additional information available, 
with the following applying in relation to Reactive 
consumption.  
“When estimating Reactive Energy consumption the 
HHDC will use the Default EAC and Default Period 
Profile Class Coefficients (DPPCCs) provided in 
Market Domain Data (MDD) in conjunction with a 
default power factor of 0.9 to determine missing 
Reactive Import values. The default power factor of 
0.9 shall not be used when estimating Reactive 

The Working Group noted that the first 
point is an alternative way to achieve this, 
but that it would be more complex and 
likely cause additional charges. 
 
The Working Group noted that for the 2nd 
point, it was discussing about the 2 different 
channels, and perhaps there could be 
additional extra clarification within the legal 
text. The Working Group are happy to go 
with only the one channel, and will examine 
the legal text to ensure that there is clarity 
specifying this 
 
The Working Group noted that this response 
is providing background information about 
what the HHDC are required to do, the CP’s 
solution is about what you do when you do 
not get the data. 
 
It was noted that they are using 0.9 for the 
Reactive Import channel, and if the other 
channel is taken out/clarified within the 
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Export values; in these instances a value of zero shall 
be submitted.”  
In other words if defaults are used the following 
values are stated:  
Calculate RI by using a default PF of 0.9 and the 
value of RE is set to ZERO.  
4.2.2 covers export metering systems and the 
outcome depends whether netting has occurred. If 
yes, 4.2.2a) all missing values to default are ZERO. 
Where netting does not occur historic data is used 
but there is no definitive statement relating to 
default values being used for reactive values to that 
of the Import Metering Systems.  
There is also a specific section on reactive power as 
shown below.  
4.2.3 Standard Methods – Reactive Power  
“Standard methods 4.2.1(b) through to 4.2.1(h) are 
also applicable to Reactive Import and Reactive 
Export, and the HHDC will use these methods to 
provide estimates of missing Reactive Power data. 
These estimation requirements will 
 
only apply where the Meter Technical Details 
indicate that the Meter has been configured to 
Record period values, but has not been possible to 
read these values from the Meter for one or more 
Settlement Periods. HHDCs are not required to (and 

legal text it should address these comments. 
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should not) estimate Reactive Power data for 
Metering Systems that do not have Reactive Power 
channels defined in the Meter Technical Details. The 
HHDC may vary the standard methods 4.2.1(b) to 
4.2.1(h) to use available Active Power data in 
estimating Reactive Power data. Where it is not 
possible to use the above methods to provide 
estimates of missing Reactive Power data, the HHDC 
shall not provide estimated data. In particular, zero 
estimates shall be provided only when these 
represent genuine estimates of the missing Reactive 
Power data, and not as a method of signaling that 
estimates could not be provided.”  
This procedure is probably lacking in clarity when 
looking at export sites for reactive so if any change 
proposal is required it should be here.  
Our approach to estimation was reviewed as part of 
the CDCM introduction in April 2010. This covered 
off AI, RI, RE and AE values.  
We follow the BSCP502 approach of defaulting to a 
power factor of 0.9 to calculate RI, and zero for RE 
apart from where there are Import/exports sites and 
the meters are non P266 compliant.  
Where such instances occur and we have no reactive 
component for a specific HH period we check both 
the import and export MPAN to see whether they 
have an advance or not. If they do we use the same 
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value and only use it dependent upon whether the 
site is predominantly importing or exporting during 
that HH period.  
This default power factor was sense checked against 
all HH sites in our area to identify the average power 
factor. This came out at circa 0.89 which is similar to 
that of BEAMA (0.887) and that of the BSCP value 
(which should the HHDC have estimated such a value 
would have been used). So we felt justified in using 
0.9 but this was only for RI.   
 

EON Energy We have no preference as to the value of the Power 
Factor, just that a common value is used. The value 
of 0.9 was that agreed as a reasonable value by the 
MIG Super Billing group. 
 

 

Northern PowerGrid To assume consistency with the power factor 
associated to active import Northern Powergrid 
would prefer a power factor of 0.95 
 

The Working Group noted the comments. 

Npower As a Power Factor of 0.9 is seen as the Industry 
‘standard’ (e.g. in the calculation of the over 100kW, 
typically using 111kVa x 0.9 pf) we agree that 0.9 be 
used. 
 

 

ScottishPower Energy Retail We do not believe that the argument for a Power 
Factor of 0.9 has been sufficiently made by the 

The Working Group noted that this would 
be a timeliness of data issue. 
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proposal.  We are concerned that an excessively low 
value may result in estimates that are not reflective 
of what the true values could be expected to be.  
 
The assumption of a standard Power Factor does not 
also account for those customers who have Power 
Factor correction equipment fitted in order to 
reduce excess reactive charge.  We are concerned 
that a standard approach may lead to erroneous 
charges in certain scenarios. 
 

