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Code Administrator Consultation Response Proforma

CMP330: Allowing new Transmission Connected parties to build
Connection Assets greater than 2km in length & CMP374:

Extending contestability for Transmission Connections

Industry parties are invited to respond to this consultation expressing their views and
supplying the rationale for those views, particularly in respect of any specific questions
detailed below.

Please send your responses to cusc.team@nationalgrideso.com by 5pm on 29 June
2023. Please note that any responses received after the deadline or sent to a different
email address may not receive due consideration.

If you have any queries on the content of this consultation, please contact Milly Lewis
Milly.L ewis@nationalgrideso.com or cusc.team@nationalgrideso.com

Respondent details Please enter your details

Respondent name: Charles Deacon

Company name: Eclipse Power Networks Ltd

Email address: charles.deacon@eclipsepower.co.uk

Phone number: Click or tap here to enter text.

Which best describes CConsumer body Olnterconnector

your organisation? ODemand CStorage
X Distribution Network OSupplier
Operator OTransmission Owner
COGenerator OVirtual Lead Party
Oindustry body OOther

| wish my response to be:
(Please mark the relevant box) XNon-Confidential CConfidential

Note: A confidential response will be disclosed to the Authority in full but, unless agreed
otherwise, will not be shared with the Panel or the industry and may therefore not influence
the debate to the same extent as a non-confidential response.

For reference the Applicable CUSC (charging) Objectives are:

a. That compliance with the use of system charging methodology facilitates effective
competition in the generation and supply of electricity and (so far as is consistent
therewith) facilitates competition in the sale, distribution and purchase of electricity;

b. That compliance with the use of system charging methodology results in charges
which reflect, as far as is reasonably practicable, the costs (excluding any payments
between transmission licensees which are made under and accordance with the
STC) incurred by transmission licensees in their transmission businesses and which
are compatible with standard licence condition C26 requirements of a connect and
manage connection);
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c. That, so far as is consistent with sub-paragraphs (a) and (b), the use of system
charging methodology, as far as is reasonably practicable, properly takes account of
the developments in transmission licensees’ transmission businesses;

d. Compliance with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision
of the European Commission and/or the Agency *; and

e. Promoting efficiency in the implementation and administration of the system charging

methodology.

**The Electricity Regulation referred to in objective (d) is Regulation (EU) 2019/943 of the

European Parliament and of the Council of 5 June 2019 on the internal market for electricity
(recast) as it has effect immediately before IP completion day as read with the modifications
set out in the SI 2020/1006.

Please express your views in the right-hand side of the table below, including
your rationale.

Standard Code Administrator Consultation questions

1 | Please provide your Mark the Objectives which you believe the proposed
assessment for the solution(s) better facilitates:
proposed solution(s) i XA OB XC 0D OE
against the Applicable
Objectives? WACM1 XA [OB XC [0OD UOE
Click or tap here to enter text.
2 Doyou have a X Original
preferred proposed LIWACM1
solution? LINo preference
Both options improve upon the baseline position, but the
12-month implementation for WACM1 seems excessive.
3 | Do you support the LIYes
proposed XINo
implementation
approach? Agree that 10 days too short. 6 months acceptable, but
12 months seems too long.
4 | Do you have any other 1. Proposed definition is better, rather than 2 km.

comments?

2. Codifying adoption agreement, payment, user self-build is
sensible as it differs across TOs at present.

3. Customers shouldn’t be expected to securitise against works
they are doing as discussed.

4. Cost reflective charging could reduce risk to TOs, but this
arrangement would encourage sensible pricing.

5. Mechanisms to elect for contestability post-offer should be
developed, in-line with similar rights at DNO level.

6. TOs could still specify standards that allow future growth
—an ITO could be less prescriptive in this manner, as an
IDNQ is. But this could lead to inefficient ITO development
as we are bound by the same codes.
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7. Concerns about offer timings etc are erroneous, they have
to price up these works and offer them anyway. Could this
just be a minor admin change?

8. Intervention criteria seem sensible, as well as delay
concerns.

9. Lots can be learnt from DNO Competition in Connections
Code of Practice

10. If TO has to step in as “last resort” then contractual delays
should be borne by the User.

11. Elements of 132 kV in Scotland can be contestable, but not
higher voltages. This should resolve distortions across GB.

12. Original implementation timescale vs WACM1 is preferred if
it can be done safely.
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