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:
	David Spillett 
david.spillett@energynetworks.org

	Company Name:
	Energy Networks Association

	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? 

	High.  It is the only future-proof option and provides time for the real costs and benefits of moving from this position to be evaluated.


	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.
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	NG has DNOs’ best view of DNO costs of banding options in the form of a simple model.  To arrive at the DNO cost base, NG should insert the relevant assumptions about generation scenario in the model.


	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.  As per Q1, setting banding levels lower than the default “high” threshold will put new requirements on smaller generations.  If it is subsequently found that the banding thresholds are set too low, these small generators built under this regime will effectively have stranded costs.


	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?

	Yes


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

	Not that I am aware of.

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

	No comment


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

	For reference the applicable Grid Code objectives are:

(i) to permit the development, maintenance and operation of an efficient, coordinated and economical system for the transmission of electricity;

Allows the economic development of the system in harmony with the EU
(ii) to facilitate competition in the generation and supply of electricity (and without limiting the foregoing, to facilitate the national electricity transmission system being made available to persons authorised to supply or generate electricity on terms which neither prevent nor restrict competition in the supply or generation of electricity);

Facilitate cross border trade with the EU
(iii) subject to sub-paragraphs (i) and (ii), to promote the security and efficiency of the electricity generation, transmission and distribution systems in the national electricity transmission system operator area taken as a whole; and

Some RfG provisions should assist in providing security to the system in the long term.
(iv) to efficiently discharge the obligations imposed upon the licensee by this license and to comply with the Electricity Regulation and any relevant legally binding decisions of the European Commission and/or the Agency.

Main purpose of proposals
This is a joint WG so needs to address the D Code objectives too:

(a) permit the development, maintenance, and operation of an efficient, co-ordinated, and economical system for the distribution of electricity; and 

Allows the economic development of the system in harmony with the EU
(b) facilitate competition in the generation and supply of electricity; and 

Allows the economic development of the system in harmony with the EU
(c) efficiently discharge the obligations imposed upon distribution licensees by the distribution licences and comply with the Regulation and any relevant legally binding decision of the European Commission and/or the Agency for the Co-operation of Energy Regulators. 

Main purpose of proposals



	Do you have any additional comments?


	Please insert your response

1 – Para top of p4 – it does not seem appropriate to repeat the 3 year review period from the RfG into Code legal text.  It implies that the Code Administrator cannot be trusted to manage this properly.
2.2.1 – Although at privatisation the DNOs were regional, the Utility Act 2000 removed this.  The IDNOs are not regional players, and the ex-PES DNOs all have GB as their licence area.  It is wrong to perpetuate a regional description of DNOs.

2.2.2 – Small embedded power stations are not bound by default, as you say – but can be bound to the Grid Code should NG be able to demonstrate an appropriate need.
2.2.3 – Does LEEMPS still exist under RfG?  This is partially a question for DECC as it presides over the licensing regime.  However most of the technical issues will be governed by the RfG only, so in this sense the technical distinctions of the current LEEMPS regime will disappear.  The commercial aspects of being licence exempt are not RfG or banding considerations.

2.2.7 – Emergency disconnection of embedded generation – it is important to present this in a balanced way: it is just as likely that future problems will be solved by disconnecting demand.

It is not clear why “It is assumed that the B/C threshold implicitly determines the level at which generators are members of the BM”.  On what is this assumption based?  It is not clear that the B/C boundary has any bearing on the ability of the GBSO to interact more directly with smaller generators.
3.4 – Although the input port might be advantageous, with a moderately rapid response time, NG will need to take into account the time of command signal propagation.  Whilst communication technology improves all the time, the presence of any legacy systems in the chair could add minutes, or many minutes, to the propagation of the command. 

4.9.  Hard to see “Stranded Assets” as a positive – and this is a commercial issue, not an RFG technical one.  The bullets should be indented.  And why is consistency with CE a negative?  Eroding the technical requirements in Scotland is only an issue if the current requirements are well founded, and it is not clear, nor argued, that that is the case.  System Balancing Costs are not bound to be higher; there are other developments, not least envisaged by the DCC, that provide other routes to procuring efficient system balancing.
4.10 – 6th positive bullet refers to 4.8.2 – but this section does not exist. 
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GC0048 - Cost Template

		GC0048 - Requirements for Generators Workgroup

		Generator Costs Template - Control Equipment

		Complete fields as applicable…

		* indicates mandatory for a BSC Participant		Cost Duration				Synchronous				Non-synchronous		Comments



		Control Point (Generator Owned)						£				£

		Comms:

		* Electronic Dispatch & Logging [Comms Only]		One off				N/A (Paid by NGET)				N/A (Paid by NGET)

		* NGET Green Phone		One off				N/A (Paid by NGET)				N/A (Paid by NGET)

		* Dedicated Phone Line(s)		One off				N/A (Paid by NGET)				N/A (Paid by NGET)

		* Fax Machine		One off

		NGET Comms Software:

		* Electronic Dispatch & Logging

		* Electronic Data Transfer

		* Supporting IT Hardware

		Output Monitoring:

		Operational Metering Equipment

		Operational Metering comms line						N/A (Paid by NGET)				N/A (Paid by NGET)

		Control Room Operations:

		 SCADA System

		 Power Forecasting Systems

		Performance Monitoring Systems (e.g. GPMS)

		* (+Trading Point?)

		* 24/7 Shift Staff

		Additional IT hardware

		 Other Costs (please specify in comments)



		Premises

		Disaster Recovery Coverage (for the above):



		TOTAL:						0				0





		Control Point (Third Party Service)

		 Setup Costs

		 Management Fee

		 Other Costs (please specify in comments)



		TOTAL:						0				0
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