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Lurrentia Walker 
National Grid ESO, 
Faraday House,  
Warwick Technology Park,  
Warwick CV34 6DA 

18 February 2021 

Dear Ren, 

SSEN Transmission response to CMP330: Allowing new Transmission Connected Parties to 
build Connection Assets greater than 2km in length consultation (Consultation) 

This response is prepared on behalf of Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission Plc (SSEN 
Transmission), part of the SSE Group, responsible for the electricity transmission network in 
the north of Scotland. Whilst we are not a CUSC party, the impact of this proposal would affect 
the way we undertake our licenced activities and change the way we charge customers for 
those activities. As such, we set out high-level concerns below and provide our more detailed 
response to the Consultation in Appendix 1 of this letter. 

We support measures to deliver electricity transmission infrastructure in the most economic, 

efficient, sustainable and coordinated manner. We are however concerned that, by virtue of 

these proposals, the Workgroup is seeking to promote the introduction of a process out with 

its vires and so narrowly focused that it does not fully consider the wider, and potentially 

significant, impacts on the Transmission Owners (TOs), network Users, as well as the GB 

consumers.  

Our specific concerns with the proposal as set out so far are that: 

• A decision as to whether this is appropriate already appears to have been made and 

the consultation largely focuses on the question of whether a limitation on distance is 

appropriate and, if so, what distance; and, more fundamentally, 

• There is little evidence of consideration beyond how would this could work for the 

benefitting User, little assessment of practical implications/challenges for the TOs, and 

no impact assessment or cost benefit analysis of the impact to other Users and the GB 

consumer. For example: 

o The connection boundary, and hence scope of TCA, is a matter of established 

regulatory policy – it is not within the vires of the CUSC Panel to re-visit this. 

o Network connection boundaries have recently been considered under the 

ACR, with no change proposed at transmission. 
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o There is good reason for the current boundary – it allows licensees to develop 

the network economically for the benefit of all users, using shared 

infrastructure. 

o There are many examples where we have developed shared, or re-purposed 

existing, infrastructure as an economic solution to new and changing use of 

the network. 

o While onshore ‘radials’ sized for individual users might be in the interests of 

that individual User, these would push up the overall cost to the GB consumer 

by resulting in more transmission infrastructure development. This would also 

impact on local communities and environmental/visual concerns. 

o The RIIO-T2 price control has been settled on the basis of the current 

boundary; this modification would re-open that settlement. 

o Transmission licensees have obligations to develop an economic, efficient and 

co-ordinated system, along with meeting developers’ reasonable expectations 

for connection. It is not clear what issue this modification is seeking to resolve. 

These issues require further investigation and scrutiny ahead of any decision to implement the 

proposals and we would strongly urge the ESO and Workgroup to consider these in more detail 

highlighting our legitimate concerns to the CUSC Modifications Panel in the Workgroup Report 

and to Ofgem as part of its process. 

It is our strong view that this modification should be rejected for the reasons above. 

Next Steps 

We understand that the next step is for the Workgroup to consider consultation responses 
before submitting its report to the CUSC Modification Panel on the 26th March 2021.  

We look forward to continuing to engage with the ESO, Workgroup and Ofgem on the wider 
issues raised in our response. 

 

 

 

Neil Bennett 

Commercial Policy Manager 

SSEN Transmission  



 

APPENDIX 1 – COMPLETED CONSULTATION PROFORMA 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 


