CUSC Workgroup Consultation Response Proforma

CMP242 – Charging Arrangements for interlinked offshore transmission solutions connecting to a single onshore substation
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 5pm on 31 July 2015 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.
Any queries on the content of the consultation should be addressed to Paul Wakeley at paul.wakeley@nationalgrid.com. 
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 or any of the alternatives better facilitate the Applicable CUSC Objectives?  Please include your reasoning.


	For reference, the Applicable CUSC objectives are: 
Use of System Charging Methodology

(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.


Standard Workgroup consultation questions
	Q
	Question
	Response

	1
	Do you believe that the CMP242 Original Proposal or any of the potential options for change better facilitates the Applicable CUSC Objectives?
	

	2
	Do you support the proposed implementation approach?
	

	3
	Do you have any other comments? 
	

	4
	Do you wish to raise a WG Consultation Alternative Request for the Workgroup to consider? 


	If yes, please complete a WG Consultation Alternative Request form, available on National Grid's website
, and return to cusc.team@nationalgrid.com


Specific questions for CMP224 

	Q
	Question
	Response

	5
	· For an existing or financially committed generator, when an interlink is proposed, should the generator have the right to ‘opt-out’ of paying for (and using for) interlink?

· If a generator initially opts-out, but later ‘opts-in’ to paying for (and using) an interlink should any costs be applied retrospectively?
	

	6
	Do you think that individual offshore generator parties affected by an interlink should be able to agree how to apportion the costs of that interlink between them, with the CUSC providing a fall-back methodology?
	

	7
	Do you agree with the Workgroup’s view to not charge a generator for another circuit other than their main radial circuit and their share of the interlink circuit, i.e. there is no charge for the use of the other generator’s radial circuit? If not, what would you propose?
	

	8
	Do you have a view on whether Option (iv) – ‘shared and unshared (proportion by TEC)’, Option (viii)  - ‘Restricted Availably Measure’ or another option is the most appropriate way to apportion the costs associated with an interlink?

If you prefer option (vii) a weighted sum of firm and non-firm access, what value would you propose for the weighting between firm and non-firm?
	

	9
	Do you agree with the Workgroup that one party should not be directly affected by the TEC reduction caused by another (all other things being equal), meaning that a fixed proportion of the costs associated with the interlink, determined based on the initial TEC of the generators, should be fixed for a TO price control period?

Do you have any comments on the consequences of this approach?
	

	10
	How should the situation of more than two generators be treated? Should each interlink be treated separately, should an extension of the apportionment methodology be determined to share multiple interlink costs over multiple generators, or do you have any further options?
	


As part of this workgroup consultation we have sought to draft the report in a ‘more engaging’ style. If you have time we would really appreciated your thoughts whether this style is better than previous reports and any ideas for improvements.

	Q
	Question
	Response

	11
	Do you consider the style of this report over previous reports an improvement and have any thoughts as to further improvements?
	


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Electricity/Codes/systemcode/amendments/forms_guidance/" ��http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/Electricity/Codes/systemcode/amendments/forms_guidance/� 





