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1st March 2021

Dear Sir or Madam
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Open Networks 2021 work programme consultation. Please find below E.ON’s response.
“Please provide us with any comments on our 2021 Open Networks Project workplan set out in v1.0 of the Project Initiation Document”

In general

Overall, we are pleased to see the continued hard work and innovation that is being pursued by the ENA through the Open Networks Project, especially in the area of flexibility. We wholeheartedly support network operators looking to remove barriers and encouraging users to make fuller usage of their distributed energy assets through flexibility markets. Only by maximising the efficiency of the entire network and its connections will we as an industry deliver Net Zero at a reasonable price for customers.

In terms of improvements, we believe that Open Networks can do even more to engage and collaborate with non-network operators to deliver commercial and technical solutions to many of the problems being addressed by the Open Networks Project. We would like to see Open Networks work more with flexibility providers to ensure flexibility is valued correctly (WS1A P1), that issues around flexible connections and their interplay with flexibility markets are addressed (WS1A P3,P8, P9) and that standard flexibility contracts work for both parties (WS1A P4). 

We also believe that data gathering and sharing of forecasts, live and historic network conditions is vital. Whilst we support all aspects of WS1B, we would like to see more emphasis placed on networks recording, modelling and sharing the status of the substations as well as DER on the network down to LV level. We acknowledge that there is currently very little LV monitoring performed on a regular basis today, but working alongside suppliers and customers to develop models from smart meter data will enable the entire industry (and customers) to understand the network better and identify areas that need investment (either through traditional reinforcement or local flexibility markets).
Finally, as an engaged stakeholder in the Open Networks Project, E.ON has some concern over the Unintended Consequences and Conflicts of Interest (UI&CoI) log. We believe that this document has become a place to park legitimate concerns of stakeholders. Whilst the log does contain a mitigation strategy for  each issue, there is no record of whether stakeholders believe that the mitigation is sufficient or whether the unintended consequence/conflict of interest still exists. Again, better engagement with non-network stakeholders should be sufficient to tackle this issue. 

Workstreams

Workstream 1A: 

[bookmark: _GoBack]E.ON is pleased to see that flexibility and the necessity of having transparent markets and procurement processes are key priorities for the Open Networks Project this year. We fully support the development of the Common Evaluation Methodology (CEM) tool and ask that its development is made even more collaborative with flexibility providers in order to ensure all parties involved can realise the true value of flexibility (networks, customers and flexibility providers). Ensuring that aspects of the whole system CBA are also incorporated is vital. The benefits of flexibility should be shared by all. We believe that there are still some areas that need further work in the CEM (such as flexible connections/ANM impact on flexibility provision) beyond that demonstrated in the worked examples released in December. It is essential that the true costs of flexible connections (including long term impact on future flexibility procurement) are incorporated into the model. We would be happy to contribute to this development work.

We are also pleased to see that the Project Initiation Document looks to address the concerns of a number of stakeholders (including ourselves) around the interplay between flexible connections and local flexibility markets. We are especially happy to see Open Networks looking to tackle the issue of legacy flexible connections and potentially offering exit strategies to allow users to participate more fully in other flexibility services. However, we believe that Open Networks could go further in this area. We believe that unfettered adoption of flexible connections can damage the development of flexibility markets as demand side response (demand turnup) and storage could also be used to tackle the issues associated with excess generation in a specific location. It is important that storage and DSR can compete on an even footing with flexible connections. With storage and DSR via EVs set to rapidly evolve in the next few years (due to the Government ban on new petrol and diesel cars by 2030), DNOs should be looking to allow these assets to compete against generation through competitive markets rather than dictating the value of flexibility through flexible connections. We do acknowledge the work that Open Networks is doing on secondary market capacity trading that could potentially allow generators to trade their curtailment requirement away (a proxy flexibility market). However, we believe that including all sources of flexibility in a single market is a far more efficient method to drive competition and support involvement from flexibility providers. Therefore, we would like to see Open Networks investigate running flexibility markets to support new generation connections that, if successful, will allow new generators to take up firm connections rather than flexible ones.     

We are also pleased to see Open Networks continuing to iterate the standard contract for flexibility services and the potential to combine this with NGESO contracts for national balancing services. We continue to have some concerns that these contracts are being developed behind closed doors with little or no engagement with the flexibility provider community. Whilst we acknowledge that there are plans for a consultation this summer, we feel that the development of the contracts would be much smoother/more efficient if it involved input from the counterparties i.e. flexibility providers.

Workstream 1B:      

E.ON is pleased that Open Networks continues to review and iterate the Distribution Future Energy Scenarios (DFES) methodology and its interplay with the national Future Energy Scenarios (FES). This is clearly an important topic with regard to identifying areas of the network that may require anticipatory investment and the evidence (and cost protections) Ofgem will require through the RIIO ED2 Business Plans to allow such investment to be part of the core allowance. This obviously also feeds into Network Development Plans (NDP) and Long Term Development Statement (LTDS) which will support identification of future constrained areas of the network. E.ON believes that the sharing of all these sources of information in a clear and transparent format, alongside the building up of confidence in open and transparent local flexibility markets will help flexibility providers develop  investible business models and hence see flexibility develop and mature much quicker.   

E.ON is also supportive of important data gathering and more importantly, data sharing. Knowing what DER assets are on each network is important, but just as important is understanding the network constraints and limitations right down to LV level. Therefore we would support a similar requirement for secondary substations to have an equivalent level of data gathering and sharing. 

Workstream 2:

E.ON is supportive of the extension of the Embedded Capacity Register below 1MW as this will move further towards the level of understanding needed to ensure that the networks are run as efficiently as possible whilst also delivering Net Zero. As stated for Workstream 1B, we would also like to see a similar attitude taken towards data sharing at secondary substations to deliver the Energy System Taskforce recommendation of a digital twin of the entire network.

Workstream 3:

The DSO Implementation Plan has limited use in its current state in that is does not identify which DNOs are progressing and which DNOs are lagging in their DSO development. Therefore, we welcome the inclusion of progress being made by each DNO. This will help to inform our interactions with each DNO.

Regarding the Unintended Consequences and Conflicts of Interest log, we are concerned that this document has become a ‘black hole’ for stakeholders’ legitimate concerns. We do not believe that a mitigation can be deemed sufficient until it is acknowledged by the complainant that they are happy with this mitigation and that it allays their fears. As far as we are aware, Open Networks has taken action to address the conflicts of interest but has not engaged sufficiently with stakeholders to understand whether they are happy with the mitigation put in place. We would like to see more engagement from the Open Networks with stakeholders identified as being ‘most likely to lose out’ and some evidence of the stakeholder’s satisfaction with the mitigation.

Workstream 4:

E.ON is very supportive of further investigation into whole system benefit for customers. The whole system CBA is of particular interest and we look forward to being updated on the progress of the whole system modelling that is being undertaken this year. Again, we believe that full engagement with a wide variety of non-network stakeholders is vital to the success of this project.

If you would like to discuss these comments in more detail, please feel free to contact E.ON UK using the details at the top of this response. 
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