Grid Code Industry Consultation Response Proforma

GC0048 – Requirements for Generators – GB Banding Thresholds
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 29 April 2016 to Grid.Code@nationalgrid.com.  Please note that any responses received after the deadline or sent to a different email address may not receive due consideration.
These responses will be included in the Report to the Authority which is drafted by National Grid and submitted to the Authority for a decision.
	Respondent:
	Campbell McDonald/Garth Graham

	Company Name:
	SSE Generation 

	Consultation Questions:

	i) From your perspective, which of the banding options presented in the consultation document (‘high’, ‘medium’, and ‘low’ is most suitable to apply in the GB synchronous area for the next three-five years? 

	From a SSE Generation perspective we consider the ‘High’ banding option (shown at the top of page 23) is the most suitable to apply in the GB synchronous area for the foreseeable future.  There would be additional costs placed directly on GB generators with the other two options; and there is no cost recovery mechanism (for GB generators) of the mandatory capabilities which would be introduced to small generators by either the ‘Medium’ or ‘Low’ options.  With the uncertainty of the applicability of generator licence conditions, access to market, despatch mechanism and settlement of the ancillary service associated with the Medium and Low options we do not believe they can be implemented.  It is our belief that the work to resolve these points will take at least 3 years and only when a clear route to market is established and a generator is able to gain investor confidence in their project should they be introduced.  Placing mandatory burdens on Type B and C projects without a mechanism to recover costs will potentially encourage investors to look outside GB. 


	ii) In respect of your preferred banding option stated in question (i), please can you provide a supporting justification, particularly focusing on quantifying any costs/savings/benefits (the attached template is provided as a guide), when it is compared to the other two options presented in this report.

	It must be noted the true costs of generator compliance with the RfG are as yet unknown. The technical requirements for Type B and Type C in particular in such areas as, for example,  frequency response, reactive power, fault ride through and fast fault current injection requirements are still to be determined by technical work groups set up in parallel with the GC0048 Banding Workgroup.  Indications from National Grid as acting TSO are that they are proposing the adoption of requirements which are close to the maximum capability in some cases, although within the range offered in the RFG.  This could subsequently require additional investment for some technologies to develop RfG compliant generators. 
SSE Generation is an operator and not a manufacturer, therefore we only feel confident to give costs associated with scheduling and despatch obligations.  As an operator of many existing generators of a size that the Type C requirements would apply to and as an operator of many existing generators which are required to participate in the BM we feel we are very well placed to estimate scheduling and despatch costs of a BMU.  We operate a control room scheduling, remotely controlling and monitoring over 3,000 MW of renewable generation in GB and Ireland.  It is our experience that a small generator requires the same level of work to develop running forecasts and implement than as any large generator.  Therefore if the number of generators required to report (because either the ‘Medium’ or ‘Low’ option is chosen) is greater then so will be the extra costs incurred by GB generators as a result.  We provide below information on the cost impacts per site.  We note that analysis previously presented to the GC0048 Workgroup by National Grid has identified the possible number of sites that could be affected.
Controllability

[Based on the assumption that a Type C generator would be obligated to be a BM Participant]. 

BM Compliant “Controllability” in GB requires a response to a TSO Instruction by the BM participant within 2 minutes and therefore a 24/7 manned Control Point is required in order to comply with this obligation.  For many small Power Parks the monitoring of plant and equipment alarms is carried out by the OEM on behalf of the owner and normally as part of the Turbine Operation and Maintenance Agreement between the Parties.  Invariably the monitoring and plant stop/start is carried out remotely from the generation site and often this is overseas (i.e. from Denmark or Germany).  The Control Point duties could be contracted to an OEM at a central location or carried out by the Power Station or Power Park owner themselves at site, however both options would incur significant additional costs.  The Control Point duties would include MEL, SEL management along with BOA and PN following.

It’s difficult to cost in detail, the functionality to comply with this new obligation (to respond within 2 minutes to an SO instruction) placed on smaller sized generators.  For both the ‘Medium’ and ‘Low’ options it requires the Contract Provider to have sufficient resource available to add the additional workload or employ specific team.  

