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About this document

This document contains the full collated responses received to the MP160 Modification Report
Consultation.
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Question 1: Do you believe that MP160 should be approved?

Respondent Category Response | Rationale SECAS Response
Scottish and Network Party | Approve All DCC Users will no longer have to provide quarterly -
Southern CSR forecasts thereby resulting in resource requirements
Electricity being reduced as well as there being a single source for
Networks the CSR forecast production which is direct from the
DCC.
OVO Energy Large Supplier | Approve We support what is being proposed in this modification -
Electricity North | Network Party | Approve We note and agree with the amendments made to the -
West Limited legal text and DCC User Guidance document regarding
clarification, since the last consultation.
We maintain our view and agree that the requirement on
Users to provide CSR forecasts should be removed, As a
DNO we do not create Device certificates only
Organisation certificates. Our policy is one certificate per
100k meters. Currently we still have to submit a forecast
even though we are forecasting only 1 or 2 requests per
year.
This proposal will remove an unnecessary administrative
burden.
Western Power Network Party | Approve We believe that this SEC Modification will better facilitate | -
Distribution SEC Objectives (a) by facilitating the efficient provision,
installation, operation and interoperability of smart
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Respondent Category Response | Rationale SECAS Response

metering systems at energy consumers’ premises within
Great Britain and (b) by enabling he DCC to comply at all
times with the objectives of the DCC licence and to
discharge the other obligations imposed upon it by the

DCC licence.
EDF Energy Large Supplier | Approve EDF agrees with the proposer believes that MP160 better | -
Customers Ltd facilitates SEC Objectives (a) and (b) due to the
efficiencies the removal of the forecasting CSR process
will deliver.
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Question 2: Please provide any further comments you may have

Respondent Category Comments SECAS Response
Scottish and Network Party | N/A -
Southern
Electricity
Networks
OVO Energy Large Supplier | N/A -
Electricity North | Network Party | N/A -
West Limited
Western Power Network Party | Please note that we have the following comments on the User 2.1 — Title page currently showing
Distribution Guidance Document: 06.06.22, which matches the Revision
2.1 - Clarification on revision dates shows 05/04/22 however title page | History for latest version of User Guidance
shows 5/5/22 Document v1.2.
3.1 — Pleased to see link to where documents will be published, 3.1~ Link path has been inserFed asa
however feel it would be beneficial to include the path. footnote on page 6 of User Guidance
Document.
Also question if L8.7 in the Legal Text should read three months not (3)
SECAS has decided for L8.7 of legal text
will remain as [3] months instead of three
months, as both terms appear throughout
the SEC.
EDF Energy Large Supplier | No -
Customers Ltd
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