SP Manweb Plc and SP Distribution Ltd’s We believe 0.9 is fair and reasonable and only have 
concerns with the amount of corrections/re-bills 
required when reads do become available. 

 

SSE POWER DISTRIBUTION Yes  

SSE Energy Supply Ltd 0.95 
 
if the DNO does have to put in a 0.90 Power Factor 
value, then it attracts Excess Reactive Power charges 
on the DUoS invoice. This in turn is passed through to 
the Customer which may trigger a dispute (Metering 
points with a calculated Power Factor 0.95 or greater 
do not attract Reactive charges). 
 

The Working Group noted the comments 

UKPN Yes  

Western Power No, we do not believe it is the DNO’s place to The Working Group noted the comments. 
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estimate reactive power. 
 

Question Seven 
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. 

Working Group Comments 

British Gas No  

EDF Energy No  

ENC No  

ENWL Albeit we are comfortable with the estimating logic 
we apply we believe that we should not amend our 
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 our logic then applies the default 
values contained within the BSCP that the supplier’s 
HHDC undertake.  
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 

The Working Group noted that this response 
is mainly providing background of why P266 
was raised. 
 
The Working Group noted that CDCM has 
been implemented since then, and solves 
some of the issues that were brought up for 
P266. 
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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.”  
Unfortunately P266 is not retrospective and will 
eventually be implemented as and when the meter 
operator of the supplier configures the meter. We 
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 can ill afford to take.  
It would be helpful to understand the current status, 
since Ofgem’s approval and the subsequent 
implementation of this Modification, as to how 
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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.  
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. 

EON Energy Yes. 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. 
 

The Working Group noted the comments 

Northern PowerGrid None that we are aware of  

Npower No  

ScottishPower Energy Retail No  

SP Manweb Plc and SP Distribution Ltd’s No  

SSE Energy Supply Ltd No  

SSE POWER DISTRIBUTION None known as yet.  
 

 

UKPN No  
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Western Power No  

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

Working Group Comments 

British Gas Yes. We recognise that adjusting billing systems to 
accommodate small changes can be costly. We do 
not believe, however, this should be a reason to 
either reject the modification or delay the change 
implementation. DNOs in those circumstances 
should apply for derogations and seek to implement 
in an efficient fashion. 
 

The Working Group noted the comments 

EDF Energy Yes  

ENC Unfortunately we were not able to get an estimate 
on how long system changes may take in time for 
our submission therefore we are unable to comment 
on the proposed implementation date at this time. 
 

The Working Group noted the comment. 

ENWL This depends on how quickly this change progresses. 
We would like a minimum of six months from 
Ofgem’s determination.  

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. 

EON Energy Yes  

Northern PowerGrid No  
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Npower Yes  

ScottishPower Energy Retail Yes  

SP Manweb Plc and SP Distribution Ltd’s Yes  

SSE Energy Supply Ltd Yes  

SSE POWER DISTRIBUTION Yes  

UKPN Yes  

Western Power We do not agree with the implementation of this 
DCP. 

The Working Group noted the comment. 

Question Nine 
Are there any alternative solutions or matters that 
should be considered by the Working Group? 

Working Group Comments 

British Gas As per our response to questions 5 and 6, alternative 
solutions would be to either mandate that DNOs do 
not estimate missing reactive data, of to mandate 
that they estimate it using a power factor of 0.95. 

The Working Group noted that neither of 
these would meet the intent of the CP, and 
that either of these would also need to be 
raised as a separate change as they are 
outside the scope of the intent of this CP. 

EDF Energy No  

ENC None that we are aware of  

ENWL 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 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. 
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Attempting to have a common approach to 
distributor estimation is completely missing the issue 
at hand.  
Non compliance by one party should not dictate to 
the other how they should then deliver against such 
a non compliance. 

EON Energy  
No. We believe the MIG working group have already 
discussed this widely and believe this to be the 
optimal solution. 
 

 

Northern PowerGrid Northern Powergrid feels that this process would be 
better suited to be carried out by the data collector 

The Working Group noted the comment. 

Npower None that we are aware of. 
 

 

ScottishPower Energy Retail None that we are aware of  

SP Manweb Plc and SP Distribution Ltd’s None, other than our response to Question 5 above  

SSE Energy Supply Ltd N/A  

SSE POWER DISTRIBUTION Meter operators responsibly to recalibrate the 
meters by a nominated end date. 

The Working Group noted the comment. 

UKPN No  

Western Power No solution is required; the onus is already on the 
HHDC to provide this information and for the 
supplier to ensure that that happens. 

The Working Group noted the comments. 
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