Thus, if we assume, with the Contracted Option,  that it would take 10% of a central operators time to perform this task then,effectively, this equates to circa 900 annualised hours which, based on the salary / overhead cost of a professional operative,  @£150/per hour equals  £135k per site per year.
With the Owned Option, providing a wholly owned control point would require 24 x 7 x 52 cover at £100/ hour which could equal approximately £873.6k per site per year.
Availability Notification

The back office functions associated with the “Availability Management” required communication with the TSO are assumed (for the purposes of this CBA) to be the same for the Transmission System Operation Guidelines
 as for OC2 of the GB Grid Code.  The estimate includes the time to collate the availability data from the site assuming it is done from a Central Point.  Taking a 20 MW (10 x 2 MW) wind farm as the baseline we estimate this would  requires 10 (additional) man hours per week to process the turbine availability for TOGA.  This is based on the back office resource having an IT system holding the availability data which is capable of interfacing with TOGA.  The cost or man hours to develop an IT system to interface with TOGA has not been included here.

The availability communication timeframes are 

Real Time within Gate closure (i.e. balancing timeascales)

Interday 

Day ahead

2 to 49 day ahead

7 to 52 Week ahead

Annual 1 to 5 years ahead

Based on 10 hours per week  (10 X 52 @ £100 / hour) this equates to circa  £52K annually per site.


	iii) Does your preferred banding level adequately protect the interests of all Transmission System and Distribution System Users? If not, why does it fail to do so?

	Yes. The Transmission and Distribution System owners in England and Wales have to date not progressed the potential for operability or ancillary services available under  LEEMPs , indeed derogation requests against frequency response provisions have been supported.  In Scotland since BETTA large power stations (above 10MW in the SHET area) are required to be Grid Code compliant.  To date our understanding is that the utilisation of these ancillary services (such as frequency response) from all the embedded generators with this mandatory requirement in this area has been zero.  Mandating ancillary services effectively adds cost to the generator projects without an effective means of recovering the associated costs (of being so equipped).  It is also our experience that Transmission connected large power park module (wind farms) - many greater than 100MW - with proven mandatory frequency response capability are also not utilised.  The number of frequency response despatches as highlighted by Scottish Power to the Workgroup was less than five in 2 years.  Therefore to SSE Generation the case for mandating this provision down to 10 MW across GB under the RfG banding has not been proven and thus is not required in the next 3 to 5 years.  In other words we can review this decision (on banding) at the next review point to see if, at that later date, three years hence, if a change is (at that time) required. 
From the above it is the SSE Generation view that until the existing capabilities from existing generators is being extensively utilised and / or the ancillary service market is short or overly expensive then we consider that the ’High’ option adequately protects the Transmission and Distribution System owners for the next 3 to 5 years.  Existing provisions should be used (which they are not currently) before mandating new requirements over and above the (unutilised) existing provisions.



	iv) Do the proposed banding levels strike an appropriate balance between the needs of the System Operator, Network Operators, Generators and other interested parties? If not, why do they fail to do so?

	It is our view the ‘High’ banding level is the only one of the proposed levels that strikes reasonable, proportionate and efficient balance between the needs of Generators, System Operators, Network Owners, and other interested parties


	v) Are there additional considerations for the banding level which the Workgroup has so far not taken account of in this report? 

	The despatch mechanism for the Transmission System Operator to access the balancing and mandatory services under the Medium and Low Banding options.  


	vi) Please provide any other comments you feel are relevant to the proposed change.

	To do anything else other than adopt the ’High’ option could be considered to be both gold plating and to have an affect on cross border trade (which would be in contravention of UK Government policy and EU law respectively). 


	vii) How do you believe your preferred banding level facilitates the Grid Code/Distribution Code objectives?

	We consider the high banding level best facilitates the Grid Code objectives. We believe the High banding levels gives adequate provisions for the development, maintenance and operation of the transmission and distribution systems over the next 3 to 5 years and allows this to carried out efficiently and economically by the System Operators
We consider the high banding level best facilitates competition in that existing providers are given the opportunity to be fully utilised. It also avoids additional investment requirements being placed on smaller generators with no route to market to recover the costs. Smaller generators will be able to compete in the wider European market on an equal footing without the cost of installing stranded assets and 24/7 control facilities.


	Do you have any additional comments?


	The Consultation document differed from the Workgroup Report with references not consistent with the text.



� This is on the basis that the TSOG mapping has yet to be completed.
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