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Please provide your responses to John Brookes – Customer Policy Development Manager, via e-mail (John.Brookes1@nationalgrid.com) by 5pm on 30th June 2017.
To :John Brookes, Customer Policy Development Manager, -John.Brookes1@nationalgrid.com 

30th June 2017
Dear John,

Open letter consultation: Investment Ahead of TEC guidance document
EDF Energy is one of the UK’s largest energy companies with activities throughout the energy chain.  Our interests include nuclear, coal and gas-fired electricity generation, renewables, and energy supply to end users.  We have over five million electricity and gas customer accounts in the UK, including residential and business users.

Our response to the four questions in the consultation, is set out below.  I confirm that this letter may be published.  
Consultation Questions

1. Do you agree with the principle that inefficient costs related to early transmission investment, which occurs as a result of a customer request, should be recovered from the customer who makes the request?

Yes, but  we need to define what is “inefficient”; also “customer request” is a term open to interpretation.  It is important that this matter is properly considered via a CUSC modification process with appropriate evidence and analysis to demonstrate the need for and implications of the change, and that wider policy implications can be the subject of an impact assessment by Ofgem, if it deems this appropriate, in assessing such a modification when remitted to it.  The matter is not quite so black and white as the question implies; what, for example, of the case where early backfeed is not wanted by the generator, but its connecting OFTO is insisting that the generator contract with the TO for early backfeed ? 

It is noteworthy, as has been commented on before, that if an early backfeed is operational, the generator becomes liable for demand TNUoS, on the same basis as other users of the system.

The CUSC workgroup will no doubt wish to discuss how to ensure sufficient transparency and advance notice of the charge, and whether there are circumstances where the need for early investment in transmission is for any reason outwith the generator’s control.    A customer request is not just a matter of the connection agreement  alone; thte customer must be in control and know of and agree what is spent by the transmission owner.  
2. What are your views on the changes we are proposing to the guidance note and methodologies?

It is our view that baseline CUSC including section 14.4 does not clearly allow for these charges; proper consideration via a CUSC modification workgroup is required to ensure that all issues are identified.  The Guidance should ultimately be complementary to the CUSC modification, explaining how it works in practice and adding to the transparency. The two things will, ultimately, need to be updated in parallel and the CUSC modification must come into force before the updated Guidance is published. 

A transition plan is important and should allow dates to be restated without liability until the CUSC Mod is in place; the guidance alone is not capable of fixing the issue.  

3. What are your views on the benefits of publishing separate guidance notes for each of the two charges currently outlined in the guidance document?

Consideration is required at workgroup as to whether backfeed charges are appropriate, cost reflective or allowable (we believe, not) under current CUSC arrangements. Backfed users pay demand TNUoS once the backfeed is in operation. 

The CUSC at present doesn’t allow grid in our opinion to impose delay charges.  A CUSC mod should cover both backfeed and delay charges.  
The guidance note(s) and importantly the CUSC mod should take account and treat appropriately, any situations where the original date for works is earlier than required by the generator’s programme in order to suit the TO’s delivery programme (e.g. to combine with other works that are being undertaken)

Charges must be totally transparent and known well ahead so a generator can make efficient decisions.  

4. Are there any further changes you would like to see made to the guidance note?
We believe the CUSC mod and guidance note should allow for reciprocity of delayed damages, so that where the TO delays the generator’s connection there is cost-reflective compensation from the TO in relation to the generator’s loss.  
There may be circumstances in which a generator has to have very early backfeed because of safety rules imposed by a technology-specific regulator, e.g. the control systems have to be tested over a long period of time using external Grid supplies.  This might be discussed at the CUSC mod workgroup.  It may also consider whether relief should be possible from these early investment charges in the case of force majeure or major external influences on a generator, and if so what these might comprise.  

Yours sincerely,

Paul Mott, 
Senior Transmission & Trading Adviser
This correspondence is a corporate communication issued by EDF Energy plc on behalf of EDF Energy Holdings Limited, (Reg. No. 06930266) and its subsidiaries
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