Code Administrator Meeting
Summary

Meeting name: CMP434 & CM095 Workgroup 24

Date: 23/09/2024
Contact Details

Chair: Claire Goult Claire.Goult@nationalgrideso.com

Proposer: Ruby Pelling ruby.pelling@nationalgrideso.com

Key areas of discussion

The key areas in Workgroup 24 were to review Alternative Requests and the Draft Legal Text
Discussion. The Chair noted quoracy and began the Workgroup.

Legal Text Discussion

The workgroup discussed the legal text, with focus on sections 6 and 16. Workgroup members
addressed comments they had left in the Draft Legal Text and the ESO’s Legal SME responded to
them. Workgroup members asked where the transparency of confirmation of Project progression is
being picked up in the legal text. There was much debate on Statement of Works progress and if it is
still necessary.

Alternative Requests

Alternatives 10, 11, and 12 were presented by Community Energy Scotland.

The purpose of Alternative 12 is to allow more community generators access to the grid by having a
small percentage of new transmission capacity ringfenced for community generators for 5-7 years
before being released for other types of developers to use.

Alternative 11’s purpose is to remove the discriminatory access issues that community generators
face, which the Alternatives Proposer states goes against EU Regulation 2019/943. A Workgroup
member stated that they were not sure what part of the ESO’s proposal was deficient, and that this
alternative would require more than just changes to the CUSC, such as licence changes. A Workgroup
member asked if EU Regulation 2019/943 is being breached by this current modification. Workgroup
members noted that this modification may not be the best place for this concept. OFGEM agreed to
take this information away and verify that this EU law is still retained by the UK.

Alternatives 4 and 5 were presented by Electricity North West.

Alternative 4 is aiming to make the definitions for Embedded Generation clearer. The proposer made
Figure 1 to show the current process for using the CUSC to determine what the CUSC constitutes as
Embedded Generation. This Alternative proposes to replace the current definitions with Table 1.
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Table 1: Alternative 4's Proposed Embedded Generation Definitions

Category 1 Embedded Category 2 Embedded
Generator Generator
England and Wales 1MW up to 100MW 100MW and larger
Southern Scotland 200kW up to 30MW 30MW and larger
Northern Scotland 200kW up to 10MW 10MW and larger

Figure 1: Diagram of Current CUSC Process for Embedded Generation

A Workgroup member asked how Table 1 would interact with the ongoing harmonisation efforts. The
Alternative’s Proposer stated that these efforts will not interact with the Alternative’s purpose, which is
aiming to take the current definitions and clarify them, not change them. Workgroup members stated
they felt like it was too minor to be an Alternative and should just be incorporated in the ESO’s
proposal. The ESO stated they do not currently intend to incorporate this Alternative. The definitions
within the CUSC occasionally refer to the Grid Code, which Workgroup members believe it should not.

Alternative 5 is intending to raise the lower threshold at which embedded schemes follow the Primary
Process, as the current lower threshold limit of 1 MW in England and Wales can cause these small
projects to incur perceived unnecessary costs and effort. The provisional new lower limit boundaries
given are 5, 7.5, and 10 MW, but these are open to change after further analysis. Workgroup members
asked about combining alternatives 4 and 5.

An ESO SME gave an update that their intent is to change the proposal of plus 10 days to get all
information on Embedded Generation from DNOs to the ESO, to plus 5 Days to get basic CPA data to
the ESO and then plus 15 days to get system modelling data to the ESO.

Alternative 23 is about changing the number of days DNOs have to hand on distributed generation
data to the ESO. The Proposer of this alternative has created a diagram to better explain their idea, as
can be seen in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Alternative 23's Proposal

Alternative 21 was presented by Epsilon Energy. This alternative is concerned with a 12-month grace
period to move redline boundaries freely after Gate 2 acceptance and getting rid of the 50% threshold.
Workgroup members stated that this project could go against the efficient discharge Code Objective.

Alternative 25 was presented by RWE, which was intended to make the ESO codify all the information
and requirements within the Methodologies. This has now changed to having the Methodologies
codified in the future, rather than during this Modification. A Workgroup member stated that OFGEM
had already committed to Methodologies, this Alternative’s Proposer stated that this does not go
against this Alternative.

Alternative 28 from ENSO Energy. This Alternative proposed that, for the first year only, the results
from the ESO compliance process would be published and then applicants can remove their
applications if they feel they are no longer relevant. This Alternative’s Proposer believes this will speed
up applications by up to 8 months. A Workgroup member asked if there were financial implications in
this Alternative, the Proposer answered no. The ESO stated that the go live dates for CMP434 and
CMP435 may not be the same day.

Alternative 27 intends to reintroduce M1 at Gate 2, and in some cases to reintroduce a financial
instrument aspect. Workgroup members asked for the Proposal to include a table of financial
instruments.

Next steps

Actions to be circulated to Workgroup members.
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