CUSC Workgroup Consultation Response Proforma

CMP213 - Project TransmiT TNUoS Developments
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 by 15 January 2013 to cusc.team@nationalgrid.com.  Please note that any responses received after the deadline or sent to a different email address may not receive due consideration by the Workgroup
These responses will be considered by the Workgroup at their next meeting at which members will also consider any Workgroup Consultation Alternative Requests.  Where appropriate, the Workgroup will record your response and its consideration of it within the final Workgroup report which is submitted to the CUSC Modifications Panel.

	Respondent:
	Please insert your name and contact details (phone number or email address)

	Company Name:
	Please insert Company Name

	Please express your views regarding the Workgroup Consultation, including rationale.

(Please include any issues, suggestions or queries)


	

	Do you believe that the proposed original better facilitate the Applicable CUSC Objectives?  Please include your reasoning.


	For reference, the Applicable CUSC Objectives for the Use of System Charging Methodology 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 in accordance with the STC) incurred by transmission licensees in their transmission businesses and which are compatible with standard condition C26 (Requirements of a connect and manage connection);
(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.


	Do you support the proposed implementation approach?  If not, please state why and provide an alternative suggestion where possible.
	


Specific questions for CMP213
	Q
	Question
	Response

	1
	Do you believe that the Workgroup has fully considered the range of options for addressing how charging structures should be applied geographically to areas dominated by one type of generation, including on local circuits?  If not, what other options would you like the Workgroup to consider and why?
	

	2
	Do you believe that the Workgroup has sufficiently reviewed all the necessary options on how a sharing factor (i.e. ALF) could be calculated.  Are there any areas that you think may need further development?  If so, please specify along with an associated justification.
	

	3
	On the subject of whether intermittent generation should be exposed to a Peak Security element of the tariff, do you have any views in addition to those discussed by the Workgroup?
	

	4
	Do you consider that the Workgroup has adequately set out and considered all relevant options and potential alternatives on the sharing aspect of this modification proposal?  If not, what other options would you like the Workgroup to consider and why?
	

	5
	What are your overall views on how best to reflect the differential impact of generators with distinct characteristics on incremental network costs into the TNUoS charging methodology?
	

	6
	Do you believe that the Workgroup has considered all relevant options and potential alternatives for how the expansion factor (i.e. unit cost) for an HVDC circuit paralleling the AC network should be calculated for inclusion in the TNUoS charging calculation?  If not, please provide suggestions with an associated justification.
	

	7
	Do you believe that the Workgroup has satisfactorily considered all the options and potential alternatives for how an HVDC circuit paralleling the AC network should be modelled in the DC load flow element of the TNUoS charging calculation?  If not, what other options would you like the Workgroup to consider and why?
	

	8
	Do you consider that the Workgroup has adequately set out and considered all relevant options and potential alternatives on the HVDC circuit aspect of this modification proposal? If not, what other options would you like the Workgroup to consider and why?
	

	9
	What are your overall views on how best to incorporate HVDC circuits that parallel the AC network into the TNUoS charging methodology?
	

	10
	Do you believe that the Workgroup has considered all the options and potential alternatives for island nodes classed as part of the Main Interconnected Transmission System (MITS) and those classed as local? If not, what other options would you like the Workgroup to consider and why?
	

	11
	Do you believe that the Workgroup has considered all relevant options and potential alternatives for how the global locational security factor could be applied to island connections with little or no redundancy?  If not, what other options would you like the Workgroup to consider and why?
	

	12
	Do you believe that the Workgroup has sufficiently considered the options and potential alternatives for how the expansion factor (i.e. unit cost) for sub-sea cables and/or radial HVDC circuits forming part of an island connection should be calculated for inclusion in the TNUoS charging calculation?  If not, please provide suggestions with an associated justification.
	

	13
	Do you consider that the Workgroup has adequately considered all relevant options and alternatives for an anticipatory application of the MITS definition to island nodes?  If not, please provide suggestions with an associated justification.
	

	14
	Do you consider that the Workgroup has adequately set out and considered all relevant options and potential alternatives on the “island connection” aspect of this modification proposal?  If not, what other options would you like the Workgroup to consider and why?
	

	15
	What are your overall views on how best to include island connections comprising sub-sea cable and/or HVDC technology, such as those proposed in Scotland, into the TNUoS charging methodology?
	

	16
	The CMP213 Workgroup would welcome your views on which, if any, of the four implementation options set out in Section 8 should be adopted.
	

	17
	The CMP213 Workgroup would welcome your views on (a) whether or not there should be a transitional approach to the implementation of CMP213 and, if so, how many working days notice period should be allowed as well as (b) what those transitional arrangements should be.
	

	18
	Do you wish to raise a Workgroup Consultation Alternative Request for the Workgroup to consider?
	If yes, please complete a Workgroup Consultation Alternative Request form, available on National Grid's website, and return to the above email address with your completed Workgroup Consultation response proforma.

	Do you have any other comments? 


	


